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NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate July 20, 1973:

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

J. William Middendorf 11, of Connecticut,
‘to e Under Secretary of the Navy, vice Frank
P. Sanders, resigned.

IDEPARTMIENT ‘OF THE TREASURY

William L. Gifford, of New York, to be &
Deputy Under Secretary of the 'I‘x-en.suq wvice
James E. Smith.

SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE Comsm

‘The following-named persons to be mem-
bers of the Securities and Exchange ‘Com-
mission for the terms indicated:

For the remainder of the term expiring
June 5, 1976: A, A. Sommer, Jr., of Ohio, vice
A. Sydney Herlong, Jr., resigned.

For the remainder of the term expiring
June 5, 1977: Ray Garrett, Jr., of Illinois, vice
G. Bradford Cook, resigned.

CONFIRMATIONS

‘Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate July 20, 1973:
In THE ARMY

The United States Army Reserve officers
named herein for promotion as Reserve
Commissioned officers of the Army, under the
provisions of title 10, United States CTode,
section $593(a) and 3384:

To be major general

Brig. Gen. Edward Irving Creed, SSN

Br‘lg. 'Gen. Herbert Marshall Martin, lr.
SSN

Brig. Gen. Robert Darwin Partridge, SSN

To be brigadier general

Col. Chester Lee Finch, Jr., SSN Eeraall
Civil Affairs.

Col. James William Hoerner, SSNESra-
Infantry.

Col. Jack Jew, SSNEE TS ecdl Medical
Corps.

Col. Franklin Lane McKean, SSN
Field Artillery.

Col. William Allen Newton, Jr., SSN
Medical Corps.

Col. Ben Lewis Raushing, SSN|
Field Artillery.

The Army National Guard of the United
States officers named herein for promotion
as Reserve Commissioned officers of the Army

der the provisions of title 10, United States
Code, section 593 (a) and 3385:

To be major general
Brig. Gen. Howard Gurney Garrison, SSN
To be brigadier general

Col. Fletcher Clement Booker, Jr., SSNERSH
Field Artillery.

Col. Max Arnoid Creer, ssN ISR
!ﬁekl Artillery.

Col. Nicholas Joseph Del Torto, SSN
Infantry.

Col. William Pa,ul Hurley, S
Infantry.

Col. Roberf Earl Johnson, Jr., SSN
Infantry.
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Col. Roger Irvin Martin, Jr., SSN [REreM
Ordnance Corps.

Col. Joseph Henry Ritzenhein, SSN
P23 infaniry.

Tol. James "Read Stallings, SSN [PEaracll
Military Police ‘Corps.

“The Army National Guard of the United
Btates officers named herein for promotion
&3 Reserve Commissioned officers of the Army
under the provisions of title 10, United States
Code, section 593(a) and 3392:

T'o be major general

Col. Thomas Sams Bishop, SSN
Infantry.

To be brigadier general

Col. Calvin Hubert Lanning, SSN
Armor.

Col. Richard Austin Miller, SSN
Infantry.

Col. Albert Ross Moerris, Jr., SSNETSTEN-
28, Armor.

Col. Thomas Martin Phillips, SSN
Field Artillery.

Col. Charles Sumner Reed, Jr., SSN
Corps of Engineers.

‘Col. Clyde Chester Wright, SSN
Field Artillery.

1. The following-named Army Medical De~
partment officers for temporary appointment
in the Army of the United States, to the
grades indicated, under the provisions of
title 10, United States Code, sections 8442
and 3447:

MEDICAL CORPS
To be major general

Brig. Gen. Robert Bernstein JIETSrarrcdll,
Army of the United States (colonel, Medical
Corps, U.S. Army).

Brig. Gen. Edward Henry Vogel, Jr.,
Medical Corps, U.S. Army.

To be brigadier general

Coal. Kenneth Ray Dirks, JITSrSrdl, Army
of the United States (lieutenant coalonel,
Medical Corps, U.S. Army).

Col. George Sawyer Woodard, Jr.,
Medical Corps, US. Army

«Col. Spencer Beal Reid, Med-
ical Corps, U.S. Army.

Col. William Albert Boyson, EScecclll
Medical Corps, US. Army.

MEDICAL SERVICE CORPS
To be brigadier general

©Col. John Edward Haggerty, [T
Medical ‘Service Corps, U.S. Army.

2. The following-named officers for ap-
pointment in the Regular Army of the United
States, to the grade indicated, under the
provisions of title 10, United States Code,
sections 3284 and 3307;

MEDICAL CORPS
To be major general

Maj. ‘Gen. James Arista Wier, [IIETSererdll
Army of the United States (brigadier gen-
eral, Medical Corps, US. Army).

Maj. Gen. Spurgeon Hart Neel, Jr.,
EZET8 M Army of the United States (brigadier
general, Medical Corps, U.S. Army).

3. The following-named officers for ap-
pointment in the Regular Army of the United
States, to the grade indicated, under the
provisions of title 10, United States Code,
sections 3284 and 3306
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MEDICAL ‘CORPS
‘To be brigadier general

Brig. Gen. Robert Bernstein I orercdll
Army of the United States (colonel, Medical
Corps, U.S. Army).

Maj. Gen. Richard Ray Taylor,
Army of the United States {eol.onel,
Medical «Corps, U.S. Army).

1. The following-named officer to be placed
on the retired list im grade indicated under
the provisions of title 10, United States Code,
section 3962:

To be lieutenant general

Lt. Gen. Hal Bruce Jennings, Jr. FEredll
23 Army of the United States {major gen-
eral, US. Army).

2. Maj. Gen. Richard Ray Taylor Rt
P22 Army of the United States (colonel,
US. Army) for appointment as the Surgeon
General, US. Army, with the grade of leu-
tenant general, under the provisions of title
10, United States Code, section 3036.

IN THE NAVY

Comdr. Paul J. Weitz, Jr.,, U.8S. Navy, for
permanent promotion to the grade of captain
in the Navy in accordance with article IT,
section 2, clause 2 of the Constitution.

IN THE ARMY

Army mnominations beginning Jack H.
Leach, to be colonel, and ending Alan P.
Smith, to be first lientenant, which nomina-
tions were received by the Senate and ap-
peared in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on Ju‘ly
9, 1973.

Army nominations beginning Earle ‘L.
Denton, to be lieutenant colonel, and ending
John W. Sagartz, to be captain, which nomi-
nations were received by the Senate and ap-
pea.red in the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD On July

9, 1973.

Army nominations beginning Donald J.
Acker, to be colonel, and ending Willard B.
Woodruff, Jr., to be Ilieutenant. colonel,
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL REC-
ORD On July 9, 1973.

IN THE NAVY

Navy nominations beginning James R.
Lash, to be lieutenant commander, and end-
ing Timothy H. Meyer, to be ensign, which
mominations were received by the Senate
and appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORR
on July 9, 1973.

Navy nominations beginning Timothy K.
Murphy, to be ensign, and ending: Michael
B. Sanborn, to be ensign, which nominations
were received by the Senate and appeared
in the CoNcrEssiowalL Recorp on July 13,
1973. :

IN THE MARINE CORPS

Marine Corps mominations beginning. Al-
bert W. Campbell, o be colonel, and ending
Walter F. Welch, to be second lieutenant,
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the CoNGRESSIONAL Ruc-
orp and July 9, 1973.

Marine Corps nominations beginning Wil-
liam R. Abele, Jr., to be major, and ending
Arthur Yow, Jr., to be chief warrant officer
(W—-2), which nominations were received by
the Senate and appeared in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD on July 9, 1973.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Friday, July 20, 1973

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

Keep thy heari with all diligence; for
out of it are the issues of life.—Proverbs
4:23. . )

Almighty God, our Heavenly Father,
mercifully look upon our Nation and
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come into the hearts of our people that
by Thy grace we may be saved from evil
ways and may. enter the open doors of
a better and a higher life in Thy service.

Deliver us from an undue sense of our
own importance and lead us o a greater
concern about an increase of justice,
mercy, and truth in our land.

Deliver us from pride of class, color,
or creed, and renew our spirits with
truth and love that we may be doers

of Thy word and not hearers only.

Draw us closer to Thee and bind us
together in the bonds of a common faith
ahd a ‘common devotion that weé may be
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united in spirit as we pﬁlaﬁm liberty,

justice, and good will to
holy name we pray. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

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

Without objection, the Journal stands
approved.

There was no objection.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr,
Arrington, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed with amend-
ments in which the concurrence of the
House is requested, bills of the House of
the following titles:

H.R. 3630. An act to extend for 3 years the
period during which certain dyeing and
tanning materials may be imported free of
duty;

H.R. 7935. An act to amend the Fair Labor
Btandards Act of 1938 to increase the mini-
mum wage rates under that act, to expand
the coverage of that act, and for other pur-
poses; and

HR. 8070. An act to authorize grants for
vocational rehabilitation services, and for
other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the amendment of the
House to a bill of the Senate of the fol-
lowing title:

8. 69. An act to amend title 38 of the
United States Code to provide improved and
expanded medical and nursing home care to
veterans; to provide hospital and medical
care to certain dependents and survivors of
veterans; to provide for improved structural
safety of Veterans' Administration facilities;
to improve recruitment and retention of
career personnel in the Department of Medi-
cine and Surgery; and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the report of the com-
mittee of conference on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ments of the House to the bill (8. 504)
entitled “An act to amend the Public
Health Service Act to provide assistance
and encouragement for the development
of comprehensive area emergency med-
ical services systems.”

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

8. 426. An act to regulate’ interstate com-
merce by requiring premarket testing of new
chemical substances and to provide for
screening of the results of such testing prior
to commercl_al productton, to requl.re test-
ing of certain existing chemical substances,
to authorize the regulation of the use and
distribution of chemical substances, and for
other purposes; and

5. 1148. An act to provide for operation of
all domestic volunteer service programs by
the ACTION Agency, to establish certain
new such programs, and for other purposes.

THE SENATE COMES UP WITH A
REMAREKABLE COMPROMISE TO

THE CONTROVERSIAL WEST
FRONT OF THE CAPITOL ISSUE

(Mr. STRATTON asked and was given
permission to address the House for
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1 minute and te revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, I want
to bring to the attention of the House
the fact that the Senate yesterday passed
the legislative branch appropriation bill,
and in connection with the controversial
west front project came up with a really
remarkable proposal, in fact a remark-
able compromise solution to this issue.

First of all, they found out not only
that we can successfully restore the west
front but we can restore it for a mere $10
million. To be on the safe side they put
$15 million for restoration in their bill.
Second, they have proposed an arrange-
ment for providing times the
needed office space to the House of Rep-
resentatives in the Capitol vicinity at
Jjust one-seventh of the cost which the
long-touted extension proposal would do.
Details of this remarkable compromise
are contained in the Recorp for July 19,
at pages 24831 and 24832,

I believe this remarkable recommenda-
tion deserves the most serious considera-
tion by every Member of the House. I
hope the conference committee will con-
sider it very carefully and favorably, so
we can preserve the Capitol, save the tax-
payers' money, and get all the additional
office space the House requires,

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
FOREIGN AFFAIRS TO FILE RE-
PORT ON H.R. 9360

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Foreign Affairs may have until mid-
night tonight to file a report on the bill
H.R. 9360,

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

‘Wisconsin?

There was no objection.

MAJORITY LEADER THOMAS P.
O’NEILL, JR., SAYS PHASE IV IS
LIEKE RADIATION TREATMENT

(Mr. O'NEILL asked and was given
permission to address the House for
1 minute, to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. O'NEILL, Mr, Speaker, the trouble
with phase IV is that it is too much like
radiation treatment. You give this kind
of dosage when the patient is in such
bad shape that you have not anything
to lose.

The President’s attempt to kill off in-
flation runs the danger of destroying the
entire economic boom of which his ad-
ministration was so proud. The morning
papers tell us that production fell off
sharply in the second quarter and that
the economy as a whole is headed down-
hill. How far down nobody knows, But it
could be the most devastating drop in
the whole economic roller coaster which
this administration has been operating
for the past 5 years.

Yet the administration still refuses to
take the really hard medicine. The Pres-
ident’'s message made no recommenda-
tion for the thorough and equitable tax
reform that this Nation needs.

Instead, Secretary Shuitz took refuge
in an economic sacred cow from the
Eisenhower years.
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A balanced budget is what we need, .
Secretary Shultz said, and he called it
that old basic religion.

Mr. Speaker, it is going to take a lot
more than faith healing to get this econ-
omy well.

PROPOSED NEW RULES FOR THE
HOUSE

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

Mr. VEYSEY. Mr. Speaker, last night,
in a flurry of confusion, the House ap-
proved H.R. 8860, the farm bill, which
may determine the economic and phys-
ical health of farmers and consumers in
this Nation for 4 years. It is a safe bet
that not over a handful of Members
really knew what was in the bill on final
passage. There was great difficulty in
learning exactly what many of the 58
amendments really said.

Frankly, that is a dangerous situation
which causes the House to lose credibil-
ity with the public.

I would like to propose two changes in
the rules to assist in orderly processing of
complex legislation on the floor:

First. Copies of all amendments should
be available to any Member desiring
them at the time the amendment is
proposed.

This would require that the amend-
ment be properly prepared. Fast copying
machines at the desk should make copies
readily available, and the chairman
should enforce the rule requiring avail-
ability.

Second. The bill should be in print
with all amendments included before the
vote on final passage is taken.

This might mean 1 day of delay to get
the amendments fitted to the bill and in
print. What difference would that make
on a bill which was debated over a pe-
riod of a week? Again, fast copying ma-
chines might accomplish this chore with-
out delay.

The Members deserve to know what
they are voting on before they vote—not
the next day. So does the press, and so
does the public.

Let us do our legislating with under-
standing and in an orderly way.

CALIFORNIA CANNERIES STRIKE

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

Mr, KETCHUM. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
inform the body that on the eve of the
final passage of the farm bill and when
we are newly informed of the phase IV
controls which we hope will ease agri-
cultural shortages, the California Team-
sters Union have walked out of Cali-
fornia canneries. The impact of this
precipitous action cannot be overempha-
sized. Tomatoes are in the process of
picking and the peach harvest has just
begun. A delay of more than a day or two
means the end of harvest for these crops
and losses in the hundred of thousands
of dollars to California’s growers with a
subsequent and most serious loss to Cali-
fornia’s farmworkers. In the end the
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ultimate loser will be the American con-
sumer. I cannot urge in stronz enough
terms that immediate action be taken to
terminate this strike either by an in-
junction or better yet by the Teamsters
Union recognizing the damage they may
bring about and returning to work, while
negoliations ue.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
HR. T335—FAIR LABOR STAND-
ARDS ACT OF 1868 AMENDMENTS

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, T ask
imanimous consent to take from the
Speaker's table the bill (HR. 7935) %o
amend the Fair Labor Standards Act of
1938 to increase the minimum wage rates
under fhat act, tc expand the coverage
of that act, and for other purposes, with
a Senate amendment thereto, disagree to
the Senate amendment, and reguest a
conference with the Senate thereon.

The SPEAKER. Is there ohjection to
the request of the gentleman from Een-
tucky? The Chair hears none and ap-
points the following conferees: Messrs.
Perging, THompsoN of New Jersey,
DenT, Domamwick V. Daniers, BURTON,
Gaypos, Cray, Biacer, Mazzoll, QUIE,
ErienporN, Hawsenw of Idaho, Kewe,
Sarasiy, and Huser.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF HR. 8538, PUBLIC BROADCAST-
ING

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I eail
up Honse Resolution 467 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. Res, 487

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Commitlee
of the Whole House on the Siate of the Un-
fon for the consideration of the bill (H.E.
B8538) to amend the Communications Act of
1834, to extemd certain authorizations for
the Corporation for Public Broadcasting and
for certaln construction grants for noncom-
mercial educational television and radio
broadcasting facilities, and for other pur-
poses. After debate, which shall be
confined to the bill and shall continue not
to exceed one hour, to be equally divided
and eontrolled by the chairman and ranking
minority member of the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce, the hill shall
be read for amendment under the five-min-
ute rule. It shall be in order to consider the
amendment in the nature of a substitute
recommended by the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce now printed in
the bill as an original bill for the purpose
of amendment under the five-minute rule.
At the conclusien of such consideration, the
Committee shall rise and report the bill to
the House with such amendments as may
have been adopled, and any Member may de-
mand a separate vote in the House on any
amendment adopted in the Committee of the
Whole to the bill or to the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute., The
previous gquestion shall be considered as or-
dered on the Hill and amendments thereto
to final passage without intervening motion
‘exvept one motion to recominit with or with-
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out instructions. After the passage of HR.
8538, the Committee on Interstate and For-
eign Commerce shall be discharged from the
further consideration of the bill 5. 1090, and
it shail then be in order in the Housse $0
move to sirike out all after the enacting
clause of ihe saild Senate bill and insert in
lieu thereof the provisions contained in HR.
®538 as passed by the House.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
minutes to the able gentleman from Ne-
braska (Mr. MarTon), and pending that
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, House Resplution 487
provides for an open rule with 1 hour
of general debate on HR. 8538, a bill
amending the Communications Act of
1934 and extending certain authoriza-
tions for the Corporation for Public
Br ’

House Resolution 467 provides it shall
be in order lo consider the amendment
in the nature of a substitute recom-
mended by the Commitiee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce now printed in
the hill as an original bill. House Resolu-
tion 467 also provides that alfter the pas-
sage of H.R. 8538, the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce shall be
discharged from further consideration of
the bill S. 1090 and it shall be in erder
in the House to move to strike out all
after the enacting clause of 8. 1090 and
insert in lieu thereof the provisions con-
tained in HR. 8538 as passed by the
House.

HR. 8538 authorizes the appropria-
tion of funds for the Corporation for
Fublic Broadcasling—CPB—as follows:
$55 million for fiscal year 1974, including
a maximum of $5 million which must be
matched by funds contributed by non-
Federal sources. For fiscal year 1975, $60
million is authorized for this purpose,
with $5 million matching funds included.

H.R. 8538 also authorizes the following
appropriations for the public broadcast-
ing facilities construction prozram: $25
million for fiscal year 1974; $30 million
for fiscal year 1975.

The bill appropriates a total of $80
million for fiscal year 1974, and a total
of $95 million for fiscal year 1975.

Mr. Speaker, I cannot address myself
to this snbject of public broadcasting,
without feeling that a word of com-
mendalion is In order for a great lady,
now deceased, whose long, gallant, and
effective fight as & member of the Fed-
eral Communications Commission made
possible the great boon of public broad-
casting for the people of the United
States by reserving a VHF channel all
over the Nation for that purpose—Frieda
B. Hennock.

1 am delighted, as T am sure my col-
ieagues are, to honor her great name for
this magnificent public contribution she
made for public broadcasting has just
scratched the surface of its possibilities
for the education and recreation of the
people.

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I urge adop-
tion of House Resolution 467 in order
that the House may discuss and debhate
H.R. 8538.
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I yield to the gentleman from Nebraska
(Mr. MARTINY .

Mr. MARTIN of Nebraska. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the able gentleman from
Florida (Mr. Peprrer) has thoroughly ex-
Pplained House Resolution 467, and that
it provides for an open rule with one
hour of debate for the consideration of
the bill HR. 8538, the Public Broadcast-
ing Corporation Act.

The bill authorizes a total of $175 mil-
lion for the Corporation on public broad-
casting, and for public broadcasting fa-
cilities.

Mr. Speaker, I support the rule. I know
of no opposition to the rule.

Mr. Speaker, I have no reguests for
time.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I have no
requests for time.

Mr. Speaker, I move the previous gues-
tion on the resolution.

“The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr, CHARLES H. WILSON of Call-
fornia. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of
order that a gquorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a guorum is
not

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

A cail of the House was ordered.

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

{Roll No. 362
Rostenkowski
Eandman
Schroeder
Sebelius
Shipley
Sisk

Smith, N.Y.
. Stanton,

Addabbo
Badilio
Bell

Blatnik
Boland
Brooks

Burke, Calif.
Carey, N.X.
Cederberg
Chisholin

Clark
Conyers
Coughlin
Crane
Dl
Davis, Ga.
de 1a Garza
Dellums
Dickinson
Diggs
Dingell
Dorn
Fisher
Flowers
Ford, Riegle
William D. Rooney, N.Y.

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 362
Members have recorded their presence
by electronic device, a quoram.

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

Aills, Ark.
Morgan
Murphy, N.Y.
Nichols

Owens
Patman
Powell, Ohio
Price, Tex.
Reld

PUBLIC BROADCASTING

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the consideration
of the bill (HR. 8528) to amend the
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Communications Act of 1934, to extend
certain authorizations for the Corpora-
tion for Public Broadcasting and for
certain construction grants for non-
commercial educational television and
radio broadcasting facilities and for
other purposes.

The SPEAEKER. The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
West Virginia.

The motion was agreed to.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill H.R. 8538, with
Mr. Giammo in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the bill was dispensed with.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
gentleman from West Virginia (Mr.
StacGers) will be recognized for 30 min-
utes, and the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
BrownN) will be recognized for 30 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from West Virginia.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 8538 is a short
and simple bill but nonetheless an im-
portant one. It authorizes appropriations
for the Corporation for Public Broad-
casting as follows: §$55 million for fiscal
year 1974, of which $5 million must be
matched by funds contributed from non-
Federal sources; and $65 million for fis-
cal year 1975, with the similar require-
ment that $5 million of that amount must
be matched by non-Federal contribu-
tions.

‘The bill also authorizes the appropria-
tion of funds for the public broadeasting
facilities grant program which is ad-
ministered by the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare. For that pro-
gram $25 million is authorized for fis-
cal year 1974, and $30 millien is autho-
rized for fiscal year 1975.

In addition, the bill requires that pub-
lic broadcasting licensees which receive
assistance either directly or indirectly
from the CPB or in the form of a facil-
ities grant from HEW must retain an
audio recording of any program which
it broadcasts involving a discussion of an
issue of public importance for a period of
60 days.

CORPORATION FOR FUBLIC BROADCASTING

As most of the Members know, Mr.
Chairman, the Corporation for Public
Broadcasting was established pursuant
to the Public Broadcasting Act of 1967.
The Corporation is an independent, non-
profit, bipartisan corporation which op-
erates under a board of directors of 15
members appointed by the President by
and with the advice and consent of the
Senate. Members of the Board of Di-
rectors are appointed for staggered 6-
year terms. No more than a simple ma-
jority of the board of directors may be
members of the same political party.

The principal purposes of the Corpo-
ration are: First, to assist in the devel-
opment of high gquality programs for
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presentation over public broadcasting
stations, second, to assist in providing
interconnection for those stations, and
third, to promote the establishment and
development of public broadcasting sta-
tions while assuring their maximum free-
dom from interference.

The Corporation actually became op-
erational in 1960 with the appointment
of John W. Macy, Jr., as the first presi-
dent of the Corporation. Under Mr.
Macy’s wise and able administration the
Corporation in about 3 years became an
important new means of providing in-
formational, instructional, and cultural
programing for the American people.
Programs such as “the Advocates,”
“Black Journal,” “Firing Line,” “Mas-
terpiece Theater,” “Sesame Street,” and
“the Electric Company” appeared on our
television screens for the first time. A
national system of interconnection for
both public television and public radio
stations was brought into existence. Pub-
lic broadcasting stations were given
grants by the CPB to assist them to bet-
ter serve their listening and viewing au-
diences.

In the last year, however, several
things happened which gave me serious
concern about the future of public broad-
casting in the United States.

The President last year vetoed H.R.
13918, a 2-year authorization bill which
was developed in the Interstate and For-
eign Commerce Committee and would
have permitted the continued develop-
ment of the CPB and public broadcast-
ng;

John Macy resigned as president of
the Corporation;

The President vetoed the HEW ap-
propriation bill which included an ap-
propriation of $45 million for CPB with
the result that the Corporation has had
to operate under a continuing authoriza-
tion of $35 million;

Our former colleague Thomas Curtis
who had been appointed to CPB’s Board
of Directors and elected its Chairman,
resigned, and

Dissension developed beiween the CPB
and other elements in public broadcast-
ing.

But recent events have given me rea-
son for cautious optimism. On May 31
of this year a partnership agreement
was concluded between CPB and the
Public Broadcasting Service which es-
tablishes an effective mechanism for re-
solving problems between those orga-
nizations. In addition, the agreement
provides for a pass through to public
television stations of specified percent-
ages of funds appropriated to the Cor-
poration for unrestricted use by those
stations to improve the service they ren-
der fo their communities.

Another development about which I
am very hopeful is that the Corporation
has promised that a long-range financ-
ing plan for the Corporation will be pre-
sented to the committee this September.
This is something for which we have
waited a long time and which is urgently
needed

Still another development that heart-
ens me is the fact that the bill which
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the House is now considering was re-
ported to the House with solid biparti-
san suppori and I have every reason to
believe that it will become law.

Mr, Chairman, I am aware of the con-
cern expressed by some Members with

regard to foreign programing which is

shown on public television. I would point
out that only 6 hours of such program-
ing was acquired by CPB during fiscal
1973. The cost of this programing rep-
resents less than 0.07 percent of CPB’s
fiscal year 1973 budget for national pro-
graming. Much of the foreign program-
ing which has been shown on public tele-
vision has been funded by private un-
derwriting, This includes series such as
“Masterpiece Theater” and *Interna-
tional Performance” for which no CPB
funds were used. Certainly there shouid
be no boycott of foreign productions or
talent. Nonetheless the public broadcasi-
ing community as well as commercial
broadcasters should recognize that high
quality talent production facilities, and
sources of program ideas are available in
the United States but are going unused.

Another matter involving programing
about which some concern has been ex-
pressed is that of programing for minori-
ties and particularly for black Ameri-
cans. I would observe that the only two
program series shown nationally on tele-
vision which were produced by black
Americans—"Black Journal” and “Soul”
appeared on public television and were
substantially funded by CPB. These
series will be continued on public tele-
vision in the 1973-74 program year.
Moreover, several programs of particu-
lar interest to black Americans have been
or are being produced by local public
television stations. For example, WTTW-
TV of Chicago produced and distributed
nationally “The National Black Politi-
cal Convention” which afforded viewers
the leading blacks in American political
life. Other programs of interest to other
of our minority citizens are being pro-
duced at the local and national level—
programs of interest and concerning Chi-
canos, American Indians, the aged, and
women. It is my hope that the increased
grants which CPB will make to local
public television stations under this leg-
islation and the CPB-PBS parinership
agreement will increase and improve the
minority programing which is done at
the local level.

Furthermore, the Corporation has
established a program under which it
makes grants to public broadeasting sta-
tions to pay up to half the salary and
benefits of minority employees for 2
years. These grants are for members of
minority groups who are involved in
meaningful decisionmaking in public
broadcasting, for example, the director
of programing at an FM station or the
director of minority programing at a
television station. The nine most recent
grants amounted to $108,000. So far 25
grants have been made and more are
expected to be made in 1974. Dr. Gloria
Anderson, a black member of the CPB
Boeard of Directors and chairman of the
chemistry department at Morris Brown
College, Atlanta, Ga., heads the panel
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which is selecting the recipients of these
grants.

BROADCASTING FACILITIES GRANT PROGRAM

In addition to authorizing funds for
the CPB, H.R. 8538 also authorizes ap-
propriations for the public broadcasting
facilities grant program—$25 million for
fiscal year 1974 and $30 million for fiscal
year 1975.

Under the program the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare makes
grants to eligible applicants of up to 75
percent of the cost of acquiring and in-
stalling specified radio and television
broadcasting apparatus. Grant funds
cannot be used for the purchase, con-
struction, or repair of buildings or the
acqisition of land.

There are five classes of eligible appli-
cants for grants under the program:
First, State or local public school agen-
cies; second, State public broadcasting
agencies and commissions; third, tax-
supported colleges and universities;
fourth, nonprofit community corpora-
tions and associations organized pri-
marily to engage in public broadcasting;
and fifth, municipalities operating public
broadcasting stations. Any grant must—
in addition to being used for the acquisi-
tion and installation of broadcasting ap-
paratus—be used in furtherance of public
broadcasting, which requires that the
grantee have or be in the process of ob-
taining a license from the Federal Com-
munications Commission—FCC—to en-
gage in public broadcasting,

Of the funds appropriated for this pro-
gram in any fiscal year, not more than
8'2 percent may be granted for projects
in any one State.

In determining which applications for
public broadcasting facilities grants are
to be approved, the Secretary of HEW is
governed by regulations intended to
achieve: First, prompt and effective use
of all public television channels remain-
ing available; second, equitable geo-
graphie distribution of public broadcast-
ing facilities throughout the several
States; and third, provision of public
broadcasting facilities adaptable to the
broadcast educational uses which will
serve the greatest number of people in
as many areas as possible.

In 1962, when the educational televi-
sion broadcasting facilities grant pro-
gram was enacted, there were 76 educa-
tional television stations on the air
serving areas occupied by slightly more
than 50 percent of the population of the
United States. Today there are 237 such
stations on the air serving areas occupied
by T7 percent of the population. These
stations are located in every State, ex-
cept Montana and Wyoming, and also
in the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico,
Guam, and American Samoa.

In addition to public television sta-
tions, the broadcasting facilities grant
program also applies to noncommercial
radio broadcasting stations of which
there are at present about 600. In the 4
years that such radio stations have been
eligible for grants under the program, 40
crants have been made for new public
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radio stations and 140 for the expansion
of existing public radio stations.

Since the beginning of the public
broadecasting facilities grant program in
1963, $77.6 million in Federal funds have
been awarded, matched by approximate-
1y $27.4 million local dollars for project
costs alone. In addition to matching proj-
ect costs, stations must: First, guaran-
tee to operate the equipment purchased
for 10 years; second, show evidence of at
least the first year's operating funds on
hand or certified available; and third,
pay all building and land costs from
other than grant funds. Thus, the funds
which must be generated locally in addi-
tion to the matching project moneys are,
conservatively, 10 “local” dollars to each
Federal dollar; which, translated, means
that $77.6 million in Federal funds have
generated more than 750 million “local”
dollars.

Mr. Chairman, I am aware that some
Members of the House have received
complaints that public broadcasting sta-
tions are competing for commercial busi-
ness, Let me make it very clear that none
of the facilities purchased with grants
received under the broadcast facilities
grant program may be used for such
purpose. Section 392(a) (4) of the Com-
munications Act of 1934 specifically pro-
vides that these facilities may only be
used for educational purposes. On June
27 when I first became aware of these
allegations I wrote to Secretary Wein-
berger to obtain his assurance that the
law in these regards is being observed.

In this connection, a memorandum
reading as follows was sent by the De-
partment of HEW to all public television
licensees on July 5.

Noncommercial educational stations who
have received Federal money for facilities
have signed an assurance required by the
Public Broadcasting Act (section 392(a) (4))
that federally supported broadcasting facili-
ties will be used only for educational pur-
poses. No mobile units or other facilities con-
taining equipment purchased with the aid
of Federal Funds under the Educational
Broadeasting Facilities Program may be made
available at any time or under any circum-
stances for use for commercial purpose, even
if the commercial interest pays for the use
through gifts, lease charges, or support money
which is used to support the noncommer-
cial opera!,ion. If any item purchased with
the aid of EBFP funds is used by commercial
interests for any commercial purpose within
ten years after the date when the project
was completed, the grant will be revoked and
the Federal share must be paid back to the
U.8. Treasury.

Mr. Chairman, public broadecasting
has come a long way since the broadcast-
ing facilities grant program was first
enacted by the Congress in 1962. But it
can go a long way further in serving the
American people. Enactment of H.R.
8538 is a stride in that direction. I hope
that every Member of the House will
join me in support of H.R. 8538.

In closing, Mr. Chairman, I want to
take this occasion to compliment mem-
bers of the committee on both sides of
the aisle who have cooperated and
worked together in getting this legisla-
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tion enacted. They are deserving of our
appreciation, particularly the chairman
of the Subcommittee on Communica-
tions and Power, Mr. MacpowNaLp, the
other majority members of the subcom-
mittee, LioNeEr VaN DEERLIN, FRED
Rooney, Jack MurpHY, and GoOODLOE
ByronN. Also the ranking minority mem-
ber of the subcommittee, CLARENCE
BrownN, and the other minority members,
Jim CoLLins, Louv FrREY, and BArRrRY GOLD-
wATER. My thanks and appreciation are
extended to them also.

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland, Will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. STAGGERS. I am very happy to
to yield to the distinguished gentleman
from Maryland.

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. I do
not know whether this is the proper time
or not, but during the presentation you
caused me to raise several questions in
my own mind. Is this the proper time
to pose those questions to you?

Mr. STAGGERS. Any time.

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. Quite
frankly, I am thinking of submitting an
amendment to this piece of legislation.
The final determination as to whether or
not I will submit it will depend on the
answers that we get during this entire
debate.

Mr. STAGGERS. Fine.

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. With
regard to the type of programing done
under public broadcasting, do you know
how they seek to achieve in programing
a balanced view of all the diverse ele-
ments that make up this great American
society? For example, do we know
whether or not there is an attempt to
achieve a balance in terms of presenta-
tions about the Puerto Rican popula-
tion, the black population, or the In-
dian population? Do you have any in-
formation on that?

Mr. STAGGERS. Let me say most of
this is made up by the local stations. We
have not tried to interfere with the local
stations in saying what should be or
what should not be done.

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. Mr.
Chairman, would the gentleman yield
further?

Mr. STAGGERS. I would be happy to
vield further to the gentleman from
Maryland.

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. Mr.
Chairman, I am aware of the fact that
local stations have a great deal of con-
tol. However, Federal dollars do go into
this programing, and they are utilized in
some fashion for the implementation of
this program. Therefore it would seem to
me that we have a responsibility to as-
sure that Federal dollars are being used
in programing to give a balanced, fair
and objective view of the picture of all
of the elements that make up America.

By way of illustration, if I may con-
tinue further, although these programs
are under local control there are Federal
dollars coming into them. Could this
mean that the States would not be bound
by the equal opportunity provisions un-
der title VII?
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Mr. STAGGERS. Would the gentle-
man from Maryland repeat his q'uastion?

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland
Chairman, I am saying that al.though the
States have control over these programs,
and over programing, we have Federal
dollars coming in.

Mr. STAGGERS. The States do nof.
The local station has the control, not the
States. As I said before, there is less than
$1 in $10 that is paid by the Federal
Government for public broadcasting.

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. If I may
say to the distinguished chairman, the
gentleman from West Virginia (Mr.
Sraccers) for whom I have a very in-
tense and high personal regard, and I
have often talked about it, it would not
matter to me whether there was 50 cents
of Federal dollars coming into the pro-
grams that are controlled at the local
levels, I would object and objeet strenu-
ously if 50 cents in Federal Government
money went into any type of program-
ing which did not take into account equal
opportunities under title VI in a pro-
gram which is fair and objective as far
as all minorities are concerned.

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

Mr. STAGGERS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Massachusettis.

Mr. MACDONALD. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman from Maryland is stating that
there are controls over the programing.
There are no governmental controls
whatever over the program. They are
subject to the same fairness doctrine, and
the samre access to complaint via the
FCC that can be lodged against adult
education stations for the type of com-
plainis that may be lodged if they are
not living up to their responsibilities.
They are licensed by the FCC. They are
not overseen by the Federal Government
except in so much as when complaints
are lodged.

We just got through a very difficult
period of time when the Congress woke
up and told the administration more or
less to stop trying to influence program-
ing and telling people what kind of news
or what kind of programs they could see
over adult broadcasts. Mr. Whitehead
was accused by a number of critics, in-
cluding myself, for exercising executive
control over what is primarily a free en-
terprise.

I think it is wvery proper that this
adult system of broadcasting be free
from any governmental control as to the
content of its programing except that if
they do, in faet, they are subject to com-
plaint through the regular route of chal-
lenges to their license. There is opportu-
nity to make complaint.

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. Mr.
Chairman, I do not want to belabor the
point, but is the gentleman saying that
he would like to see this outfit free of
control in terms of egual opportunity
entirely?

Mr. MACDONALD. Of course not.
HEW, that supplies the facilities money,
is subject, as any governmental agency
is, to all the laws of the land, and among
the laws of the land is the Equal Em-
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ployment and Fair Opportunity Act;
they are subject to that, of course, just
as all in the United States are subject
to it, and properly so, and I would fight
to see that that continues.

Mr. CLAY, Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield on that point?

Mr. STAGGERS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Missouri.

Mr. CLAY. I am of the same opinion
as the gentleman is that HEW and all
other Federal agencies relating to pub-
lic broadcasts are covered by the law,
but spparently HEW and the Federal
Communications Commission are not of
the same opinion. They are not enforc-
ing the laws as they relate to title VII of
the Civil Rights Act.

HEW yesterday sent the gentleman a
memorandum in which they outlined
to him the steps that they were taking
to insure that Federal money was not
going to be spent in viclation of the non-
diserimination laws, and if the gentle-
man will look at the last paragraph of
that memorandum, he will see why I feel
I am justified in offering these two
amendments that I am going to offer at
the appropriate time. They have inter-
preted the public broadcast law to mean,
and I will guote from their memorandum
to the gentleman:

However, since EBFP deals only in the ac-
quisition and installation of transmission
apparatus, the Public Broadcasting Act, Sec-
tion 898(2) prohibits Federal interference
or control over the grant'.ees:

And they quote that language:

Nothing contained in this part shall be
deemed to suthorize any department agency,
officer, or employee of the United States to
exercise any direction, supervision, or con-
trol over ETV or radio broadcasting, et
cetera.

The Federal Communications Commis-
sion has also interpreted that language
to mean that they cannol have any con-
trol exercised over public broadcasts. For
that reason they have mever required
them fo make ascertainment surveys.

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

Mr. STAGGERS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Massachusetts.

Mr. MACDONALD, As the gentleman
from Missouri well knows, Commissioner
Hooks sat in my office upon review and
indicated that ascertainment processing
was being stepped up. He promised both
of wus that ascertainment processing
would be stepped up, and the gentleman
has a letter, as I do, from Commissioner
Lee, Rex Lee, who is the Educational
Commissioner for the FCC indicating
that he already has this ascertainment
process working and is going to concen-
trate on it even more.

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

Mr. STAGGERS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Missouri.

Mr. CLAY. I think that is all fine and
good, but the point is there is still legal
disagreement even in the FCC as to
whether or not they have the authority
and the power in order to require ascer-
tainment surveys for public broadcasting.
I say it is our responsibility to correct
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that language and make it erystal-clear
that we are not for public broadcasts to
be covered under the enforcement pro-
visions of title VII of the Civil Rights
Act.

Mr. STAGGERS. Let me say to the
gentleman that I am in entire sympathy
with the objective that he is trying to
achieve. We will try %o do this in a way
that I think is proper and right. I do not
believe that we ought to start amending
this act. If we start doing it, we are going
to then do something that we did not
intend.

We got this report today saying that
during the year 1972 the grant for mi-
nority programs, excluding “Sesame
Street” and “the Electric Company,” is
$650,000 out of $12.7 million, and in the
year 1973 it is $1,150,000 out of $14,700,-
000. It gives some of the programs, and
there are many.

Mr. CLAY, If the gentleman will yield,
I am sure the gentleman is not going to
try to support those figures as being ade-
quate, fair, and equitable.

Mr. STAGGERS. I am just giving them
to the gentleman as they were given to
me. Reported here are some of the pro-
grams that have been done since Octo-
ber 1971: “Black Journal,” “Soul,” ‘“Fir-
ing Line,” “The Great American Dream
Machine,” “But Not My Kids,” and the
“Public Affairs Election Assessment,”
which involved the gentleman from Mis-
souri, Mr. WiLLiam CLAY.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield further, when he
gets through reading that list, he is go-
ing to come up with a grand total of 915
hours on network television.

All of those programs the gentleman
is referring to total 914 hours, so it is not
the number of programs.

Mr. STAGGERS. Does the gentleman
know how much total network program-
ing has been done?

Mr. CLAY, It was 85215 hours on net-
work time completely across Ameriea
last year, and the minority communi-
ties got 37 hours of the 85214 hours.

Mr. STAGGERS. There may be less
network programing this year beecause
the local stations will be receiving larger
grants from CPB.

Mr. CLAY. Will the gentleman yield at
that point?

Mr. STAGGERS. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from Missouri.

Mr. CLAY. That is what disturbs me.
‘We are talking about giving money with
no strings attached to the local stations.
How do we control that once it gets into
the local hands as far as programing
and program content and character of
programing at the local points? The
minorities have been refused positions on
the board of directors. For instance in
the District of Columbia, where the
population is 80 to 85 percent black, we
have not a single black one sitting on
the board of directors of Public Broad-
casting. In my community also there is
not one black man sitting on the board
of directors for Public Broadcasting.
How do we have any input into deciding
what goes into this? How do we conftrol
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this when we give it to the local stations
with no strings attached?

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

Mr. STAGGERS, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. MACDONALD. Mr. Chairman, I
call the gentleman’s attention to the
figures on programing which have been
put out by the PBS. I am not sure these
are correct but I do not know where the
gentleman got his figures.

Mr. CLAY. I got them from the Public
Broadcasting Corporation.

Mr. MACDONALD. That is where I
got these from. I would like to point out
to the gentleman for the fiseal year 1972,
20.8 percent of all scheduled programing
was for minority programing, and there
is scheduled for fiscal year 1973 to be
an increase to 41.8 percent.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, I think the
people at Public Broadcasting hold this
Congress in contempt to issue a figure
like that including “Sesame Street” as
a minority program. That is contemptu-
ous.

Mr. MACDONALD. It is an integrated
program.

Mr. CLAY. It is not a minority pro-
gram. Let us go back to the original pur-
pose of Public Broadcasting. Public
Broadcasting is to insure every individ-
ual in the community a certain portion
of the air waves that belongs to the
public.

Mr. MACDONALD. Mr. Chairman, I
cannot yield any further to the gentle-
man. I would suggest the question be
brought up at the time of the gentle-
man’s amendment, which I am sure will
be forthcoming.

Mr. CLAY. I wish the gentleman would
correct that 20 percent, because they are
including “Sesame Street” and a num-
ber of other children’s programs which
have nothing to do with minority broad-
casts.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Massachusetts, the chalrman of the sub-
committee (Mr. MAcpONALD) .

Mr. MACDONALD. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from West Vir-
ginia for yielding to me.

Unfortunately we have gotten involved
in some matters that will be forthcoming
as amendments and the bill in its en-
tirety has not had a chance to be ex-
plained.

I think the first thing to understand
about this bill is that the entire bill is
a compromise. It funds for a 2-year
period the operations of the Corporation
for Public Broadcasting and the stations
licensed as noncommercial, educational
broadcasters, as well as additional fund-
ing for the physical facilities of public
television stations.

The level of funding called for in this
bill represents a compromise between the
amounts authorized by the Congress in
a bill passed a year ago, which was vetoed
by the President, and the amount the
Corporation has been existing on under
a continuing resolution during the past
year, This bill authorizes the sum of $50
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million for fiscal year 1974, plus an ad-
ditional $5 million if matched by nongov-
ernmental grants and $60 million plus
$5 million matching for fiscal year 1975.

The bill also authorizes $25 million for
fiscal year 1974, and $30 million in fiscal
vear 1975 for facilities grants.

I would like to call to the attention
of the House that this bill has already
passed the Senate with the higher fund-
ing, but the Committee on Communica-
tions and Power came up with a com-
promise. These figures are not the orig-
inal figures that were introduced by the
Democratic side, but represent a direct
compromise between the Republican
members and the Democratic members
which eventually came out unanimously.

The background of the bill is a fas-
cinating one, but time does not permit
my going into all the various twists and
turns that this bill has had over the past
year or so. Suffice it to say that there
have also been great compromises ar-
rived at and achieved by the dedicated
people, both in CPB and PBS, in re-
solving their disputes, in which it was
felt for a time that these disputes would
never be resolved. But, they have been
resolved and the compromise was
reached which was explained to the sub-
committee in detail by President James
Killian of MIT and Mr. Ralph Rogers
of Dallas, who is the president of the
Public Broadcasting Station group.
They have assured us that they will not
be any participants to any arrange-
ment which has connotations of any
political influence which would affect
their programs. They assured us that
they will use the money granted to them
by the Congress to carry out the original
congressional mandate of the 1967 Pub-
lic Broadcasting Act.

One point which we were very glad to
have cleared up in that agreement was
the question of how much money would
pass through the hands of the corpora-
tion directly to the individual public
broadecast licensees for their own local
broadcasting operations. As many Mem-
bers will recall, it was on that so-called
issue of “localism” that much debate
of a year ago was centered. There now
exists total agreement on the need for
localism among the various segments
of public broadeasting structure.

In the agreement are specific percen-
tages of funds which will automatically
pass through the corporation to the local
stations, increasing from about 40 per-
cent at the funding level for fiseal year
1974 up to at least 50 percent in later
years.

In addition, the CPB passes through
dedicated funds—meaning funds which
are allocated directly—these also to pub-
lic radio, because in all the controversy
over TV, public educational radio has
taken a back seat and is so very im-
portant in many parts of our country, es-
pecially in the less heavily populated
States.

There are a number of safeguards built
into the CPB-PBS agreement that in-
sure against anything but the most
democratic action. I have announced to
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those in charge that while the funding
is for a 2-year period next year our sub-
committee will hold oversight hearings
on how the agreements have actually
been implemented.

The subcommittee was assured by Mr.
Whitehead representing the White House
Office of Telecommunications Policy,
that the administration had no objec-
tion to the 2-year funding authorized by
the bill. He did express some question
about the amount of funding originally
stipulated; since then, a downward ad-
justment has been made, and both Mr.
DEevINE, ranking minority member of our
full committee, and Mr. BRownN of Ohio,
ranking minority member of my sub-
committee, have indicated on the record.
that they are satisfied with this bill
as a compromise.

In closing, let me stress that I rec-
ognize as we all do that this bill does not
représent the goal for which we have all
been striving since 1967, permanent fi-
nancing for public broadcasting. We con-
tinue to be promised a permanent plan,
and we can only hope that it will be
forthcoming in the near future, hope-
fully by this September.

Meanwhile, I firmly believe that H.R.
8538 will give public broadcasting a
chance to prove itself and to revive the
momentum it lost when it was forced to.
cut back program plans last year. Our.
subcommittee will be diligent in this
oversight responsibility; we are en-
couraged by the team that public broad-
casting has assembled and we urge this-
body to pass this bill so that they can.
get on with their plans.

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

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield the gentleman 1 additional minute.:

Mr. MACDONALD. Mr. Chairman, I
certainly feel strongly that in light of
the cooperation that has been exhibited:
by all parties to this bill, and by all par-
ties T include the administration; I in-
clude the executive; I include Mr. Clay
Whitehead; I include the Republican
Party and its distinguished ranking mi-
nority member of the subcommittee, and
the compromises made. This bill does not-
represent a victory for anybody. !

It is a great compromise, and I would
hate to see it get involved in a contro-
versy that can certainly be settled some
place else except within this bill, at this
day, when all these 237 stations are on
starvation rations. .

They do not know how long they can’
exist or what programing they will have
in the future. I think it is incumbent
upon us to put aside some minor disputes,
to go ahead and come up with a national’
broadecasting policy for the couniry. 2

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
I yield myself 10 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I am speaking today to,
urge passage of H.R. 8538, the bill which
authorizes funds for the Corporation for
Public Broadcasting for its operations
and program development, $55 million for
fiscal year 1974 and $65 million for fiscal
yvear 1975; and for matching facilities
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grants to noncommercial educational
radio and television stations $25 million

for fiscal 1974 and $30 million for fiscal
year 1975,

This bipartisan bill represents a fund-
ing level adequate for orderly growth of
educational broadcasting, yet a modest
enough figure that we have the best
chance for avoiding a Presidential veto.
While we expect level of Federal sup-
port—now about 20 percent—to grad-
ually diminish in the future in favor of
local sources, Federal assistance is still
eritical at this stage of development.

HR. 8538 sets authorizations for 2
years, a time period which gives public
broadcasting the opportunity to plan
realistically for its operation and the
challenge to more fully attain the objec-
tives Congress intended for its service
to the American people.

This compromise bill should give the
advocates and managers educational and
public broadcasting in America 2 years
to prove its worth to the public, the Con-
gress and the White House—or to de-
stroy what confidence still remains after
a stormy couple of years just past.

In 1962, recognizing the significant
role television could play in meeting
educational needs throughout the United
States, Congress enacted the Edu-
cational Television Facilities Act. This
provided matching grants to establish
and expand noncommercial educational
television stations. Five years later, re-
sponding to the promise of success of this
program, and to the recommendations of
the Carnegie Commission Report on the
potential of noncommercial television,
Congress enacted the Public Broadcast-
ing Act of 1967 to establish the Corpora~
tion for Public Broadcasting and ex-
panded the grant program to include
educational radio facilities. I was disap-
pointed that the 1967 tended to blur the
focus on education and tended to in-
crease emphasis on establishing a sys-
tem competitive to commercial broad-
casting,

But the 1967 Public Broadcasting Act,
like the 1934 Communications Act, is
solidly based on the principles of local-
ism, diversity amd service to the public
interest in each licensee’s service area.

However, as the Corporation has since
grown, proper emphasis to these prin-
eiples has diminished. The original Car-
negie Report recommended that:

The Corporation would exist primarily to
make it possible for those stations, one by
one to provide the greatest public service to
their communities.

There are 237 educational television
stations in areas serving 77 percent of the
population, as well as 600 noncommercial
radio stations now in operation. Each of
these stations, at the local level, should
be the focal point for strengthening the
United States educational or public
broadcasting system.

Incumbent on each station is the re-
sponsibility to identify salient education-
al needs of its local community and pro-
gram accordingly as its resources allow.
Each licensee should seek the greatest
number of alternative programing
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sources, but constantly resist the influ-
ence that is tied to overreliance on any
one source of funding—be it a private
citizen, a tax-paying commercial enter-
prise or a tax-exempt corporation. For
example, in the incipient stages of public
broadcasting the Ford Foundation grants
represented 25 percent of the total in-
come of the public broadcasting system.
Now Ford support represents only about
5 percent of such total income. And I feel
that reduction in single source influence
is desirable. But, the Foundation has
recently been the source of over half the
annual income of selected licensees. H.R.
8538 carries no restrictions on maximum
percentages of support which licensees
can receive from one source. However,
such a provision may be necessary in the
future if the independence of individual
licensees is threatened by undue depend-
ence on underwriters or sponsors.

In the legislation today, we recognize
that licensees can attain independence,
program diversity and responsiveness to
local public interests only if they have
adequate facilities, strong financial sup-
port, necessary time to plan, access to
alternative programing sources and a
workable structure within which each
station can cooperate productively with
others and with the Corporation for Pub-
lic Broadcasting.

The recently agreed to reorganized
structure of public broadcasting offers
hope that the Corporation for Public
Broadcasting and the Public Broadcast-
ing System can now function more effec-
tively. We expect the new 7 point agree-
ment between CPB and PBS upon which
the structure is based to be more than
a marriage of necessity. The resolution
became a reality largely due to the par-
ticipation of a few men of high stature.
We caution all involved to well utilize
the coneciliatory leadership of local li-
censees, PBS, CPB, the Congress and the
administration to assure that the system
endures beyond personalities currently
involved.

Especially commendable in the res-
olution is the provision which increases
unrestricted CPB grants for local sta-
tions, Increasing the pass-through
grants is wholly consistent with a prin-
cipal objective of the Corporation for
Public Broadcasting: to facilitate indi-
vidual stations’ capabilities to program
for community needs rather than to
some national standard.

It is important, too, to emphasize the
provision in point (4) of the agreement:

The final (PBS) schedule shall reflect the
arrangements of programs for interconnec-
tion service to stations, and shall not be
regarded as a schedule of programs for
broadcast by the stations.

True, the Corporation for Public
Broadcasting exists in part to serve local
stations. But this service cannot be by
networking, but by stimulating the de-
velopment of high quality, heterogene-
ous programing alternatives. And, in
the past, the Corporation for Public
Broadcasting has too often concentrated
its resources in too few production cen-
ters. As the Public Broadeasting Act of
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1967 specified, the Corporation for Public
Broadcasting was “to promote the avail-
ability of high quality programs,
obtained from diverse sources.”

If the Boards, the stations and espe-
cially the operating staffs of public
broadeasting do not make the new CPB-
PBES agreement workable, the new struc-
ture will fail, If it fails, a total restruc-
turing of public broadcasting by Con-
gress would be the only available option.
We do not advocate homogeneous think-
ing among components of public broad-
casting but participants must develop a
greater spirit of cooperation among
themselves.

The organization of the Corporation
for Public Broadcasting itself requires
continuing self-appraisal to insure that
its internal decisionmaking process re-
mains democratic, and that its creative
planning does not fall victim to a grow-
ing internal bureaucracy. H.R. 8538 does
not touch the issue of the Corporation
for Public Broadcasting Board member-
ship or appointment procedures. In au-
thorizing operating funds for 2 years, we
hope the administration will use this
period to insure that the Corporation
for Public Broadcasting Board ap-
pointees are of professional caliber. In
the long run selection criteria and proce-
dures must be as far removed as possible
from partisanship of any incumbent
administration. Insulating the Corpora-
tion for Public Broadcasting from polit-
ical pressures from whatever source is
indispensable to its success. As the last
2 years have established, the system will
have its best chance of survival it can
avoid the charge that it is being used by
anyone fo advance partisan political
objectives.

Also essential to effective operation
in the future is that the system have

sufficient time to plan productions. The

minimum leadtime necessary to research,
plan and produce program concepts is,
in most cases, 18 months to 2 years. Less
than minimum leadtime usually results
in a drop in program quality. And, low-
er program quality most often means a
drop in local financial support. For ex-
ample, planning for classroom programs
is linked to a school planning cycle,
usually 24 months. Consequently, the
ability of a local station to contribute
to classroom instruction will be great-
ly enhanced by secure funding levels of
more than 1 year. A 2-year authorization
term, moreover, is a minimum time for
hiring and training technical and crea-
tive personnel.

Another key element in strengthening
local stations is providing them with
added fiexibility in scheduling for their
locale. The facilities grant program afi-
thorized in H.R. 8538 and help give sta-
tions this flexibility. For a station to
receive programs from outside sources
such as the Public Broadcasting System
interconnection, then air them when and
if it chooses, the station must have suf-
ficient video tape recording equipment,
which usually means a minimum of four
VTR units per station for scheduling
flexibility.
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To give each existing station this ca-
pacity would cost $25 million. But this
facilities’ need is not the only one. When
all matching grants funds appropriated
for fiscal year 1973 were spent, 75 appli-
cations seeking $20 million for local fa-
cilities had not been acted upon, and
30 more applications will be filed this
year, Consequently, the $25 million and
$30 million authorized for fiscal year
1974 and fiscal year 1975 meets only
minimum foreseeable needs for upgrad-
ing local stations and giving each great-
er scheduling autonomy.

With improved facilities, added pro-
gram funds, more planning time, a bet-
ter system structure stronger local li-
censees, and some partisan restraint,
public broadcasting can break new
ground in continuing education, class-
room instruetion and teaching innova-
tion. In fiscal year 1972, 34 percent of
all on-the-air hours in public television
was instructional programing, and the
absolute number of hours totaled 241,000,
an increase of 20,000 over 1971 and
40,000 over the 1970 total. Since 50 per-
cent of all current noncommereial li-
censees are school systems, colleges and
universities, greater emphasis on needs
of each local service area naturally
points to greater instructional program-
ing in the future and that suits me fine.
‘There is a need there—a real need that
must be met in nonpartisan position if
it is to be met at all.

I urge the leaders of public broadcast-
ing to keep fhese cautions and concerns
in mind as they try to fulfill the expecta-
tions of the act of 1967.

And I urge Congress to give them the
resources and the next 2 years to do
s0 by passing H.R. 8538.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. DEVINE).

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Chairman, I would
invite the Members' attention to the
additional views I attached to the com-
mittee report on this, which is somewhat
garbled by the typesetters in the Govern-
ment Printing Office. Nevertheless, they
are represented as additional rather
than minority views, because I intend
ultimately to support this bill when it
does come up for a vote.

Mr. Chairman, when Public Broad-
casting became the subject of Federal
legislation, and Federal funding, it was a
foregone conclusion that Congress would
have to exercise continuing surveillance
over its activities and be prepared to ac-
cept part of the responsibility for its
actions. High-flown visions of a quasi-
public corporation being given complete
and untrammeled authority to spend
hundreds of millions of dollars, creating
and disseminating television and radio
programing with no governmental strings
attached, were at best a pipe dream.
Congress always would be and should be
looking over the shoulder of such a cor-
poration. Any administration, regardless
of which party might be in power, would
have a keen and continuing interest in
its activities and certainly make some
suggestions from time to time. That these
conditions have developed in the short
history of the Public Broadcasting Cor-
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poration should not come as a surprise to
anyone.

Certain objectives were very clear to
the Congress when the Public Broad-
casting Act was passed. Perhaps due to
the limitations of language, they were
not entirely understood. Perhaps they
were concepts which could not be carried
out in the realities of operation. In any
event, some of the things which Congress
did not want fo happen in the implemen-
tation of the act did happen. Congress
did not want a concentration of program-
ing sources such as the commercial tele-
vision companies maintain in New York
and the west coast.

Neither did it want any one or a few
big money entities to dominate the pro-
ducing and offering of program material
for use by noncommercial stations. Per-
haps this was too much to expect, and so
far the influence of one or two sources of
funds has pretty well dictated what
would be available.

Congress did not want another net-
work, so it forbade the corporation au-
thority to create one, recognizing that
some kind of interconnection among
noncommercial stations was derirable.
Certain programs have value, principally
because of their currency, and consider-
ably less or no value after the fact. Per-
haps here, too, we were naive to think
that interconnection plus more program-
ing and timely programing could result
in anything but networking in the tra-
ditional sense. If programs are avail-
able from outside, and the air time is
there waiting to be filled, the inclination
to accept them without much question is
probably overpowering.

The Public Broadcasting Service, a
subsidiary of the Public Broadcasting
Corporation, in its efforts to obtain the
kind of programing it wanted, and its
efforts to be completely independent of
any judgmental oversight by PBC, cre-
ated a stir which has boiled along for
the better part of a year. At the pres-
ent time there has been a truce, a com-
promise, a cease-fire which is intended
to solve the problems. I get the impres-
sion that PBS and the PBC are still at
arms length and not entirely trustful of
each other. Time will tell.

In all of this, the position of the non-
commercial stations has been most cu-
rious. While it would seem they would not
look kindly upon the trend to centralized
programing, they seemed to come down
on the side of the forces which foster it.
At the same time they want greater and
greater percentages of the Federal
money to automatically come through to
them without restrictions on its use. This
sounded sensible enough to me until
lately.

Although it may not be widespread, I
have heard of instances in which non-
commercial stations have been com-
peting for the business of producing
commercial material for use by TV sta-
tions, This is direct competition with ad-
vertising agencies and independent pro-
ducing companies. Section 392(4) of the
Communications Act reqguires:

That such broadcasting facilities (non-
commercial educational stations) will be
used only for educational purposes.
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The money to support noncommercial
stations comes from several sources. Un-
der present agreements with PBC larger
and larger percentages will come directly
from appropriated Federal funds. Much
of it comes from school systems, State
and local tax dollars and public contri-
butions. The reason for funneling more
Federal funds to loeal stations is to make
it possible for them to concentrate on
creating better local and regional pro-
grams for use by noncommercial sta-
tions. If they have enough equipment
and talent available to do that job and
still compete in the marketplace, they
have entirely too much. And there is no
excuse for any Federal funds being used
to support such stations.

Such commercial activity is in direct
violation of the Communications Act be-
sides being a misuse of Federal and other
tax money. As far as I am concerned
any noncommercial station which is
competing for production of commercial
material should be not only cutoff from
Federal funds but should be required to
pay back any amounts they may have
received. i

If such sanctions are not sufficient to
completely eliminate the practice, the
Federal Communications Commission
should consider the forfeiture of licenses
for violation of Section 392(4) of the
Communications Act. .

Mr, BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
I yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from California (Mr. Vay
DeerLIin) a member of the subcommit-
tee. :

Mr. VAN DEERLIN. Mr. Chairman, I
commend the gentleman from Ohio for
the leadership the gentleman has given
in the subcommitiee on this legislation,
and the efforts the gentleman from Ohia
has made toward shaping the compro-
mise that has been brought to the floor
today.

Mr, Chairman, the Public Broadcast-
ing Authorization bill now before the
House represents both a compromise and
a commitment. As such, it merits ap-
proval in the form recommended by the,
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

I say the legislation is a compromise
because it carefully balances the need for
stations to be able to operate free of Fed-
eral influence, against the equally 12giti-
mate need for some congressional con-
trol over the expenditure of Federal
funds. .

Compromise is also evident in the fiscal
restraints recommended by the commit-
tee. While the 2-year authorization
would give the public broadcasting sys-
temn some urgently required leadtime,
particularly in the planning and prepa-
ration of national programing, the fund-
ing levels proposed represent an absolute
minimum if our support is to mean any-
thing.

The 2-year authorization, previously
agreed to by the Senate, would in itself
establish a new commitment on the part
of Congress to take the lead in assuring
the independent growth of public broad-
casting.
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Sinee it was established 6 years ago,
the Corporation for Public Broadcasting
has been forced to operate on year-by-
year authorizations, Last year, as many
of our colleagues will recall, Congress
tried to improve the situation, but got no
help from the administration as the
President vetoed our first try at a 2-year
bill. The list of administration efforts to
hamper public broadecasting is so long it
is almost tedious. We have still had no
visible action on the long-promised plan
for systematic financing of public broad-
casting, and many of us remember how
the previous president of CPB was forced
into resigning in part, by overt White
House hostility.

What this all means is that Congress
must assume the leadership role in pro-
viding public broadcasting with enough
flexibility to enable the CPB to produce
programs of greater quality which in
turn will generate additional financial
aid from the private sector. If the Ameri-
can people cannot enjoy quality pro-
graming over the public television sys-
tem, then it is fair to assume they will
not support these stations, and we will
have been responsible for the death of a
noble venture.

The 2-year authorization period serves
notice that we intend to protect an in-
stitution of free expression that is the
property of the American people, and
not the instrument of a partisan unit of
government. This does not mean that
the legislative branch must surrender all
its responsibilities. The oversight and ap-
propriations processes will continue to
assure that legislative responsibility is
being met.

In addition, section 2 of the proposed
legislation stipulates that any station re-
ceiving assistance from CPB make audio
transcriptions of programs in which any
issue of public importance is discussed.
These tapes must be maintained by the
station for 60 days, for possible public
scrutiny. Of course, no commercial
broadcaster is saddled with this require-
ment—it comes dangerously close to cen-
sorship. For this reason, I must point
out that as far as I am concerned the
provision in question is in no way a
“hunting license” for the Federal Gov-
ernment. Rather, it is a housekeeping
device, which I anticipate will be rarely
if ever used.

In closing, Mr. Chairman, I would urge
our colleagues to accept this bill as per-
haps less than perfect but in all likeli-
hood the best we can achieve at this time:
At least the legislation will give public
broadcasting a little more room to grow,
and provide a statutory foundation for
additional improvement later.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr,
ROONEY).

Mr. ROONEY of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, I too would like to commend
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. BrRown)
on the outstanding work the gentleman
has done in bringing to the floor of the
House today a compromise in this bill

Mr. Chairman, I am proud to lend my
strong personal and legislative support
to legislation authorizing Federal funds
for public broadcasting for fiscal 1974
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and 1975. Provisions of that legislation
will help provide substantial and vitally
needed financial support for programing
at both the local and national levels.

In my own district, it will mean that
WLVT-TV will be able to continue pro-
viding such important community serv-
ice programs to the citizens of the Le-
high Valley as the live weekly County
Commissioners Report where area view-
ers can phone in questions pertinent to
them and their communities and have
them answered on the air by their
elected officials.

Passage of the 2-year funding meas-
ure will also mean continued support for
a broad range of cultural, children’s, and
public affairs programs at the national
level to supplement and complement the
already excellent locally produced pro-
grams on WLVT.

On behalf of the viewers in the Lehigh
Valley, I would like here to extend my
thanks to WLVT general manager Shel-
don P. Siegel and hiz staff and to Charles
W. G. Fuller, president of the Lehigh
Valley Educational Television Corp., for
their contribution to high quality com-
munity and educational television and
to assure them that I will continue to
support the kind of legislation that will
insure the continued development and
distribution of local and national pro-
grams of excellence. for public broad-
casting throughout the country.

I include the following:

MINORITY PROGRAMING SUMMARY

Fiscal year—

CPB grants ior minority nrngraming
(excluding **Sesame Street’’ and
“Electric Company'") (dolars)___

Total CPB program grants (deflars). _

CPB minority program grants fo
total rants (excludin,
Street™ and “Electric
( ercent) & =

minority ram grants to
lotal grants ?mof uding * £ ‘Sesame

Straet and “Electric Comnnny J

! (percent)._

650, 000

12,700, 000
“'Sesame
mpany'")

PBS distribution of minority pro-
grams (excluding *‘Sesame Street™
and “Electric Company'*) (hours)_ 138
PBS total evening hours distribut: 902 828
PBS total hours distributed evening
and children's® 1431.5 12717.5
PBS distribution of “‘Sesame Street™
and “‘Electric Company'*? (hours)._ 39% 390
PBS distribution of minority pro- (B |
raming to total evening hours?
? rcent) 11
PBS distribution of m p
graming to total houts (lncludmg
‘Sesame Street” and “‘Electric

Company"")* (percent)_... - 5 4.3

1 §S and EC funding: Fiscal year 1972—$2,000,000, fiscal year
1973--§5,000,000.

1 October 1971 August 1972,

! Does not include repeat feeds within week.

MEMORANDUM
JuLy 20, 1973.
Re: Fact Sheet on H.R. 8538
This memorandum attempts to analyze
CPB funding and PBS distribution of mi-
nority programming for the years 1972 and
1973. Though the conclusion in the Fact
Sheet that public television should do more
programming directed at minorities is un-
deniable, the dimensions of present efforts
is severely understated and therefore incor-
rect,
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In the “Background” section, it is unclear .
whether “1972" refers to an annual, fiscal
year (July to June) or the television year
(fall through summer).

Attachment A details PBS distributed pro-
gramming which is targeted to or 15 about
blacks and other minorities. It concerns pro-
gramming distributed during the 1971-72
television season or the fall of 1971 through
the summer of 1972,

PBS distributed during this perlfod 101
hours of adult programming targeterd to mi-
nority audiences out of a total of 92 hours
or approximately 11% of total hoars dis-
tributed.

We have been unable to calculat? similar
figures for the 1972-73 television season be-
cause it is not yet complete but the accurate
data is available on programming distrib-
uted in fiscal year 1973 which begins during
the summer of 1872 through the spring of
1973. There is, therefore, a three month over-
lap with Attachment A and the above noted
hours but it similarly takes into account a
full year of programming.

During this period, PBS distributed 138
hours of minority . programming in prime
time out of 828 total evening hours of 16.7.9%.
This represents, therefore, a 529% increase
over the previous year.

However, even these figures are somewhat
misleading since they ignore children’s pro-
gramming which includes “Sesame Street’
and “Electric Company.” Both these pro-
grams are aimed to the low income urban
child in general without regard to race.

However, the target audience is undeniably
and principally black. In a recent study by
Daniel Yankelovich, Inc., of viewership in
New York’s East Harlem and Bedford Stuy-
vesant and in poverty areas of Chicago and
Washington, D.C.,, in which out of 1,217
households interviewed, 999 were black or
Spanish-speaking, viewership has increased
steadily since 1970. The survey reported that:

“In all categories the results were favor-
able. . . . Indeed, on the basis of other similar
studies, we might well by now have antici-
pated a leveling off or decline in SESAME
STREET viewing. Instead, the program has
become virtually an institution with ghetto
children."”

What follows is a summary of the Yankelo- '
vich survey of “Sesame Street" penetration
with comparison of results from past studies:

[In percent]

Bedford Sluy VS e
Eaﬁ Harlem_. =

Washmgton, D =

These two programs represent 289% of
total hours distributed in the 1872 season

(396 out of 1431.56). Thus, out of the total
number of hours distributed—1431.5—497 or
36% are either targeted directly to monori-
ties or have minority children as a prin-
cipal target.

In fiscal year 1972 e.g. July 1, 1871 to June
30, 1972, CPB direct expenditures for mi-
nority targeted programming was $489,000.
$382,000 of this figure was for “Black Jour-
nal and Soul.” It should be noted, however,
that programs of specific interest to minori-
ties occur in the context of other series
which are funded by CFB such as “This
Week,” “Thirty Minutes With,” “Firing Line,"
“Special of the Week,” “NET Flayhouse
Biography,” and other series targeted to a
general audience. While we have not been
able to allocate CPB expenditure on these
programs to the previously stated total, the
total figure for Py 1972 would undoubtedly
bring it up to the $650,000 stated in the
Fact Sheet.

A principal fault of the charge that CPB
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spends only 2% for minority programming
is that almost two-thirds of CPB's 35 mil-
lion appropriation in FY 1972 is devoted to
interconnection, administration, operating
grants to local stations and special research
and ftraining projects. The actual program
budget for national programming was $12.7
million in that year. Assuming that $650,000
appropriates expenditures by CPB for minor-
ity programming, the appropriate percentage
should be 5.18%. Again, however, this per-
centage ignores entirely “Sesame Street” and
“Electric Company” which received $2 mil-
lion from CPB. A more accurate figure, there-
Tore, is 20.8%.

In FY 1973, CPB made grants from minor-
ity targeted programs, program serles and
programs within series targeted to general
audiences of approximately $1,150,000 with
children’s programs excluded or 7.8%.* This
compares to 5.19% the previous year, a 53%
improvement. Including “Sesame Street” and
“Electric Company” ($5 million) the per-
centage becomes 41.8%.

For FY 1074, CPB has allocated $825,000
of a national program budget of 13,000,-
000 to prime time minority targeted pro-
gramming. This figure will surpass $1,000,-
000 when minority programs in pgeneral
audience programming is included. In addi-
tion, CPB will again allocate $5,000,000 to
“Sesame Street” and “Electric Company.”
Therefore, the percentage for FY 1874 will
undoubtedly exceed 45% . In addition, sub-
stantial funds will go directly to local sta-
tions as unrestricted grants most of which
will be used for local programs. Some of
these will be distributed nationally by PES.
Many of these local programs will be mi-
nority targeted as in the past. Attachment
B reflects examples of minority targeted local
programming in FY 1973.

‘We believe, therefore, that the conclu-
sions reached in the Fact SBheet are in-
accurate or misleading. For example:

1. The percentage of CPB funds spend on
minority pregramming in 1972 is not 2%
but 20.8%.

2. “Black Journal” and Soul were not the
only “Black Network programs™ as Attach-
ment A shows. “Black Journal's funding for
FY 1974 is at $345,000, the same level as FY
1973. Soul's funding has been reduced from
$200,000 to $175,000. “Interface,” to be pro-
duced by WETA, is budgeted at $305,000.

3. There is no longer a line item in the CPB
budget for programming for the elderly. It
is hoped that this gap will be filled with pri-
vate corporate and foundation funds. $70,000
has been allocated to a women's program to
be produced in Dallas.

4, National programming for other ethnic
minorities 1s & major gap in nationally dis-
tributed programming as Attachment A
notes, however, PBS distributed 5 hours of
programming devoted to Spanish-speaking
and native Americans, some of which was
CPB funded. CPB did allocate $20,000 to
WNET in New York for ‘“Realidades,” di-
rected at the Tuerto Rican community. There
is considerable local programming in this
ATeA.

5. A 1971 Harris survey found that in areas
where PTV stations existed 377% of whites
viewed public television “last week™, while
52% of blacks viewed “last week". More re-
cent studies, In New York, Dallas and Jack-
sonville, Florida confirm that black viewing
of PTV programming is either slightly higher
or no lower than viewlng by whites.

*The figure $1,150,000 includes:
“Soul” and “Black Journal"___.
For minority targeted specials

and other series, e.g., “Telete~

mas" 247, 000
For targeted programs in general

audience programming

%635, 000

#1, 150, 000
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6. While public television must continue
to improve In its overall service to minorities,
it is not correct that “programming to edu-
cate, uplift, and entertain minorities . . . does
not exist in any meaningful way on public
television.”

7. Through CPB production grants and/or
local station grants, 60 PTV stations con-
tributed programming for PBS national dis-
tribution, up from 27 in FY 1971 and 42 in
FY 1972. The major share of production
grants from CPB continue to go to large pro-
ducing stations for the principle reason that
only they are equipped at this time to pro-
duce the high-quality programming needed
by the local stations and their audiences. Di-
versification of program production will con-
tinue to be difficult so long as CPB funding
is retalned at present starvation levels.
PBS ProGRAMING TARGETED AT MINORITY

GROUP AUDIENCES OR AsoUT MINORITY

Grours

OCTOBER 3, 1971-AUGUST 18, 1972

L Programming for and about blacks

A. “Black Journal”: During the 1971-1972
season, 35 half-hour shows in the “Black
Journal” serles were transmitted, as wellas a
“Black Journal” special, “Is It Too Late?"
which was aired twice. Some of the guests on
the programs include Imamu Amiri Baraka,
Roy Innis, Angela Davis, Kareem Abdul Jab-
bar, and Melvin Van Peebles. Others par-
icipating on the series were black journalists,
politicians, policemen, lawyers, and artists,
“Black Journal” provided programs on the
National Black Political Convention, African
Liberation Day, and on the life and accom-
plishments of Malcolm X, Frederick Douglass,
and Martin Luther King, Jr. Total hours on
alr, 2014 hrs.

B. “Soull”: The

“Soul!” series featured

black artists, musicians, poets, playwrights,
and other performers. Guests included Nikkl
Giovanni, James Baldwin, Sidney Poitier,

Harry Eelafonte, Betty Shabazz, Miriam
Makeba, and the Rev. Jesse Jackson. Total
hours on air, 44 hrs.

C. Other public affair programs (series and
specials) :

“Firing Line"” No. 19, “Is America Hospita-
ble to the Negro?"—the Rev. Jesse Jackson
and William Buckley (10/3/71)

“Great American Dream Machine” No. 75
(12/8/71)

“This Week" No. 17 “But Not My Kids"—
busing in Richmond, Virginia (1/26/72)

“A Public Affair/Election '72" No. 4, “As-
sessment: The New Black Power"—Rep. Wil-
liam Ciay (D-Mo.) discussed black political
strength with a panel of newsmen (2,/23/72)

“This Week” No. 21 and No, 22, “Busing:
The Politics and the Reality"—busing in Me-
Keesport, Pennsylvania and Tampa, Flor-
ida. (2/23/72 and 3/1/72)

“The Busing Issue”—the President's speech
on busing followed by a panel discussion in-
cluding Roy Innis, Ruby Martin, and Paul
Delaney (3/16/72)

Natlonal Black Political Convention (3/17/
72)

“Advocates” No. 97 “Should There Be a
Constitutional Amendment Prohibiting Bus-
ing?"—witnesses included Leon Panetta and
Solomon Goodrich (3/21/72)

“Thirty Minutes with" No, 56—Mayor Rich-
ard Hatcher (4/6/72)

“Thirty Minutes with" No. 59—Rep. Shirley
Chisholm (4/27/72)

“Wall Street Week™ No. 30 “New Members
in the Club"—black stockbrokers Willie Dan-
iels and Travers Bell (5/12/72)

“Ron Dellums: A Test of Coalition Pali-
tics (8/8/72) Total hours on air, 9% hrs.

D. Cultural and dramsatic programs (series
and specials) :

“Bird of the Iron Feather" (10/4/71—12/
13/71)

“Hollywood ‘Television Theatre™
“Neighbors" (11/18/71, 8/17/72)
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“Net Playhouse Biography"” No. 1 “To Be
Young, Gifted, and Black™—biography of
Lorraine Hansberry (1/20/72)

“Bill Cosby on Prejudice”—Cosby mocks
blgots by imitating their ethnic slurs (2/21/
2)

“Special of the Week" No. 28 “Sonny Brown
and the Fallen Sparrows'-—composer-musi-
tian Brown talks of his life in and out of
prison. (4/10/72)

“Special of the Week" No. 38 “The Black
Compogers”—the work of four black com-
posers of “serious’ music (6/19/72)

“Special of the Week' #40 “You've Got a
Friend—Roberta Flack™ (7/3/72)

“Book Beat" #682 Garvey: True Story of
A Pioneer Black Nationalisi—author Elton
Fax discusses his biography of Garvey (7/8/
72)

“Doin’ It"—music and poetry as express-
sions o©of the black experience (7/4/72-
8/1/72)

“Jazz Set"—series of jazz concerts span-
ning the entire jazz spectrum (7/6/71-
8/17/72)

“"Evening at Pops"” “Roberta Flack™ (7/18/
72, 7/23/72) Total hours on air, 18% hrs,

E. Segments of programs:

“Great American Dream Machine™ #186,
“Mafundi”—a center for black artists and
actors (11/6/71)

“Great American Dream Machine” #32,
Interview with Belafonte, Poitier (1/26/72)

“World Press"” #158—reaction to Angela
Davis trial, acquittal (6/8/72) Total hours
on air—approx. 40 minutes

II. PROGRAMING FOR AND ABOUT OTHER
ETHNIC MINORITIES

A. Spanish-speaking:

“Soul™! #44—Puerto Rican poet and poli-
tical activist Felipe Luciano (10/13/71)

“Yo Boy Chicano—an historical and con-
temporary look at the Mexican-American
people (8/11/72)

“This Exile—This Stranger"—the Cuban
exlles in Florida (8/15/72)

“Amerlca Tropical"—attempts to restore a
revolutionary Mexican-American mural in
l)_‘;.os Angeles (8/16/72) Total hours on air, 3

Is.

B. Native Americans:

“Firing Line™ #34, “Who Owns America?"
—TIormer Secretary of the Interior Walter
Hickel briefly discusses Alaskan and Indian
land claims (1/16/72)

“Great American Dream Machine” #33—
segment on the new political awareness and
activism of native Hawalians (2/2/72)

“Black Coal, Red Power"—a documentary
about the exploitation of coal on the Navajo
and Hopi Indian lands in Arizona (5/22/72)
Total hours on air, 2 hrs,

I, OTHER PROGRAMS DEALING WITH MINORITY
ACCESS TO POLITICAL POWER

“This Week" #86, “Convention *72: The
Democrats Try Democracy™—black and
Chicano involvements in the Democratic
National Convention (6/7/72)

“This Week" #37, “Texas Politics at the
Alamo”—new black and Chicano political
strength in Texas (6/14/72) Total hours on
alr, 1 hr.

ATTACHMENT B: MINORITY AFFAIRS

“Unganika,” the Swahili word for unite
and the title of a series produced by WXXI-
TV Rochester, New York, is designed to focus
on the cultural, environmental and social
issues of concern to the Black community
of Rochester.

WTVI Charlotte, North Carolina produced
a film on racial conflict in the schools. "Some-
one Has to Listen™ presents a mythical school
and follows students dealing with school
officials and the community to solve difficul-
ties.

Black American authors’ experience in lit-
erature from the 1700's to the present is ex-
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plored in a series called “Ebony Harvest”
produced by WETA-FM Washington, D.C.

“Carrascolendas,” a bilingual program de-
signed for Mexican-American children by
KLRN-TV San Antonio and Austin, Texas
uses Spanish as a native language and Eng-
lish as a second. It Is designed to establish
a positive self-identity and self-concept in
the Mexican-American child.

Through a CPB Community Support Grant
ETSC-TV Pueblo, Colorido produces “La
Vida de Nosotros” which features local en-
tertainers and provides information of in-
terest to the Chicano citizens.

Sickle Cell Anemia, a hereditary blood dis-
ease found almost exclusively in Black peo-
ple, is an example of the topics discussed on
“Sketches in Black", a production of WSEKG-
TV Binghamton, New York.

Through a grant WBGU Bowling Green,
Ohio will produce a series of programs di-
rected toward inner city residents in Ohio.
Programs will dramatize three families, Mex-
ifcan-American, Black and white, to show how
they deal with problems like child care per-
sonal self-esteem, consumerism, and family
and community relationships.

WVIA Scranton-Wilkes-Barre, has acti-
vated a minority training program and en-
rolled two university students. The program
offers over 1,000 hours' experience in all areas
of television and radio production at WVIA;
trainees are also enrolled in the broadcasting
curriculum at the Wilkes-Barre campus of
Penn State University. The program was
made possible by a grant from the Pennsyl-
vania Public TV Network and local funds,

WETA-TV Washington, D.C. produces an
informative and entertaining program in
Spanish called “Media Hora"” for the area's
Spanish speaking viewers.

“Realidades”, a show aimed toward the
interests of the Puerto Rican community is
produced by WNBT New York, New York.

KTDB-FM, the Ramah Navajo Radio sta-
tion in northwestern New Mexico is more
than just another non-commercial radio sta-
tion. For 1600 Navajo Indians it's the news-
paper, telephone, and a kind of community
center where everyone can take an active
part in the station's programs.

CoMMENTS REGARDING BLACK AND -OTHER
MINORITY PARTICIPATION IN PUBLIC BROAD-
CASTING

[July 19, 1973]
ADMINISTRATION

Regarding Boards of Directors of public
stations, the majority of PTV stations are
licensed to public agencies: state universities
(50), public school districts (20), and special
agencies established by the state to admin-
ister PTV stations (17). The other category
of licensee authority is the group called com-
munity stations (54), which establish non-
profit corporations for the purpose of opera-
ting a PTV station. The first categories of
public agency licensees have trustees desig-
nated by the state or agency according to
particular statutes. Some are elected state
university regents, where the university is
the licensee, or elected school board mem-
bers, or appointees of the state governor, as
in a state commission. Thus the composition
of the Board is a matter of statute. The
community stations also have many diverse
methods of selecting board members. Some
have station contributing members elect Di-
rectors, others are designated ex officio from
the local institutions, e.g. colleges, com-
munity groups, still others are derived from
board selections. In each case, it is cer-
tainly the intent of the PTV licensing proce-
dure that the board be responsible for the
operation of the PTV station, and responsive
to its own community as effectively as
possible.

Regarding ' particular stations cited =as
having no minority board members, we find
that in fact these listed stations do have
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minority board members: KETC, St. Louis,
WITW, Charleston, part of the South Caro-
lina ETV Network, and WUNF, Asheville,
North Carolina, part of the North Carolina
ETV Network.

EMPLOYMENT

While minority employment has not been
as large as desired, neither is it presently
just “token.” In 1972, the FPCC reported a
total of 666 minority PTV station staff mem-
bers of a total employed in the stations of
6917, for a percentage of 9.6%. While the
per cent figures have declined from 1970, the
numbers of minority persons have actually
increased, but not as rapldly as total em-
ployment in the industry. In 1969, there
were 512 minority persons of an industry
total of 5331. In 1970, 646 of 5447, and In
1971, 539 of 6,744.

We do not know the reasons for this rela-
tive decline, but we are aware that industry
expansion at least in new stations has taken
place in a number of areas of very low
minority population. And we are frequently
now hearing the complaint from station
managers that commercial stations are tak-
ing their minority personnel as soon as they
have become more experienced. Whatever
the reasons, we believe stations are aware of
their responsibilities in these areas and that
they are attempting to increase minority
participation.

The above figures include only stations,
and not related agencies such as the Chil-
dren's Television Workshop, producer of
Sesame Street and Electric Company, which
figures, if included, would certainly increase
the numbers of minority persons in public
V.

MmvoRITY EMPLOYMENT PRACTICES oF PuUBLIC
TELEVISION STATIONS, OCTOBER 1072

Results of the second annual employment
survey conducted by the Federal Communi-
cations Commission. Compiled by the Na-
tional Assoclation of Educational Broad-
casters, Office of Minority Affairs.

PUBLIC TELEVISION STATIONS RESPONDING TO
FCC ANNUAL EMPLOYMENT REPORT

Alahama—Education T.V. Commission,
Birmingham.

Arizona—EAET, Phoenix and EUAT, Tuc-
son.

Arkansas—EETS, Conway.

Callfornia—KEET, Eureka; KCET, Los
Angeles; EIXE, Redding; EVIE, Sacramento;
KVCR, San Bernardino; KPBS, San Diego;
KQED, Ban Francisco; KTEH, San Jose; and
ECSM, San Mateo.

Colorado—EKRMA, Denver
Pueblo,

Connecticut—Conn.
sion Corp., Hartford.

Delaware—WHYY, Wilmington.

District of Columbia—WETA, Washington.

Florida—WUPFT, Galnesville; WJCT, Jack-
sonville; WPBT, Miami; WTHS, Miami;
WMFE, Orlando; WSRE, Pensacola; WFSU,
Tallahassee; WEDU, Tampa; and WUSF,
Tampa.

Georgla—WGTV, Athens; WETV, Atlanta;
and Ga. State Board of Ed., Atlanta.

Hawall—Hawail E.T.V. Network, Honoclulu.

Idaho— , Moscow.
Carbondale; Chicago

and KTSC,

Educational Televi-

Illinois—WSIU,
E.T.V. Assoc., WUSI, Olney; and *WILL,
Urbana,

Indiana—WTIU, Bloomington; WNIN,
Evansville; WFYI, Indianapolis; WCAE, St.
John; and WVUT, Vincennes.

Iowa—EKDIN, Des Moines and EIIN, Iowa
City.

Kansas—EKTWU,
Wichita.

Kentucky—Eentucky Authority for Ed.
T.V., Lexington and WEPC, Loulsville.

Topeka and EPTS,

*Not found in F.C.C. or provided by the
licensee.
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Louisiana—WYES, New Orleans.

Maine—WCEBB, Augusta; WMED, Calais;
WMERB, Orono; and WMEM, Presque Isle.

Maryland—Maryland Public Broadcasting
Commission.

Massachusetts—WGBH Ed.
Boston.

Michlgan—WTVS, Detroit; WMSB, East
Lansing; WNMR, Marquette; WCMU, Mt.
Pleasant; and WUCM, University Center.

Minnesota—Twin City Ed. T.V. Corp. and
WDSE, Duluth.

Mississippi—WMAA, Jackson.

Missouri—EKCSD, Kansas City and KETC,
St. Louis.

Nebraska—EKTNE, Alliance; KMNE, Bassett,
KHNE, Hastings; KLNE, Lexington; EUON,
Lincoln; ERNE, Merriman; KXNE, Norfolk;
KEPNE, North Platte; and KYNE, Omaha.

Nevada—ELVX, Las Vegas.

New Hampshire—WENH, Durham.

New Jersey—WNJT, Trenton.

New Mexico—KNME, Albuquerque.

New York—WSKG, Binghamton; WNED,
Buffalo; WLIW, Garden City; WNET, New
York; WNYC, New York; WNYE, New York;
WXXI. Rochester; WMHT, Schenectady;
WCNY, Syracuse; and WNPE, Watertown.

North Carolina—University of North Car-
olina Ed. T.V. and WTVI, Charlotte.

North Dakota—EKFME, Fargo.

Ohio—WOUB, Athens; WBGU, Bowling
Green; WCET, Cincinnati; WVIZ, Cleveland;
WOSU, Columbus; WGSF, Newark; WMUB,
Oxford; and WGTE, Toledo.

Oklahoma—Oklahoma Ed. T.V. Authority,
Norman and EOEH, Oklahoma City.

Oregon—EOAC, Corvallis and KOAP, Port-
land.

Pennsylvania—Metropolitan  Pittsburgh;
Public Broadcasting; WLVT, Allentown;
WPSX, Clearfield; WQLN, Erie; WITF, Her-
shey; WUHY, Philadelphia; and WVIA,
Scranton.

Rhode Island—WSBE, Providence.

South Carolina—S.C E.T.V. Commission.

South Dakota—KESD, Brookings and
SDET.V. Board.

Tennessee—WTCI, Chattanooga; WLIT,
Lexington; WKNO, Memphis, WDCN, Nash-
ville; and WSIK, Knoxville, Sneedville.

Texas—EKLRN, Austin-San Antonio;
KAMU, College Station; EERA, Dallas;
EUTH, Houston; ENCT, Killeen; and ETXT,
Lubbock.

Utah—EOET, Ogden; KBYU, Provo; and
KUED, Salt Lake City.

Vermont—Univ. of Vt. & State Agricultural
College.

Virginia—Blue Ridge E.T.V. Assoc.; Central
Va. ET.V. Corp.; WVPT, Harrisonburg; and
WHRO, Norfolk.

Washington—EPEC, Lakewood Center;
KWSU, Pullman; EKCTS, Beattle; EBSP3,
Spokane; KTPS, Tacoma; and EKYVE,
Yakima.

West Virginia—WSWZP, Beckley:
Milton; and WWVU, Morgantown.

Wisconsin—WHA, Madison; WMVS, Mil-
waukee: and WMVT, Milwaukee.

Guam—EKGTF, Agana.

Puerto Rico—WIPR, San Juan and WIPM,
Mayaguez.

ADDITIONAL STATIONS RESPONDING IN
19732 REPORT

Idaho—EKAID, Boise and KBGL, Pocatello.

Iinois—WTPV, Peoria.

Indiana—WIPB, Munice.

Michigan—WGVC, Grand Rapids.

STATIONS MISSING FROM THIS REPORT

California—KCVR, San Bernadine.

Illinois—WILL, Urbana.

New York—WNYC, New York City.

South Dakota—KBHE, Rapid City; KDSD,
Aberdeen; and KTSD, Pierre,

Texas—EKAMU, College Station.

Utah—KOET-KWCS, Ogden.

Foundation,

WMUL,
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SECTION 1I—FULL-TIME EMPLOYEES (APPLICABLE TO ALL RESPONDENTS)

All employees 2

Minority group employees

Male

~ Female

Total

Job categories? (eol. 24+3)

American

Oriental Indian 8

®)

Male Female

Officials and managers
Professionals
Technicians__...

Sales workers...

Office and clerical. .
Craftsmen (skilled).
Operatives (semi-ski
acorers (unskilled)
Service workers. ...

[ L Ao e A R

5,374

5,235

Spanish-
surnamed
American

(1)

Spanish-
surnamed
American

American
Indian

(10)

Oriental

@

Negro

3,848 1,526

1,436

3,799

Officials and managers_ ...« covoocanann- 22
Professionals 247
Technicians._... 455
Sales workers.

Office and clerical .

Crafismen (skilled)_. ___.

Operatives (semiskilled).

Laborers (unskilled)_ _..

Service workers

I e R et S gy

Total employment from previous report
(if any).

1,148

1121

Total for 1971
Total for 1972

514 490  L8s

___4‘ e

1,921

1 Refer to instructions for explanation of all title functions.

% In Alaska, include Eskimos and Aleuts with “‘American Indian,”

2 Include “'Minority group employees'' and others. See instruction 6.

FULL AND PART-TIME EMPLOYMENT IN PUBLIC TELEVISION
STATIONS—MALE AND FEMALE

1972
total
minor-

ity
em- em-

moy iy

1971
total
minor-
ily

1971 1972

total total
em-

Job categori I

804
1,820

Officials and managers____ 26
Professionals_ .. 148
Technicians. ..

Sales workers. ..

Office and clerical__

Craftsmen (skilled)_._._._

Operatives (semi-skilled). .

Laborers (unskilled)

Service workers___

6,744 539 6,917

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF Educa-
TIONAL BROADCASTERS
MINORITY AFFAIRS—OCTOBER 1972

The fifth annual NAEB report on minority
employment in public television stations in
the United States shows marked increases
in minority employment over last year's re-
port while the percentage of minority em-
ployees continues to be below the 12.1% fig-
ure for 1870.

The NAEB 1972 report is based upon data
secured from the reports to the Federal Com-
munications Commission on their Form
395, Annual Employment Report, submitted
May 31, 1972 by the public television 1i-
censees.

Statistics reflecting employment in public
radio stations are unobtainable because most
of the licensees employ less than five indi-
viduals and they are not required to file
numbers.,

This report shows 666 full and part-time
minority employees in the total workforce
that numbers 6,917. The percentage now is

9.62 as contrasted to 7.9% Iin 1971 and 12.1
in 1970.

Women are shown to represent 27.77 per-
cent of the workforce in public television
stations. There are 1,921 full and part-time
female employees out of the 6,917 total posi-
tions held.

Dramatic increases of minority employees
appear in the ranks of officials and managers,
going from 14 to 26 In 1972; professionals
increased from 119 to 148; office and clerical
100 to 138; craftemen up from 46 to 60 and
operatives now at 63 from 87 in 1971. There
is a slight decrease in laborers, the number
dropping to 25 from 32. See the compari-
son tables for both years.

We must relterate that in our opinion the
FCC's classification is a poor one that makes
it impossible to determine how minority
people and women are being employed or
what kind of movement is taking place for
them.

For Instance, it is of little value to know
that there are 26 minority employees shown
a5 managers and officials unless it is
indicated that they are station managers,
program directors, Business Affairs Directors
or one of the many department directors who
“set broad policy, exercise over-all respon-
sibility for execution of these policies, and
direct individual departments or special
phases of a firm's operations.”

If anyone is to be able to make mean-
ingful judgments there must be more spec-
ificity. In our view, the FCC should adopt
something of the classification system used
previously by the NAEB which can be used
for the commercial licensees as well.

It was unusually difficult to obtain the
information this year. Quite a number of the
public television licensees neglected, and in
one instance refused, to send copies of their
FCC 395 report to the Office of Minority
Affairs after various requests had been made
in NAEB publications and communications

to them, before and subsequent to the filing
date.

Within the FCC itself, the difficulty was
compounded. This year, the FCC was en-
gaged in preparing the 1971 and 1972 data
for computerization while providing the
United Church of Christ with the same data
for all licensees under a contract. Conse-
quently, we were unable to obtain the 395's
we needed from the FCC until October. A
great deal of assistance was provided through
the office of Commissioner Benjamin Hooks
and we are grateful to him.

Still there are nine public television sta-
tions missing from this report because their
395's could not be found in the FCC by the
time this report was compiled.

Therefore, there are gaps in this report
that preclude accurate comparisons with
previous reports. But, it is crucial to be
aware that reports from 96% of the public
television entities serving the American pub-
lic indicate that the licensed system had
only 666 minority employees, representing
8.62% of the entire reported workforce of
6,917 individuals.

LioNEL J. MONAGAS,
Director.

WETA

WETA reports present minority staffl em-
ployment, including a number of supervisory
employees, stands at approximately 16%
blacks and other minorities of a stafl of ap-
proximately 100.

WETA's Board of Directors currently in-
cludes eight black and other minority mem-
bers of a Board of 34 total, for a percentage
of 23.56%.

CHALMERS MARQUIS.

July 19, 1973.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield to the gentleman from
Oregon (Mr. DELLENBACK) .
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Mr. DELLENBACK. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
bill H.R. 8538, authorizing funds for the
Corporation for Public Broadcasting, and
commend the committee for its achieve-
ment in putting together this legislation.
I hope it will pass with overwhelming
support today.

May I repeat at this time what I have
stated on a number of occasions before
committees and on the floor of the House.
I own a minority stock interest in a cor-
poration which is engaged in broadcast-
ing, being the licensee of a television sta-
tion and three radio stations.

I do not believe my vote on the bill
before us today is in any way influenced
by this fact. But, as a believer in and ad-
vocate of full disclosure, in fairness, I
disclose once again the fact of this own-
ership.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman
from North Carolina (Mr. MaARTIN).

Mr. MARTIN of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I have come down here to
support the bill HR. 8538. I also want
to express my concern for a number
of incidents where it appears that there
has been unfair competition between
a few noncommercial stations and their
commercial neighbors, whereby the
noncommercial stations underbid and
obtained contracts in unfair competi-
tion with the commercial stations. This
point was raised by the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr, Devine). I should like
to pursue this for just a few moments.

My, Chairman, the cases that have
been presented are admittedly at this
point few and scattered. They are not
now any overwhelming pattern, but they
are now matters of precedent and, there-
fore, sound an alarm for the future. My
concern then, Mr. Chairman, is that as
public broadcasting expands as this bill
contemplates, will we let this tendency
continue and increase, or will we ask that
it stop? I note that it was also the con-
cern of the committee, as read from page
12 of the committee report, and I guote:

Your Committee has noted with some dis-
may the allegation that public television
stations are competing with privately fi-
nanced commercial broadcasters for com-
mercial business. Certainly, public broad-
casting facilitles grants should not be per-
mitted to foster this practice.

Let me nole that it is the concern of
the Office of Education of the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare.
I cite a memorandum to all of the edu-
cational television licensees by Mr. Stuart
Hallock, the Acting Director of Educa-
tional Broadcasting Facilities Program—
EBFP.

Noncommercial educational stations who
have received Federal money for facilities
have signed an assurance required by the
Public Broadcasting Act (Section 392(a) (4)
that federally supported broadcasting facili-
ties will be used only for educational pur-
poses. No mobile units or other facilities con-
taining equipment purchased with the aid of
Federal FPunds under the Educational Broad-
casting Facilities Program may be made avall-
able at any time or under any cilrcum-
stances for use for commercial purposes, even

if the commercial interest pays for the use
through gifts, lease charges, or support mo‘ne‘y
which is used to support the no

operation. If any item purchased with ﬂlﬁ
ald of EBFP funds is used by commercial
interests for any commercial purpose within
ten years after the date when the project
was completed, the grant will be revoked and
the Federal share must be paid back to the
U.S. Treasury.

Mr. Chairman, both of these particular
statements, just read, deal specifically
with those stations which receive facili-
ties grants.

I would at this point for clarification
seek to put to the gentleman from
Massachusetts, the distinguished chair-
man of the subcommittee, just a couple
of questions for the purpose of clarify-
ing the force and effect which this legis-
lative history will have on enforcing the
intent of the committee and the intent
of Congress.

Mr. MACDONALD. Mr. Chairman, if
the gentleman will yield.

Mr. MARTIN of North Carolina. I
yield to the gentleman from Massachu-
setts.

Mr. MACDONALD. I will point ouf to
the gentleman he is correct. It has been
called to the attention of the subcom-
mittee, and it ir a subject of concern. We
took it up with the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare, as the gentle-
man knows, at his request, and we got
back as strong a memorandum as I think
is possible for any bureaucrat to write,
which I will just read the last line of,
which ought to solve this problem for
the future. The last line reads:

If any item purchased with the aid of
educational broadcasting funds is used by
commercial interests for any commercial
purpose within 10 years after the date when
the project was complebed., the grant will
be revoked, and the Federal share must be
paid back to the U.S. Treasury by the station
that used that publicly-funded facility for
commercial purposes.

Mr. MARTIN of North Carolina. I
thank the gentleman.

1 should like to proceed with one addi-
tional concern which I have, which is of
a slightly different nature. I should like
to continue in a rather hypothetical way
with the point, without getting into any
one particular case. It has been alleged
that there is an educational television
affiliate which is engaged in the dupli-
cating of videotape, and which frequently
underbids its commercial competition.
This particular company does not re-
ceive Federal dollars and, therefore, is
not subject to the requirement that the
gentleman just read. The question is:
How is it funded? As I understand, it
receives charitable donations from the
general public and it also receives some
contributions from public broadcasters,
perhaps some of whom in turn have re-
ceived Federal money,

The point is that it appears to me that
here are stations which are receiving
Federal dollars and are, therefore, not
permitted to underbid in unfair compe-
tition, but who are also receiving char-
itable donations; who are then able to
shift those charitable donations to create
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and support a new entity which then
does compete with commercial stations.

It seems to me that this is a principle
to which we must object. I would ask
whether it is the intent of the committee
to permit this kind of practice or to seek
to discourage it?

Mr. MACDONALD. The gentleman’s
point is well taken. I would state for the
committee that it is the intent of the
committee to see that no unfair advan-
tage is taken in any material way by
those receiving public funding, direct or
indirect, so as to put them in competi-
tion with private enterprise.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, T
¥vield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Nebraska (Mr. MARTIN).

Mr. MARTIN of Nebraska. Mr. Chair-
man, I had intended this afternoon to
offer an amendment to the Public Broad-
casting Act which would have clarified
the role of the GAO in auditing the oper-
ations of the Public Broadcasting Corpo-
ration. This came about ard was called
to my attention in testimony by Mr. El-
mer B. Staats, the Comptroller General,
before our Select Committee on Com-
mittees, of which I am the vice chair-
man, alorg with the gentleman from
Missouri (Mr. BorLring) , th~ chairman of
the committee. Mr. Staats made the fol-
lowing statement in his testimony before
our committee last month:

There is another area in which GAO needs
strengthening if it is to make a maximum
contribution to assisting the Congress in its
oversight work. This area is access to records
of the Executive agencies.

We generally have had good cooperation in
obtaining access to records of the execu-
tive departments. Over the years most of
our problems have been with (a) the Fed-
eral Deposit Insurance Corporation, (b) the
Department of State and the Department
of Defense in those areas which involve our
relations with foreign countries, and (c)
certain activities of the Treasury Depart-
ment. In addition to these which persist,
we have recently had problems with the
Emergency Loan Guarantee Board and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasting.

‘This brought about a colloquy between

Mr., Staats and your present speaker in
regard fo General Accounting Office’s
responsibility concerning auditing the
Public Broadcasting Corporation. There
was a difference of opinions as to legal
interpretations as to how far General
Accounting should go in their audit. In
the interest of time however, Mr. Chair-
man, under permission which I will ob-
tain, I will include these letters from the
Comptroller General of the United States
written to me on July 3 and July 18.
The letters I have referred to follow:
COMPTROLLER GENERAL
OF THE UNITED STATES,

Washington, D.C., July 3, 1973.
Hon. Dave T. MarTIN,
House of Representatives.

Dear Dave: By letter dated June 22, 1973,
we forwarded language for a proposed
amendment to the Public Broadcasting Act
which would clarify GAQ’s right of access to
the records of the Corporation for Public
Broadcasting. The access-to-records language
now in the Act is similar to the language
contained in the legislation for many quasi-
governmental entities. This reads as follows:
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“The financial transactions of the Corpo-
ration for any fiscal year during which Fed-
eral funds are available to finance any por-
tion of its operation may be audited by the
General Accounting Office in accordance
with the principles and procedures appli-
cable to commercial corporate transactions
and under such rules and regulations as may
be prescribed by the Comptroller General of
the United States.” (Italic supplied.) Sub-
sec. 1(2) (A), 47 U.S.C. 896.

The rules and regulations covering these
corporations provide that:

“The primary purpose of audits by the
General Accounting Office i85 to make for
the Congress independent examinations into
the manner in which Government [corpora-
tions] discharge their financial responsibili-
ties. Financial responsibilities . . . include
the administration of funds and the utiliza-
tion of property and personnel only for
authorized programs, activities, or purposes,
and the conduct of programs or activities
in an effective, efficient, and economical
manner. Particular emphasis is placed on
any aspects suspected or found to require
correction or improvement and on the means
of accomplishing it.”

A more complete text of the purposes,
responsibilities, and objectives of these au-
dits under the Comptroller General’s regula-
tions is included as an attachment. Our pro-
posed audits of the Corporation have been
within the scope which applies to all other
Government corporations. However, because
of the Corporation’s interpretation of this
language, it is necessary to clarify our audit
responsibility in this area.

Reference is sometimes made to House Re-
port 80-572 which accompanied the House
version of the Public Broadcasting Act of
1867 in support of the argument that the
Congress did not intend for the GAO to go
beyond a certification as to the accuracy of
the agency's financial statements. That lan-
guage is as follows:

“The bill requires an annual audit of the
accounts of the Corporation by independent
public accountants, and authorizes the
Comptroller General of the United States to
audit and examine the Corporation’s rec-
ords, . . . The authority of the Comptroller
General is imited to the fiscal years during
which Federal funds are available to finance
the Corporation’s operations. . ..

“Provision for a GAO audit was not origi-
nally included in H.R. 6736 because it was felt
that such audits carry with them the power
of the Comptroller General to settle and ad-
Just the books being examined and that this
authority would be contrary to the desired
insulation of the Corporation from Govern-
ment control. The Committee is also sensi-
tive to the importance of having the Cor-
poration free from Government control. How-
ever, the bill does not provide authority for
the settlement of accounts. . . .”

The Government Corporation Control Act
and subsequent legislation establishing Gov-
ernment corporations provide that the GAO
does not have authority to settle agency ac-
counts; that Is to say, it does not have au-
thority to take exception to (prohibit) im-
proper payments made by the agency. This is
true of all Government corporations and
therefore no particular significance can be
read into the fact that the GAO does not
have authority to settle such accounts for
the Corporation for Public Broadcasting.

The more important point is that GAO
does have authority to and does make audits
or reviews of the economy and efficiency as-
pects of such Government corporations,

We believe that it is desirable for the Con-
gress to have Independent information as to
needed improvements in the management op-
erations and activities administered by the
Corporation for Public Broadcasting, as long
a8 Federal funds make up a substantial por-
tion of the Corporation’s revenues,
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We recognize, however, that the Corpora-
tion must remain as free as possible from
Government interference in its dealings with
non-governmental organizations and particu-
larly in policy matters relating to the selec-
tion, content, and scheduling of programs for
public broadcasting. In light of the concern
that GAO would become involved in these
matters, I wish to state unequivocally that
it will not become so involved. If you believe
it would be helpful in emphasizing this point,
I would have no objection to inserting the
word “management’ before “operations” in
the draft language—a revised copy of which
is attached for ready reference,

We greatly appreciate your interest in this
matter. "

Sincerely yours,
ELMER B, STAATS,
Comptroller General
of the United States.
COMPTROLLER GENERAL
oF THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, D.C., July 18, 1973.
The Honorable Dave T, MARTIN,
House of Representatives.

Dear Dave: This will supplement my letter
to you of July 3 in which I suggested an
amendment to the Public Broadcasting Act
which would clarify GAO’s right of access to
records of the Corporation for Public Broad-
casting.

As you know, the position of this Office
has been that the language of the present
statute clearly intended that the Comptroller
General would have access to information
which would enable him to conduct audits in

ce with the principles and proce-
dures applicable to commercial corporate
transactions and “under such rules and reg-
ulations as may be prescribed by the Comp-
troller General of the United States.” The
regulations of the GAO which pertain to
such audits were in existence at the time the
legislation was enacted and known to the
Congress. I enclosed a copy of these rules
and regulations with my letter to you of
July 8.

The Corporation for Public Broadcasting
has in the past taken the position that this
Office does not have access to information
other than that which is strictly limited to
fiscal accounts. That this interpretation is
incorrect is clear, I belleve, from a reading
of the regulations themselves. However, I
suggested an amendment which would clar-
ify the intent that the GAO would under-
take reviews of the operations of the Corpo-
ration to identify needed management im-
provements together with suggestions as to
courses of action which, in our opinion,
should be considered to achieve economies,
correct management deficiencies, and other-
wise strengthen the management of the
Corporation,

In my letter to you of July 38, I made it
clear that the audits initiated by the GAO
would not concern themselves with the rela-
tionship of the Corporation with non-gov-
ernmental organizations with respect to pol-
icy and programming matters relating to the
selection, content, and scheduling of pro-
grams for public broadcasting. I made this
commitment in recognition of the objective
of the Corporation to remain free of Govern-
ment Interference in relation to such policy
matters.

I do feel, however, that there are many
areas in an organization of this type which
should be reviewed from time to time from
a standpoint of determining whether pro-
grams and activities are conducted and ex-
penditures made in an effective and eco-
nomical manner.

Within the past few days, I have had con-
versations with the Chalrman of the Board
of the Corporation for Public Broadcasting,
Dr. James Killlan, and with Mr. Henry
Loomis, President of the Corporation. While
Dr. Eillian has not had an opportunity to
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consult with all other members of the Board,
he advises me that I am free to inform you
that the Corporation is prepared to make a
commitment that they will accommodate
the needs of the GAO for information along
the lines of the ground rules and general
objectives which I have stated. With this
understanding, I am prepared to work with
the Corporation in the development of new
regulations applicable to the Corporation to
incorporate the above objectives and under-
standings on a basis which would meet the
needs of both the GAO and the Corporation.
Based on this commitment from the Corpora-
tion, the amendment to the Act which I have
suggested does not appear to be necessary at
this time,

I have read this letter to both Dr. Killian
and Mr. Loomis and they have expressed con-
currence in it.

I would appreciate it if this could be made
a matter of record in the debate accompany-
ing the consideration of the legislation so
that the Members of Congress will be aware
that satisfactory resolution of the matter is
being reached.

I plan to keep you and the committees con-
cerned advised as to progress in the develop-
ment of the revised regulations.

Sincerely,
ELMER B. STAATS.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to point
out very briefly some things from Mr.
Staats’ letter to me on July 18 in which
he states that a certain compromise has
been worked out by the GAO and Public
Broadcasting, and I am quoting now from
Mr. Staats’ letter:

Within the past few days, I have had con-
versations with the Chairman of the Board
of the Corporation for Public Broadcasting,
Dr. James Killian, and with Mr. Henry
Loomis, President of the Corporation. While
Dr. Killian has not had an opportunity to
consult with all other members of the Board,
he advises me that I am free to inform you
that the Corporation is prepared to make a
commitment that they will accommodate the
needs of the GAO for information along the
lines of the ground rules and general objec-
tives which I have stated. With this under-
standing, I am prepared to work with the
Corporation to incorporate the above objec-
tives and understandings on a basis which
would meet the needs of both the GAO and
the Corporation. Based on this commitment
from the Corporation, the amendment to the
Act which I have suggested does not appear
to be necessary at this time.

I have read this letter to both Dr. Killian
and Mr. Loomis and they have expressed
concurrence in it.

Mr.
states:

The Corporation for Public Broadcasting
has in the past taken the position that this
Office does not have access to information
other than that which is strictly limited to
fiscal accounts.

That this interpretation is incorrect is
clear, I believe, from a reading of the regu-
lations themselves. However, I suggested an
amendment which would clarify the intent
that the GAO would undertake reviews of
the operations of the corporation to identi-
fy needed management improvements to-
gether with suggestions as to courses of ac-
tion which, in our opinion, should be con-
sidered to achieve economies, correct man-
agement deficlencies, and otherwise strength-
en the management of the corporation.

Mr. Staats goes on to state:

It is not the intent of the GAO in its
order to go in and censor the programs in
any manner or have any control over the
programs or the content of those programs.

the letter

Chairman,

further
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Mr. Chairman, I feel very strongly that
the GAO should audit all departments of
Government and corporations that re-
ceive taxpayers’ funds. I am glad that a
meeting of the minds has occurred be-
tween GAO and Public Broadcasting on
the subject of the GAO audit. Mr, Chair-
man, I yield back the balance of my time,

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
the chairman of the committee has asked
for the remaining time, so I yield to the
gentleman from West Virginia (Mr. Stac-
GERS) .

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield to me?

Mr. STAGGERS. I yield to the gentle-
woman from New York (Ms. ABzUG).

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Chairman, I have
been and I am a great supporter of pub-
lic broadcasting and educational TV, but
I am very concerned, after getting into
this matter, that there is a responsibility
on the part of Congress to concern itself
with the standards and the guidelines
which are to achieve a high quality in
heterogeneous programing or a high
quality obtained from the diverse com-
munities.

There were some very important ques-
tions put previously by the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. Cray) and the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr, MITCHELL),
I support their observations as to the
lack of employment of and programing
for minorities in public broadcasting.
My question, Mr. Chairman, is this: I
have noticed in public broacasting that
there is considerable lack of participa-
tion of women in employment and deci-
sionmaking nor are there programs in
any number which include women or
their problems or concerns.

This is a very large group, a homo-
geneous group assuredly making up
more than half of America’s heterogen-
ity. I am concerned about the lack of
attention to the problem of women.

Could the gentleman tell me how we
would be able to be certain that the
Corporation on Public Broadcasting will
remedy these problems? Will this com-
mittee exercise oversight to make certain
that they will?

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Chairman,
whenever this House passes upon legis-
lation affecting public broadcasting, we
invariably find ourselves involved in a
discussion of the merits of Government
subsidy of the media and the corollary
issue of Government interference with
public broadcasting.

After several years of Government
funding of public broadecasting, the re-
sults are clear. Public Broadcasting Sys-
fem radio and television stations pre-
sent alternative programing of the high-
est quality. Nowhere on a com.nercial
station does one encounter serious drama,
public affairs programing, historical nar-
rative, unique sports, or children’s pro-
graming like that found on public tele-
vision. It is not an overstatement to
say that Government subsidy is respon-
sible for the consistency and expansion
of this excellent programing. The author-
ization we consider today insures con-
tinuation of this much-needed source
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of education, information, and entertain-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, it seems that many are
concerned that PBS public affairs pro-
graming will fail to present some view-
point or another, that public affairs pro-
graming will be biased, or that personal-
ities may warp the presentation of the
political issues discussed.

When these concerns are expressed, it
is difficult to tell whether the motivation
is concern for fair presentation of diver-
gent viewpoints, fear that one’s own po-
litical viewpoint will not be expressed, or
a desire that a personally repugnant
viewpoint will be repressed.

Hopefully, the motivations are all hon-
orable and consistent with a legitimate
concern for freedom of expression. How-
ever, if the motivations are less than
honorable, there exists a danger that the
Government will begin to indirectly ai-
fect the content of PBS programing. For
the Government to endorse an independ-
ent public broadcasting system and then
to seek to interfere with its choice of
programing is inconsistent with every
conception of the first amendment.

As to the appropriateness of public
affairs programing on our noncommer-
cial stations, I can think of no more
proper forum for the discussion of pub-
lic issues than on public television and
radio.

‘This is not to say, of course, that any
political or ideological faction should be
allowed to monopolize time on public
television and radio. The agreement re-
cently signed by the Corporation for Pub-
lic Broadcasting and PBS goes a long way
toward assuring CPB-PBS responsibility
without significantly depriving it of pro-
graming freedom. Both national and lo-
cal interests will be better served through
this agreement. Further, the 2-year au-
thorization embodied in HR. 8538 will
facilitate program development, and in-
dicates a tendency toward an even long-
er term authorization.

Public broadcasting is the most valu-
able of media assets. Let us vote to
strengthen its financial stability, and at
the same time resolve to safeguard its
independence.

Mr. LEGGETT. Mr. Chairman, public
television is rapidly becoming one of the
most influential forms of communication
and education in this country. This sys-
tem has proven its desirability by its
quality of programing, as for the future,
public television still remains one of un-
limited potential.

Public television has held fast to the
position of promofing only programs of
the highest quality from the most diverse
sources. I feel this stance can only be
taken if the noncommercial educational
broadecasting systems are assured of
maximum freedom from interference
with or control of program content.

The Public Broadcasting Service has
attempted to preserve the independent
nature and the quality of the noncom-
mercial broadcasting systems. The Cor-
poration for Public Broadcasting has at-
tempted to pollute this action by propos-
ing certain interconnections to secure ul-

25181

timate control over selection and con-
tent of programs shown on public tele-
vision.

If public television is to continue doing
the excellent job it is now doing and rise
to its ultimate potential, we must
strengthen the independence of the local
public television stations.

The CPB must realize its position:in
this situation. They must see any inter-
connection with the PBS not as a watch-
dog to the choice of programs or program
confent, but as a means to find the most
effective ways to assure maximum free-
dom from interference or control of pro-
gram content.

To assure quality of programing and
service to the greatest number of people,
the provisions of this bill are necessary.
Public television programing requires
considerable research and planning. To
sustain this long-range development,
considerable funding is required because
there are no immediate results to any
type of program. This funding is de-
signed to keep the public television sys-
tem as free as possible from sponsors,
private citizens, or tax exempt founda-
tions seeking to dominate program con-
tent.

Even though the long-range effects of
some of these programs is unknown, I be-
lieve it is necessary to act immediately.
For in a few years we will be able to
examine the first set of “Sesame Street
babies” to assure us that the public tele-
vision system is accomplishing one of
the finest public services the communica-
tion system has to offer.

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Chairman,
I rise in support of H.R. 8538, Corpora-
tion for Public Broadcasting authoriza-
tion, and urge its approval by my col-
leagues. I have long been an advocate of
educational television and the benefits
all of our citizens can derive from educa-
tional programing.

‘While still a member of the Mississippi
State Senate, I was privileged to author
legislation which established the Missis-
sippi Authority for Educational Tele-
vision. Mississippi ETV is now a well rec-
ognized and accepted part of life in my
State. The Mississippi Network has re-
ceived acclaim from throughout the Na-
tion for its programing and the original
documentaries it has produced. I make
note of this to point out that the accom-
plishments of Mississippi ETV would not
have been possible without the assistance
it has received from the funds we in the
Congress provided, coupled with State
appropriations.

I am sure this same situation is true
throughout the Nation. Public broad-
casting is a partnership between the Fed-
eral Government, State governments,
and private citizens who donate their
personal funds. I feel that this is one of
the best partnerships that has been
formed by the Government and must be
continued,

The education of the American people,
whether it be through the formal means
of schools or informal means of public
broadcasting, is one of the most impor-
tant priorities we have. Therefore, I urge
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favorable approval of this bill by my col-
leagues.

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina. Mr,
Chairman, I rise in support of the public
broadcasting legislation—H.R. 8538—
which is before the House for considera-
tion at this time. I think that the Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce Committee,
on which I serve, and especially the Sub-
committee on Communications and
Power chaired by my colleague from
Massachusetts has done an excellent job
in preparing a responsible and respon-
sive bill. It will serve the growth of the
Public Broadcasting System in America
and will serve the millions of viewers who
are increasingly tuning in their local
publie broadcasting station.

I would like particularly to mention the
broadcast facilities grant program. Since
the program’s inception in 1962, the
number of educational television stations
has increased from 76 to 237. The poten-
tial viewing audience has climbed from
50 percent of the Nation’s population to
more than 77 percent. From 1969 to 1971,
the number of actual weekly viewers in-
creased 30 percent to nearly 50 million
individuals.

Because of the demand for increased
education through the television me-
dium, the hours devoted to instructional
programing on public television have in-
creased 20 percent since 1970. The success
of the facilities grant program has also
been instrumental in promoting educa-
tional program coverage on the Nation’s
600 public radio stations.

As successful as this program has been,
it has not been able to keep up with the
rate of deserving applicants for grants.
Last year, some 75 applications for $20
million in Federal funds were not acted
on because of a shortage of money. An-
other 30 applications are expected this
year, raising the request total well above
the reasonable $25 million authorized in
this legislation.

The broadcast facilities grant program
means a great deal to the State of North
Carolina and to the rest of the United
States. As nearly 50 percent of public
broadeast licensees are local school sys-
tems, colleges, and universities, this pro-
gram has promoted continuing educa-
tion, classroom instruction, and teaching
innovations. It is an asset in bringing
better quality education to the school-
age child and to the adult as well. And
it is a necessary program for States such
as North Carolina which are expanding
and improving their educational pro-
grams.

Finally, the broadcast facilities grant
program in H.R. 8538 promotes the lo-
cal independence of the public broad-
caster. By allowing him to improve local
production equipment and facilities, he
can better his local service to the com-
munity and exercise more flexibility in
his use of nationally produced material.

In short, the facilities grant program
is a vital component of good and prudent
legislation. I trust that the House will
support a better public and educational
broadcast system in its deliberations
today.

Mr. MURPHY of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I stand today to speak in favor of
H.R. 8538 which authorizes appropria-
tions for the Corporation of Publiec
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Broadcasting totaling $110 million—
$50 million for fiscal year 1974 and $60
million for fiscal year 1975. The bill pro-
vides an additional $5 million per fiscal
year if that sum is matched by nongov-
ernmental sources. HR. 8538 would also
authorize $25 million in fiscal year 1974
and $30 million in fiscal year 1975 for the
construction of public broadcasting fa-
cilities.

Furthermore, the bill requires non-
commmercial educational stations that re-
ceive assistance, directly or indirectly
through CPB or under the public broad-
casting facilities program, to retain for a
period of 60 days an audio recording of
each program they broadcast in which
any issue of public importance is dis-
cussed.

The purpose of the Corporation for
Public Broadcasting is to promote the
availability of high quality programs ob-
tained from diverse sources. CPB is dedi-
cated to insuring that the noncommer-
cial educational television and radio
broadcast systems have maximum free-
dom from interference with program
content.

CPB is a private, independent, non-
profit corporation. On March 30, 1973, a
new public television license organiza-
tion was created called the Public Broad-
casting Service. The purpose of the new
PBSisto:

First, operate the interconnection be-
tween stations;

Second, deliver a national program
service;

Third, provide licensee management
information and services; and

Fourth, represent public television li-
censees before the Congress, the execu-
tive branch, CPB, and the general public.

On May 31, 1973, an agreement was
made between the Corporation for Public
Broadcasting and the Public Broadcast-
ing Service which specified the percent-
age of appropriated funds which CPB
will disburse to the local television sta-
tions for their discretionary use. The
agreement will help in building strong
local services and increase the autonomy
and strength of local stations. This is a
step forward and promises greater bal-
ance between local and national interests
in programing and a new era of improved
public television service to the people
of the Unifed States.

The proposed funding under H.R. 8538
guarantees that the public broadcasters
will not be unduly influenced or domi-
nated by either Government grants or by
the private sector. The noncommercial
nature of public television is designed to
avoid program interference from spon-
SOIS.

It is absolutely essential that we pass
this 2-year bill. It takes longer than 1
year to develop a gquality original pro-
graming series. CPB’s funding mus’ be
secure and established if it is to consist-
ently produce superior programs. Long-
range appropriations are also beneficial
in that they shield the public broadcast-
ers and telecasters from annual interfer-
ence from the Government and other
sources.

Therefore, I heartily support this bill
which was developed after extensive
hearings by the Communications and
Power Subcommittee of the Interstate
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and Foreign Commerce Committee on
which I serve, because it provides CPB
and PBS with the funds, facilities, and
breathing room necessary for the attain-
ment of the goals outlined in the Public
Eroadcasting Act of 1967.

Mr. ANNUNZIO. M:. Chairman, I
rise in support of the public broadecast-
ing authorization bill before us today.
The 2-year authorization of $50 million
for fiscal 1974 and $60 million for fiscal
1975 will give the Corporation for Public
Broadcasting opportunity to fully plan
programs, will insure continuity for pro-
gram planning, and will eliminate the
hazards of single year authorizations of
the past. In addition, the bill authorizes
up to $5 million each year if these funds
are matched by non-Federal sources.

The amount of $55 million has also
been authorized for the improvement of
facilities and equipment in local sta-
tions. These funds serve a most worthy
and crucial purpose in strengthening
and upgrading the programing quality
of public television stations across the
country.

Although balancing local, regional,
and national interests of the stations
and the public is a complex task, noth-
ing would enhance true localism more
than equipping each local station in a
fashion that gives it the real capacity
to accept or reject, tape, delay, store,
broadecast, or rebroadcast programs
from any source in a locally determined
schedule.

Around 75 percent of local stations
do not have adequate video tapc record-
ing facilities and priority should be
given to applications for video tape re-
corders under the educational broad-
casting facilities program. Public broad-
casting informs and enfertains millions
of Americans and the contributions it
has already made to our cultural and
intellectual life are immeasurable. The
broadcasting facilities grant program of
$55 million will enable the local stations
to provide better service of this kind
on the local level.

In my own city of Chicago and in the
11th Congressional Distriet, which I am
privileged to represent, WTTW-TV,
channel 11, has made brilliant progress
in providing stimulating and innovative
programing to our community. Of any
public TV station in the country,
WTTW-TV is the fastest growing in
terms of community suppeort and finan-
cial contributions, large and small. Indi-
vidual contributors have risen from
25,000 to 70,000 in just 14 months.

This year WITTW-TV received 6 of
16 awards for outstanding local tele-
vision programs presented by the Chi-
cago chapter of the National Academy
of Television Arts and Scienees. I con-
gratulate Willlam MeCarter, general
manager, and the entire staff at
WTTW-TV for their outstanding work
and their high standards in serving the
people of Chicago with such creative ex-
cellence, and extend my best wishes to
them for their continued success.

Mr. Chairman, at this point in the
Recorp, I wish to insert an article from
the Chicago Tribune reporting the
awards to WTTW-TV. The newsclipping
follows:
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[From the Chicago Tribune, May 14, 1973]
WTTW-TV Wins Six Locan EMMIES FOR
PROGRAMMING
(By Clarence Petersen)

Channel 11 (WITTW-TV) ran away with 6
of 16 awards for outstanding local television
programs presented last night by the Chi-
cago chapter of the National Academy of
Television Arts and Sciences.

Daniel Schuffman, president of the chap-
ter, announced the local Emmy awards in
the 15th annual presentation in the Hyatf
Regency O'Hare Motel.

Channel 11 received two awards for a series
of musical specials, Made in Chicago. The
engineering team for the series and John
Kennamer, who supervised the audio mix,
received recognition for the programs, which
were aired last February.

Other Channel 11 Emmy award winners
were: Marshall Izen, the creator, performer,
writer, and set designer for the children’s
series, The Adventures of Coslo.

David Wilson, producer of the program,
also received an Emmy.

Producers of Channel 11 programs who re-
ceived awards were: Gene Bunge and Charles
Branham, who co-produced The Black Ex-
perience series, and Ken Ehrlich and Paul
Fanning, who co-produced Open Air ...
Where has all the Music Gone?"

Mr, TIERNAN. Mr, Chairman, we have
before us a bill which provides a 2-year
authorization for public broadcasting in
the amounts of $50 million the first year
and $60 million the second year. I believe
that it is vital that this bill be passed.

Public broadcasting needs no defense;
its answer to any attack can merely be a
reference to its achievements. Public
broadcasting provides programs of
quality, taste, and intellectual vigor to a
nationwide audience, and teaches the
children of thaut audience that learning
is fun. More importantly, public broad-
casting provides local or regional pro-
graming that is of vital interest to one
region, locality, or group. This local pro-
graming, of necessity shunned by comn-
mercial broadcasting, is available only
on public broadcasting, and is the area
of its greatest impact. Unfortunately, it
is also very expensive.

We have noted the achievements of
public broadcasting. What we are pro-
posing is to authorize a considerable
amount of money to help support it. I
believe that a legitimate question about
this authorization might be raised. Is
public broadeasting a stable, organized
entity that will be able to put our money
to consistently good purposes, or is it an
erratic institution which shows flashes
of brilliance but also spends much time
in bitter, intramural squabbling? Will
our money be wasted? I believe that the
events of the past year answered that
question resoundingly, that public broad-
casting is a stable, permanent institution
which we can depend on.

Last year was a pivotal one for public
broadcasting, one in which the institu-
tion proved its stability and permanence
once and for all. Public broadcasting
withstood the Presidential veto of last
year's 2-year authorization, the Presi-
dential veto of its appropriation con-
tained in the Labor-HEW appropriations
bill, the resignation of two chairmen and
one president of the Corporation for
Public Broadcasting, and a bitter power
struggle between the Corporation for
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Public Broadecasting and the Public
Broadcasting Service.

The future growth of the institution
of public broadcasting, indeed its very
survival, seemed threatened. I am happy
to observe, Mr. Chairman, that this “time
of troubles” passed, and public broad-
casting largely overcame last year’s
erowing pains. With the com»romise be-
tween CPB and PBS, and the appoint-
ment of a vigorous new CPB chairman,
Dr. James Killian, public broadcasting
emerged stronger than ever.

The future growth and development of
public broadcasting are important fo
each of our districts, and to the entire
Nation. A formidable amount of money
is authorized by this bill, but as I said
before, the most important aspect of
public broadcasting, the local aspect, is
also the most expensive. A 2-year au-
thorizaticn is needed for planning and
production of new technical and pro-
gram development. The talent is avail-
able and this bill will provide both the
time and money necessary to utilize that
talent. Even a 2-year authorization is a
temporary measure, and we know that
what the institution truly needs is a
long-range, insulated financing plan. I
hope to introduce a bill later this year to
accomplish this goal. In the interim, this
2-year authorization is needed, and I
urge my colleagues to vote in favor of it.

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Chairman, public
broadcasting provides many valuable
and educational services for a wide va-
riety of television audiences. One of the
best examples of this has been taking
place at KCTS-TV in Seattle where the
station is showing re-runs of the 1954
Army-McCerthy hearings for 1 hour
before its broadcasts of the Watergate
hearings. KCTS has visually defined Mc-
Carthyism to a generation which has
only a vague understanding of this grim
episode on congressiona! history.

The KCTS programs recently were
recognized in TV magazine and I would
like to insert the article at this point in
the RECORD:

CONTRAST: MCCARTHY TO WATERGATE
(By Jay Sharbutt)

New Yore.—ECTS, a public TV station in
Seattle, Wash,, is airing a warmup show each
night when it broadcasts a videotape of that
day’s Senate Watergate hearings.

It precedes the Watergate show with re-
runs of selections from the Senate’s Army-
MecCarthy hearings in 1954, with a three-
man panel on hand to contrast those hear-
ings with the one currently under way.

The 1954 hearings were televised live and
lasted 36 turbulent days, many of them bit-
ter and tense. A few months after they
ended the late Sen. Joseph McCarthy, R-
Wis., became the first Senator in a quarter
of a century to be censured by his colleaguea.

“We're reaching a new audience which
has never seen the McCarthy hearings”
said Richard Meyer, general manager of
KCTS. “The young people who have called
up are just completely fascinated.

“And some of them have never even heard
about McCarthy, if you can believe it.”

Meyer said the Army-McCarthy program
of KCTS starts an hour before the video-
taped Watergate hearings. The 1854 hear-
ings originally were recorded on kinescope
but were transferred to tape at ECTS, he
said.

The panelists on the preWatergate pro-
gram he said, are himself, Bill Shadel
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and Fendall Yerxa., Shadel and Yerxa are
professors of communications at the Uni-
versity of Washington.

Shadel was CBS' chlef congressional cor-
respondent at the Army-McCarthy’s hear-
ings and Yerxa the city editor of the now-
defunct New York Herald Tribune during the
McCarthy era, Meyer said.

“Were not spending much time talking—
just a little bit at the start and a little bit
at the end to put it in perspective,” Meyer
said.

He sald the kinescopes of the Army-Mc-
Carthy hearings were supplied by station
KING-TV in Seattle, an NBC affiliate which
found them in the basement of its studios.

The idea of broadcasting the two hear-
ings back to back came up when the Water-
gate hearing first began, Meyer said.

“Everybody here was asking, ‘is this going
to be another kind of McCarthy hearing?' ™
he sald, adding that his colleagues also made
comparisons of the issue of executive privi-
lege then and now.

He mentioned it to Eric Bremner,
KING's general manager, and said things
began rolling when Bremner mused, “ ‘It
seems to me that we carried this [the Army-
McCarthy hearings] some 20 years ago. ...""

“We have the unedited version of the
1954 hearings, but we're only selecting high-
lights.”

Mr. DORN. Mr. Chairman, it is with
great pleasure that I support the im-
provements in the Public Broadcasting
Act contained in H.R. 8538. I have long
been a strong supporter of public edu-
cational television, both in the State of
South Carolina and in the Congress. I
joined the majority of Members of this
House in passing the Public Broadcasf-
ing Act of 1967 and in voting for an in-
crease in appropriations for public broad-
casting last year.

In South Carolina we have seen the
benefits that can come from a strong,
noncommercial television operation. We
are all very proud of the South Caro-
lina Educational Television Network.
Under the leadership of general manager
Henry J. Cauthen and chairman of the
board R. M. Jeffries, South Carolina ETV
has grown from a successful experiment
in 1958 to a system of broadcast stations
and closed-circuit facilities which now
reach into the homes, classrooms, hos-
pitals, and technical educational cen-
ters throughout South Carolina. The
South Carolina ETV network is truly a
model for all the Nation.

The South Carolina ETV network has
been a great asset to the people of South
Carolina, both in terms of the kinds of
programs produced by our own people
in the State and the programs coming to
viewers from other sources—national
and regional—via the national intercon-
nection, PBS.

The provisions of HR. 8538 will help
make possible the continued development
of local programs by, about and for South
Carolinians as well as provide a 2-year
funding base from which public broad-
casting throughout the Nation can begin
to move forward toward its goals of long~
range planning and development.

Miss JORDAN. Mr. Chairman, one
noted scholar, E. B. White, once offered
this view of the role of public television:

Noncommercial televislon should address
itself to the ideal of excellence, not the idea
of acceptability—which is what keeps com-
mercial television from climbing the stair-
case. I think television should be the visual




25184

counterpart of the literary essay, should
arouse our dreams, satisfy our hunger for
beauty, take us on journeys, enable us to
participate in events, explore the sea and
the sky and the woods and the hills. It should
be our Lyceum, our Chautaugua, and our
Minsky's and cur Camelot, It should restate
and clarify the social dilemma and the polit-
ical pickle.

This statement describes both the
challenge and the opportunity of public
television. It gives expression to the views
and problems of groups that would not
otherwise have such an opportunity. If
is able to take its cameras into ventures
which might prove unprofitable for com-
mercial television. It is profitable to air
the frustrations of some people through
a situation comedy such as “All in the
Family,” but it is equally important to
show the governmental and court ses-
sions where these real frustrations are
heard and sometimes acted on. And it is
a sad fact, Mr. Chairman, that many
problems do not get heard or acted upon
until they become spectacular enough to
put in print or on film. Public, noncom-
mercial television is often able to high-
light problems and possibilities which
would otherwise be ignored.

These free expressions are important
for any democracy to remain viable, for
only by being exposed to a wide range of
points of views and by having their own
point of view reflected in the media, can
the masses of American citizens retain
their status in our system as participants,
and not just observers. And, Mr. Chair-
man, I think our public stations are
meeting this responsibility.

Public television has encouraged much
diversity in its public affairs program-
ing, and deserves our full support. It was
public television that gave us coverage of
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee
hearings on Vietnam in the 1960’s. The
debate on the admission of the People’s
Republic of China to the U.N., was cov-
ered, and indepth, long run coverage was
provided on the 1972 presidential elec-
tions. On the local level, public TV sta-
tions have televised city council meetings
and court proceedings.

In my home State of Texas, KLRN in
Austin, will cover the convention draw-
ing up the new State Constitution, if
the funds authorized in the bill we are
considering today become available.
EUHT in Houston, one of the first pub-
lic TV stations to receive its license, in
1953, also provides unique public service
programing. On April 1 of this year, for
example, KUHT-TV helped bring gov-
ernment to the people by providing 4
hours of delayed coverage of ad hoc con-
gressional hearings on the impaet of the
Federal budget on Harris County, Tex.,
which I held with Representatives Bos
Casey and Bor EckxHARDT. The manage-
ment of KEUHT has informed me that
their taped delay broadcasts of the Sen-
ate Watergate hearings are drawing the
largest viewing sudiences in memory.

Public affairs programing is not limited
solely to government and politics. Drug
abuse, abortion, urban renewal, unem-
ployment, the environmental erises, have
all been the subjects of many national
and local shows. Such programing helps
remove the mystique from our problems,
and shows the various branches of gov-
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ernment and the private sector working
for solutions. Public televsion devotes
approximately 30 percent of its time to
public affairs, as opposed to 2 to 3 per-
cent for the commercial stations.

Why, then, Mr. Chairman, with this
record of remarkably effective and im-
portant public affairs programing, has
public television been such a subject of
controversy in the last few years? Ap-
parently, coverage of controversial sub-
jects has made public television itself
controversial. Many people are still in-
clined to kill the messenger who carries
bad news.

The present administration has made
no secret of its dissatisfaction with the
“news” carried to the people by public
television. It has attempted to cloud the
accomplishments of PBS public affairs
in a veil of “radiclib” labels, and by
amplifying the faults that are bound
to arise in any human endeavor. One
aide from the Office of Telecommunica-
tions policy once attacked public af-
fairs programing on PBS as being “un-
balanced against us.” These vocal warn-
ings in some cases have been trans-
Iated into action, Often going against
the will of the stations and the Amer-
ican people, and even the presidentially
appointed, Republican dominated CPB
Board of Directors, this administration
has applied pressure which has seen the
majority of nationally produced public
affairs programs made “inoperative.”

In the process, it has seriously threat-
ened to destroy the insulation of pub-
Hely supported television from polities.

Mr, Chairman, the bill before us today,
H.R. 8538, deals with this problem. It
would authorize the appropriation of $55
million in fiscal year 1974, and $65 mil-
Iion in fiscal year 1975 for the Cor-
poration for Public Broadcasting. This
bill has the support of the Interstate and
Foreign Commerce Committee, and the
Boards of Directors of CPB and PES. The
most significant sections of this bill are
similar to S. 1090, which passed the Sen-
ate on May 7 by an overwhelming ma-
jority.

The 2-year authorization was set as
a compromise between those who wished
a year long range commitment fo facili-
tate program and station development
and others who wanted a l-year au-
thorization in order to submit the poli-
cies of CPB to an annual review. While
assuring some control, 2 years gives
enough time fo insure a degree of quality
in the programing. I favor longer periods
of funding for it weakens the possibility
of political pressure and allows public
television to direct its energies towards
better programing.

During the 92d Congress, the Presi-
dent vetoed a bill to extend CPB funding
for 2 years. Congress later passed a 1-
yvear authorization appropriating $45
million which was signed into law. How-
ever, CPB eventually operated on a con-
tinuing resolution for fiscal year 1973 of
$35 million, as the President also vetoed
the Labor-HEW appropriations bill for
fiscal 1973, which contained the CPB
appropriation.

I hope this legislation signals an end
to the political controversy, stagnation
and retrenchment which has been crip-
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pling public television for the past few
years.

I am especially concerned ashout the
fate of minority affairs programing in
public television. I hope that the funds
authorized in this bill will allow CPEB and
PBS fo create and maintain such pro-
grams as “Soul” and “Black Journal.”
“Black Journal” was, and remains, the
only national black public affairs pro-
gram. “Black Journal” has served many
functions. It has presented news from
all over the world of interest to black
people, and explored areas of history, the
urban experienece, and religion which are
ignored by other media. And more im-
portant, it has presented constructive,
diverse, and positive images of black peo-
ple on the screen.

The polls have shown that the num-
ber of black people viewing public tele-
vision has risen to the point where nearly
three-fifths of all black families tune in
their set at least once a week to their
local PBS station and this is due in no
small part to the appeal of “Black Jour-
nal.” This appeal is understandable in
light of “Black Journals” diversity. It
has featured integrationists, Panthers,
Republicans, Muslims, Baptists—and the
whole spectrum of ideas and philoso-
phies in black America today.

Though not reeeiving fully adequate
funding, “Black Jowmal” was luckier
than its cultural counterpart *“Soul,”
which has been limited to only two spe-
cials for next season. I hope that CPB
can expand its minority programing with
new and innovative shows, while still ful-
filling its commitment to ils present ones.

As with any human endeavor, public
television will always have problems, real
and imagined. However, its potential to
inform and educate, and its ability to
concern itself with a multiplicity of
ideas, could have a tremendous positive
impact on our American way of life. This
potential is being partially fulfilled to-
day. The passing of this bill today will
help support its continued operations,
unencumbered by the hazards of partisan
politics. This bill's passage should be one
step towards enabling our public broad-
casting system to concentrate its ener-
gies toward achieving and maintaining
that “ideal of excellence”—and not just
an acceptable mediocrity.

Mr. RARICK. Mr. Chairman, few
Members of this body would vote tax-
payers’ money to establish a federally
controlled and managed newspaper. Yet,
from past experience many of these same
Members find little objection in extend-
ing a federally controlled broadcasting
company and in fact, continuing to en-
large the monstrosity which has already
been created.

The argument that public broadcast-
ing television and radio is a “people’s
news and educational network” simply
does not hold water. The people may pay
for it but they have no voice in it. And
it continues to expand as a “change
agent” to influence public opinion,
morals, and customs.

The argument is often advanced that
public broadcasting—ETV—is necessary
because it performs a service that other-
wise might not be made available to
Americans for lack of sponsors. But like
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every other advocacy nationalized indus-
try, this too is a false promise.

On a competitive scene the American
people always express their preference.
This has been the route by which com-
mercial television has been able to keep
sponsors and defray the cost of their
programs.

No sponsor can long stay in business
who pushes radical and unwanted pro-
gram material. So the commercial mar-
ket broadcasters, despite the many op-
pressive rulings of the Federal Com-
munications Commission called “fair-
ness” and “equal time,” still afford the
viewing audience free entertainment,
education, and news directed at the mid-
stream desires of the viewers.

This is not so with public broadcasting
which is paid for by the taxpayers and
has no sponsors. Therefore, the public
has no retaliatory route to express its
displeasure with programing or han-
dling of the station policies. Policies are
directed from a behind-the-scene ad-
visory committee made up largely of un-
elected lobby and pressure groups, who
enjoy a tax-free status.

Those of us who have watched the con-
tinued growth of public broadcasting
have also watched the Federal Com-
munications Commission continually
erode the powers and independence of
commercial broadcasting. If the trend
continues, the taxpayers can soon expect
to be called upon to subsidize the com-
mercial broadecasters. This will be the be-
ginning of the end of free speech and free
press as we in America have historically
known it and treated it.

The bureaucratic regulations and con-
trols of public broadeasting and the FCC
dictates are already being felt in the
journalistic field. Just this week the
Florida Supreme Court sustained a State
law ordering a Miami newspaper to give
political candidates a “right-of-reply” to
editorials or letters to the editor. Equal
time, public service time, and other so-
called fairness theories have long been
applied to commercial broadcasting.

It will bz interesting to see whether the
Jjournalists of our country are now ready
to silence their papers to accommodate
this new trend toward governmental
media.

Mr, Chairman, few in this Chamber
would vote for a bill to fund a federally
owned and operated newspaper. I for one
shall never cast my people's vote to con-
tinue this thought-controlling mecha-
nism which threatens to channel the in-
dividual thinking of the American people
at their own expense.

I ask that a copy of a related news-
paper clipping follow.

[From the Washington Star-News, July 19,
19731
Parers OrpEREp To PRINT REPLIES TO
EDITORIALS

TALLAHASSEE, FLA.—Newspapers must give
candidates they criticize in editorials a chance
to reply to charges, the Florida Supreme
Court has ruled.

In a 6-1 decision the court upheld a Flor-
ida law glving candidates for public office,
under certain circumstances, the right of
reply.

The court reversed a Dade County Circuit
Court decision holding the statute unconsti-
tutional and ordered a new trial in the case
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of Pat Tornillo, Jr. vs. The Miami Herald
Publishing Co.
The editor of the Herald, Don Shoemaker,

called the decision *“astonishing” and said
the paper would appeal the ruling to the
U.5. Supreme Court.

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of H.R. 8538, a bill to au-
thorize appropriations for the Corpora-
tion for Public Broadcasting—CPB. I
strongly support legislation designed to
strengthen and improve the public
broadcasting system, and I am pleased to
be able to vote for increased funding for
the Corporation.

As the committee report notes, the
Corporation received only $35 million in
fiscal year 1973, even though $65 million
was authorized by the Congress, and even
though the administration had indicated
a willingness to accept $45 million. HR.
8538, the bill we have before us, author-
izes $50 million for fiscal year 1974 and
$60 million for fiscal year 1975, plus $5
million each year for matching funds.

Increasing funding of the Corporation
will better enable CPB to fulfill its duties
under the Public Broadcasting Act of
1967, especially its duty to “assist in the
development of programs of high quality
for presentation over public television
and radio stations.” Furthermore, in-
creased Federal funding will have an es-
calator effect because by improving pro-
gram quality increased public funding
will also lead to increased private con-
tributions to stations.

Mr. Chairman, I urge the passage of
H.R. 8538 and submit for inclusion in
the Recorp a copy of a recent article that
provides an example of how public broad-
casting can live up to the socially bene-
ficial potential envisaged for it.

The article follows:

{From the Sunday Honolulu Star Bulletin
and Advertiser, May 27, 1973}
WorkiNG PArENTs' DmEMma: CHILD CARE

“One of the primary solutions for child
care is that the State participate in the de-
velopment of child care programs. But this
should not only be the work of the State,
the Federal government should fund more
child care services to meet the needs of the
children, the parents and community.”

So says one of the child care centers direc-
tors interviewed by the KHET *“Rice and
Roses’ staff for the special Hawail Public
Television look at the status and avallability
of child care facilities in Oahu.

“Child Care—the Working Parents' Dilem-
ma,"” is the “Rice and Roses™ feature to be
colorcast Monday at 6:30 p.m., with a mpeat
on Sunday, June 3, at 5 p.m. over KHET
Channels 11 and 10.

To film this probing and informative docu-
mentary, the “Rice and Roses” cameras and
crew visited the Merry-Go-Round Child Care
Center, Calvary Lutheran Pre-School, the
Kalihi-Palama Family Services Center and
the licensed family day care home of Mrs.
Madeline Costa.

Kay Higgins, “Rice and Roses™ assoclate
producer. conducted in-depth on camera in-
terviews with the directors of the respective
facilities—Mrs. Helen Inouye, Mrs. Helen
Nixon, Mrs., Diana Oshiro and Mrs. Costa—
to more clearly determine the differences in
cost and types of child care service avallable
in private, church, federal and family

Pprograms.

The significant differences which do exist
are more clearly in focus when looked at In
the perspective of a television documentary
seeking to make honest comparisons between
types of available child care programs. And
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among the many realities which are brought
into view, is the unavoidable fact that many
working par:nts are indeed faced with a di-
lemma when making decisions about child
care,

For example, what do parents with chil-
dren under two years of age do, when the
State law does not allow them to be admitted
to pre-schools or nurseries? Or what are the
alternatives, if any, availabe to parents with
a moderate income who cannot afford the
costs of the privately run schools?

These are only two of the many important
questions which will be answerzd during the
program, Others include suggestions on how
to find a suitable day care center which
meets both the needs of the parents and the
needs of the child, and ways to evaluate
child care services.

This “Rice and Roses"” special on child care
is an informative, honest look at what there
is, but what there is, may not be enough.

The scries, produced and directed by
Monte Hickok, is a KHET Hawaii Public Tele-
vision production. Eay Higgins is the asso-
ciate producer.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair must ad-
vise the gentleman from West Virginia
that all time has expired.

Pursuant fo the rule, the Clerk will
read the committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute printed in the re-
ported bill as an original bill for the
purpose of amendment.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. Mr.
Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. Mr.
Chairman, is it my understanding that
this bill can be open to amendment at
any point, or have we reached that de-
cision as yet?

The CHAIRMAN. The Ckair will ad-
vise the gentleman from Maryland that
the committee amendment in the nature
of a substitute for the bill will be read
by sections. Unless the request is made
to open the committee amendment to
amendment at any point, it would not
be open at any point.

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the Chair.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That (a) sec-
tion 396(k) (1) of the Communications Act
of 1934 is amended to read as follows:

*(k) (1) There is authorized to be appro-
priated for expenses of the Corporation $50,-
000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1974, and $60,000,000 for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1975."

{b) Sectlon 396(k)(2) of such Act is
amended by striking out *1973" and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “1975".

(e) Section 391 of such Act is amended to
read as follows:

“AUTHORIZATION OF AFPROFPRIATIONS

“Sgc. 391. There are authorized to be ap-
propriated for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1974, and for the succeeding fiscal year such
sums not to exceed $25,000,000 for the fiscal
yvear ending June 30, 1974, and $30,000,000
for the succeeding fiscal year, as may be nec-
essary to carry out the purposes of section
290. Sums appropriated under this section
for any fiscal year shall remain avallable for
payment of grants for projects for which
applications approved under section 392 have
been submitted under such section prior to
the end of the succeeding fiscal year."
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BEc. 2. (a) Section 399 of the Communica-
tions Act of 1934 is amended by inserting
“(a) after “Sec. 399.” and by inserting at the
end thereof the following new subsection:

*(b) (1) Except as provided in paragraph
(2), each licensee which receives assistance
under this part after the date of the enact-
ment of this subsection shall retain an audio
recording of each of its broadcasits of any
program in which any issue of public im-
portance is discussed. Each such recording
shall be retalned for the sixty-day period
beginning on the date on which the licensee
broadecasts such program.,

“(2) The requirements of paragraph (1)
shall not apply with respect to a licensee's
broadcast of a program if an entity desig-
nated by the licensee retains an audio re-
cording of each of the licensee’s broadcasts
of such a program for the period prescribed
by paragraph (1).

“(3) Each licensee and entity designated
by a licensee under paragraph (2) which re-
tains a recording under paragraph (1) or (2)
ghall, in the period during which such re-
cording is required under such paragraph to
be retained, make a copy of such recording
avallable—

“(A) to the Commission upon its request,
and

*“(B) to any other person upon payment
to the licensee or designated entity (as the
case may be) of its reasonable cost of mak-
ing such copy.

“(4) The Commission shall by rule pre-
scribe—

“(A) the manner in which recordings re-
quired by this subsection shall be kept, and

“(B) the conditions under which they shall
be available to persons other than the Com-
mission,
giving due regard to the goals of eliminating
unnecessary expense and effort and mini-
mizing administrative burdens.”

(b) The section heading for such section
809 is amended by inserting at the end “;
RECORDINGS OF CERTAIN PROGRAMS",

Mr. STAGGERS (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute be considered as
read, printed in the Recorp, and open to
amendment at any point.

The CHATIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from West
Virginia?

There was no objection.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MITCHELL OF
MARYLAND

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. Mr,
Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. MrrcHELL of
Maryland: That (a) section 386(k)(1) of
the Communications Act of 1934 page 3 is
amended to read as follows:

“(k)(1) There is authorized to be appro-
priated for expenses of the Corporation $50,~
000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1974."

(b) Section 398 (k)(2) of such Act is
amended by striking “1978" and inserting in
lieu thereof “1974.”

And to amend section 391 of the same bill,
gtriking the words “and for the succeeding
year such sums not to exceed $25,000,000 for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974, and
$30,000,000 for the succeeding fiscal year,”
and substituting “such sums not to exceed
$25,000,000.”

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland (during
the reading) . Mr. Chairman, I ask unan-
imous consent that the amendment be
considered as read and printed in the
RECORD.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?
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Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. I yield
to the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I do not have a
copy of the amendment.

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

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
I reserve the right to object until such
time as we have had an opportunity to
look at the amendment and study it.

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. If the
gentleman will let me proceed——

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will ad-
vise the gentleman from Maryland the
Clerk has not completed the reading
of the amendment. There is a reser-
vation of objection.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I reserve the
right to object, Mr. Chairman, until we
have heard the amendment read.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will con-
tinue to read the amendment.

The Clerk concluded the reading of
the amendment.

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. Mr.
Chairman, the intent of the amendment
is very clear. Succinctly stated, I seek to
reduce the appropriation for expenses for
the Corporation by 1 year. I know that
the committee bill contains $50 and $60
million, and I seek to reduce that by one-
half.

Let me lay out my reasons for this, if
I may.

I know full well there will be those who
will complain that if we make the appro-
priation for 1 year, we cannot get qual-
ity programing. The argument has been
advanced that it takes as much as 18
months to 2 years to do quality program-
ing. My counter argument is that until
such time as the Corporation becomes
more responsive, as I indicated earlier, to
the diverse needs of the diverse groups
in this population, it may be that we
should hold up on further programing.

I am well aware of the fact that by of-
fering this amendment there will be
those who will maintain that the author
of the amendment is seeking to deprive
poor little children of the value of educa-
tional programs. I like little children,
and I want to see them educated. How-
ever, there is an overriding concern, and
that concern is whether this quasi-public
body will blithely ignore the needs, as-
pirations, and desires of a considerable
segment of the American population.

I know, by offering the amendment,
there will be those who will argue that—
indeed, the phoney statistics just brought
down here today would suggest—there is
a great deal of programing aimed at in-
ner cities.

First of all, I believe the statistics that
were given to the Members of the com-
mittee are phoney. I will elaborate on
that a little later on, if I can get the time.

Second, I am talking about the sub-
stance of the programing. It is one thing
to program a “Sanford and Son" kind of
stereotyped thing for an inner city, which
does not portray the life of blacks or In-
dians or any other minority in an ade-
quate fashion.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr, Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. I yield
to the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio, I do not be-
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lieve we ought to leave the impression
before this body, in the consideration of
this legislation, that “Sanford and Son"
is an educational felevision program,
something created by the CPB.

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. I* I gave
that impression, I did not mean to do so.
I believe I said programs of the same
type as “Sanford and Son.” I know that
program is on commercial television. I
am saying of the same type.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Would the gen-
tleman identify the type of program he
has in mind? Is he considering “Sesame
Street” to be a sample of it?

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland, No, I
am not considering “Sesame Street.” I
will deal with that later,

The gentleman has a listing in front of
of him of certain types of programs. I
suggest he look that over, and I will re-
spond later,

One thing which disturbs me very
much is the fact that the statistics sent
down to the Congress attempted to indi-
cate that a great percenage of the pro-
graming did indeed involve minorities of
all types.

Mr. Chairman, I want to add to the
statement made by my colleague, the
gentleman from Missouri (Mr. Cray)
that lumped in with that data is the
program, “Sesame Street.” Although it
is true it has value for all people, and al-
though it is true it does touch the lives
of all people, it would certainly not, in
my opinion, be the kind of program that
could be considered a true representative
of minority life in this country.

Now, I know that we will be subjected
to all kinds of criticisms. I know that
there are those who will say that this is
unfair. But it seems to me, my colleagues,
that somewhere down the line we have
got to make up our minds that when pub-
lic funds are involved, they will be used
for the purpose of trying to portray
America to Americans as it really is. In
addition, that those public funds will be
used to involve all segments of the Amer-
ican in programing, advertising, admin-
istration, and everything else.

I, for one, have gotten rather weary
of voting time after time for pieces of
lezislation which involve huge sums of
Federal money, knowing full well that if
blacks are involved at all, they are in-
volved only in a token fashion, and that
if Puerto Ricans and other minorities are
involved at all, they are involved only in
a token fashion.

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

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. I yield
to the gentleman from Missouri,

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, on that
point I would like the REcorp to point
out that last year on network television
for public broadecasting Puerto Ricans,
Mexican-Americans, Cubans, and an-
other program for Mexican-Americans
received a sum total of 5 hours of net-
work prozraming. These three minorities
received only 5 hours of network pro-
graming last year out of a grand total
of 85214 network hours.

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. Mr.
Chairman, I appreciate the comment
from my colleague. The comment goes
right to the point I was trying to make.
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Mr. Chairman, I hope the Members
will support my amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Will the gentleman
from Maryland (Mr. MrrcHELL) explain
this for the benefit of the Chair:

The Chair is in some doubt as to just
where the amendment goes in the biil. Is
it intended as an amendment in the
nature of a substitute for section 1?

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. The
Chairman is correct.

The CHAIRMAN. Will the gentleman
from Maryland (Mr. MiTtcHELL) ask
unanimous consent that the amendment
be modified to the extent that it be con-
sidered as a substitute for section 1?

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
my amendment be modified to the extent
that it be considered as s substitute for
section 1 of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mary-
land?

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
reserving the right to object, will the
gentleman explain to me just where the
language would appear in the bill by
page and line?

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. Mr.
Chairman, it would begin on page 3, line
13.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Through what
line?

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. Through
page 4, line 8.

PAELIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
reserving the right to object, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
assuming there is an objection at this
point, what would be the procedure for
this proposed amendment being con-
sidered by the Committee of the Whole?

The CHAIRMAN. It would be the im-
pression of the Chair that it would be an
amendment that would be considered in
order somewhere on page 3 of the bill. It
would facilitate the proceedings and the
deliberations if the gentleman were al-
lowed to modify his amendment, as he
is asking in his unanimous-consent re-
quest, since it is clear that what he in-
tends to do is to substitute this for the

beginning on page 3, line 13,
and extending through page 4, line 8.

It would expedite the proceedings of
the committee if theére were no objection.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
further reserving the right to object—
and I shall not object—I would appre-
ciate comity from the other side if there
were to be additional amendments, in
that we might be presented with copies
of those amendments prior to their in-
troduction on the floor so that we may
have the opportunity to look at the
amendments.

We had extensive discussions not with
the gentleman in the well, but with some
of the other Members of the House who
have concerns similar to those of the
gentleman in the well and concerns
which I have great respect for.

‘We understand there are to be certain
amendments in this area, but it would be
very helpful if the minority and in this
case the political minority of this House
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would be given consideration with refer-
ence to the opportunity to study and
look &t the amendments and where they
are introduced in this body.

Mr. Chairman, I withdraw my res-
ervation of objection.

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. I thank
the gentleman for his comments. I am
sorry. I find I rarely drift toward the
right, but I will try to be cooperative.

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

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the amendment, as modified.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. MircHeLL of
Maryland: Page 3, line 13, strike out page
3, line 13 down to and inc'uding page 4,
line 8, and insert the following:

That (a) section 396(k)(1) of the Com-
munications Act of 1934 is amended to read
as follows:

“(k) (1) There is authorized to be ap-
propriated for expenses of the Corporation
$50,000,000. for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1974."

(b) Section 396(k)(2) of such Act is
amended by striking *1973" and inserting
in lieu thereof “1974."

And to amend section 391 of the same
bill, striking the words “and for the succeed-
ing year such sums not to exceed $25,000,000
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974, and
$30,000,000 for the succeeding fiscal year,”
and substituting “such sums not to exceed
$25,000,000."

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

First I would like to pay a compliment
to my good friend from Maryland. He is
a great representative of his people and
his district. I want to assure him that if
I could do anything in the world to ac-
commodate him, I would do it.

I think, however, this is the wrong
time and place to put in an amendment.

This amendment will cripple public
broadcasting. It needs a 2-year authori-
zation to perform its functions effec-
tively.

As I say, I admire the gentleman and
know his intentions are the best, but I
believe this amendment would be harm-
ful.

Mr. CONYERS. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. STAGGERS. I will be glad to yield
to the gentleman.

Mr. CONYERS. I would like to find out,
does the Chairman have the impression
that this amendment is reducing the au-
thorization?

Mr. STAGGERS. Oh, no.

Mr. CONYERS. It is not?

Mr. STAGGERS. It is just the fact that
they need 2 years for planning and things
like that.

I also want to say that the committee
intends to have oversight to look into
this matter, but we need time.

Mr. Chairman, I would hope that the
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. Mrrce-
ELL) would withdraw his amendment
in the light of what I have said. His
amendment would cripple the program as
we now have it and as it is now planned.

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland., Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. STAGGERS, I yield to the gentle-
man from Maryland.

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. Mr.
Chairman, I would ask the gentleman
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from West Virginia whether I was right
in my understanding of what the gen-
tleman said that there will be regular
oversight hearings on this with reference
to the extent and degree to which minor-
ities of all types are significantly involved
in the matter of public broadcasting, as
well as other matters?

Mr. STAGGERS. Let me say to the
gentleman from Maryland that I did not
quite say that. I would say this—we are
going to have oversight.

I think that we are being heard loud
and clear today when we say we should
have a balanced hiring of all races, all
creeds, women, men, and what-have-you.
I believe this. I believe they can hear us
down town.

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. I thank
the gentleman.

Mr. STAGGERS. The gentleman is
welcome.

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. Mr.
Chairman, in the light of the colloquy
that we just had, and in light of the
suits now being filed, and in light of the
expressed intent for oversight hearings,
in which I certainly now ask permission
to participate as a witness, under those
circumstances I would at this juncture
now be prepared to withdraw my amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN., The Chair would ask
the gentleman from Maryland whether
the gentleman is asking unanimous con-
sent to withdraw his amendment?

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. That is
correct, Mr. Chairman. I ask unanimous
consent to withdraw my amendment.

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

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
reserving the right to object—and I shall
not object—Ilet me just observe that I
had some difficulty figuring out what a
minority program is when one looks at
the programing scheduled in CPB for all
the various stations that currently so
program. I have a list of the programs,
for instance, that have been appearing
on CPB regarding busing. I do not know
whether that is minority programing or
not. If it has black and white partici-
pants, is it minority programing, or is it
American programing, or is it white pro-
graming?

It seems to me that there is an issue
that affects us all.

I share the concern of the gentleman
from Maryland for certain basic prob-
lems in the total public broadcasting
spectrum. Balanced American program-
ing is a proper issue of public importance.
But I have to suggest to the gentleman
from Maryland that I do not think it
necessarily means that a program is or
is not a black program because all of
the participants in it are black, or that it
is a black program or a minority pro-
gram because it deals with specifically a
subject that is of some interest to minor-
ities, but also have interest for other as-
pects of our society.

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield to the
gentleman from Maryland.

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. If the
gentleman is putting this to me as a
question, it is obvious that we do not
have the time at this point to give a full
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and voluminous definition of what is
minority programing.

I would now request that at the next
convenient time for the subcommittee, I
and others who have some concerns in
this field might be allowed to come before
it to discuss in depth a kind of definition
of minority programing.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
further reserving the right to object, the
chairman of the subcommittee (Mr.
MacDownarp) has, I think, expressed his
assurance in his comments with refer-
ence to the legislation before us and to
individual Members of the House that
he intends to have oversight hearings on
the whole realm of public and educational
broadcasting. The chairman of the full
committee has expressed that intent,
and the minority ranking member is in
a position to insure those hearings.

I can tell the gentleman that I support
the idea of having oversight hearings,
and I have on a continuing basis.
Speaking only for the minority which
does often have such opportunity to at-
tend and ask questions and participate,
I should be delighted to have this issue
covered in such hearings.

Mr. Chairman, I withdraw my reser-
vation of objection.

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

There was no objection.

The CHATIRMAN. The amendment is
withdrawn.

AMENDMENT OFFERED EY MR, CLAY
Mr. CLAY, Mr. Chairman, I offer two
amendments, and I ask unanimous con-
sent that they may be considered en

bloc.

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

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chair-
man, reserving the right to object, I do
not know whether the majority members
of the committee are going to support or
oppose either or both amendments. I am
inclined to support one and oppose an-
other,

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has
asked unanimous consent to consider
them en bloc. Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Missouri?

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chair-
man, reserving the right to object, I
would suggest to the gentleman in the
;en that he might not submit them en

oc.

Mr. CLAY, Mr, Chairman, I should like
to withdraw my request to consider them
en bloc.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Cray: Page 5,
ingsert after line 17, the following:

Sec. 4. Section 392 of the Communications
Act of 1934 is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following:

“(g) No grant authorized by this subpart
shall be made unless there is submitted with
the appltcation therefor, information from
which it can be determined that the grant
recipient is in compliance with all laws, rules,
and regulations relating to nondiserimination
in employment practices. Each grant made
hereunder shall be accompanied by a certifi-
cate by the SBecretary (or by such official to

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

which such authority is delegated) that the
recipient is so in compliance.”

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, perversion
and distortion appear in the CPE at-
tempt to gain a 2-year funding authori-
zation. CPB is now asking for 2-year
funding which would, in my opinion, re-
move Congress further from its oversight
responsibiilty, It would give us no imme-
diate vehicle with which to make them
responsible to the constituency they serve
nor would it provide us with a means of
making them directly accountable for the
use of public funds.

The Public Broadcasting Act of 1967,
CPB has four principal purposes: First,
assist in the level of high quality pro-
grams for presentation over public radio
and television; Second, establish and de-
velop interconnection for such stations;
Third, assist in the establishment and
development of one or more systems of
public broadcasting stations; Fourth, act
so0 as to assure the maximum freedom of
noncommercial educational broadeasting
systems and stations from interference
with or control of program content or
other activities.

Since the Public Broadcasting Act—
PBA—mandated the Corporation of Pub-
lic Broadcasting—CPB—to assist the de-
velopment of quality programs evidently
they have fallen short of this goal in
terms of the diversity of viewing public.
From the $35,000,000 operating budget
for 1972-73, CPB spent approximately
$650,000 for black programing.

There has been token employment
with minorities composing 7.9 percent
of the total employment in public televi-
sion, But these figures become micro-
scopic when we look for minority rep-
resentation at the decision and policy-
making levels.

The most regressive policy of public
television has been the limitation placed
on programing to, for, and about minor-
ity communities, in general, and the
black community, in particular.

As token black programs emerge the
rest of the minority community must
sit and wait for reruns of Chicano or
Native American “specials,” by providing
a little for one group, the other group
is discriminated against and the prob-
lem is compounded. The elderly and
women only receives $200,000 for pro-
graming. Mexican Americans, Indians
and Puerto Ricans receive nothing. Pub-
lic broadcasting has a mandated respon-
sibility and a significant percentage of
minority program is part of this respon-
sibility, a part which has not been met.
This has reached the stage where mi-
nority broadcasting is regarded by CPB
as more of a concession than a right.

To be specific, CPB announced on Feh-
ruary 7, 1973, that “Black Journal,” the
only black public affairs program, was
being refunded at its present level of
$345,000, for the fall season beginning
October 1973. However, CPB’'s negative
policies will also cause “Black Journal”
through no fault of “Black Journal” to
lose about $350,000 that it received last
year from the Ford Foundation.
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At the same time, CPB announced that
“Soul,” the only black cultural program,
would share a reserve of $305,000 set
aside for additional black programing.
It was further pointed out that “Inter-
face,” a black program designed for
white audiences was being produced and,
depending on its quality would share a
portion of the $305,000 reserve with
“Soul.” “Interface” was allotted $40,000
for a pilot program. On May 15, 1973,
CPB announced that the entire $300,000
in the reserve fund would be allotted to
“Interface.” The rationale offered by
Keith Fischer, executive vice president
of CPB, was that “Interface” was a pre-
ferrable program because it took “ a so-
ciological rather than a cultural ap-
proach to the black experience.” Ironi-
cally, as of May 15, 1973, when the
announcement was made, “Interface”
had not furnished a pilot program.

The above facts point to the following
conclusions: First, “Soul,” a black cul-
tural program, will be replaced by “In-
terface,” a program oriented to whites
but ealled black. Second, “Black Journal”
will be crippled by a limited budget
thereby reducing its quality and fre-
quency of broadcast and certainly paving
the way for replacement. The train of
thought which follows from this could
be called subtle systematized institu-
tional racism.

The mere facts that CPB is attempt-
ing to reduce funding for “Black Jour-
nal” instead of doubling it, arbitrarily
phasing out Soul instead of expanding it
and probably conniving to replace “Soul”
and “Black Journal” at a later date with
“Interface,” all serve as evidence to sub-
stantiate feelings among blacks that the
white = establishment-controlled mass
communications media is malignantly
fected with widespread, long standing
deeply entrenched racism.

It is apparent that the Corporation for
Public Broadeasting like its counterpart
in commercial television is of the opinion
that blacks are not entitled to a fair
share of television programing: cannot
determine program content and context,
and definitely will not be placed in a
position to eliminate gross distortion and
misinterpretation of the black experience
based on white middle-class value judg-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, the Corporation for
Public Broadeasting has a mandate to
serve all segments of the community.

In reporting out the 1967 act, Senator
Pastore remarked on the intent of Con-
gress with respect to the role of CPB:

It should be remembered that local sta-
tions are the bedrock of this system and
as such must be responsive to the needs and
desires of the public they serve. It is not
intended that they be mere conduits for the
productions of other stations or other out-
side sources.” (8. Rept. No. 222, 90th Con-
gress, 1st sess, T (1967)

Senator PasTore continued:

Individual stations, therefore, will retain
the responsibility to assess community
needs and determine what programs will best
meet those needs.

On signing the 1967 act, President
Johnson said:
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So today, we rededicate a part of the alr-
waves—which belong to all the people—and
we dedicate them for the enlightment of all
people. (Compilation of Pres. Documents,
vol. 3, No. 45 at 1531 (Nov. 13, 1967).

It is clear that Congress intended CPB
to stimulate a greater diversity of local
programing which would differ from the
fare offered by commercial broadcasters.

While public television was designed
to provide “high quality programing for
all, “the facts reveal that CPB has not
been responsive to the needs of the entire
community.

Mr. Chairman, if this bill passes this
body in its present form, a substantial
amount of Federal money will be given
to local public broadcast television sta-
tions without adequate Federal controls.
This, in my opinion, would be a serious
mistake.

LOCAL CONTROL

I am not opposed to local control bub
am concerned that those who control
local public broadcasting be responsive
to the people that are served. In ftoo
many instances, local control means that
public broadcast has used this forum
exclusively for their own purposes with-
out concern for the broad public interest.
In most instances, blacks, Mexican-
Americans, Indians, and women have not
been considered as significant factors in
the output/input equation of public
broadcasting, Even in those limited cases
where there have been minority pro-
graming, information has been dissemi-
nated about the state of black America
and other minorities without any input,
consultation, or decision by blacks and
other minorities.

We talk in glowing, pious terms about
the sanctification of local control. Well
let me inform you, that local control for
all practical purposes mean local boards
which lack any minority representation
and reflects the lack of that representa-
tion in the character and content of pro-
graming,

The development and promotion of so-
called high quality programs has been
formulated by a selected elite, an elite
which has not defined nor explained high
quality; an elite which has used its own
value standards to select “appropriate
programing for the masses”; an elite
which serves an elite and not all seg-
ments of the population. So high quality
becomes synonymous with what the elite
defines, not what the people want.

The Alabama educational television
commission has been sued and the suit
attempts to prevent the license renewal
of all Alabama educational television
stations because the official policy of the
State of Alabama is to exclude all black
programing. In this instance, local con-
trol means that in a State 50 percent
black, the official policy is not to show
any black programs.

If this Congress

is to appropriate
moneys for educational television, then
we have the responsibility to assure that
it is spent in a nondiscriminatory man-
ner,

Public broadcast television stations
are not required by HEW, the Corpora-
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tion for Public Broadcast or other Fed-
eral agencies to comply with provisions
of title 7 of the Civil Rights Act.

Licenses are granted and renewed—
and the taxpayers money is given to
these stations without the Government
ascertaining as required by law that
those stations produce affirmative action
programs before those moneys are allo-
cated.

Public money is granted to stations
that have all white board of directors,
that exclusively program white shows
and apparently discriminafe in employ-
ment against minorities and women.

SUPPORTIVE DATA

Section 394 of the Communications
Act empowers the Secretary of HEW to
adopt rules governing the administra-
tion of the grant program for TV con-
struction. HEW rules relating to the
grant program are codifled in 45 CFR
chapter 1. With respect to minorities,
it is salient to note that HEW has
adopted no rules which would condition
grants on minority representation on
station boards of directors, nor does
HEW have any regulations relating to
minority employment or programing of
the stations in order to receive grant
moneys. In fact, the U.S. Commissioner
of Education announced in March 1971
that in view of the disproportion of out-
standing applicants to available funds,
applications—in the area of service to
the disadvantaged would receive top
priority, HEW Office of Education pro-
gram bulletin PB No. 6, 1971, P. 4. How-
ever, in PB No. 7 dated August 8, 1972—
a revision of PB No. 6 covering priori-
ties for fiscal year 1973, there is no
mention of applications which it seeks
to aid and a notice of proposed rulemak-
ing issued on July 18, 1972, by HEW
(37 Federal Register 15970, August 8,
1972) codifying priorities for fiscal year
1973 contains no spparent continuation
of the priorities relating to ‘“disadvan-
taged” espouscd in PB No. 6.

Mr. Chairman, there are many in this
House who argue that the Federal Gov-
ernment does not have the right to reg-
ulate or to interfere in the business of
public television. This argument has been
so advanced that HEW has refused to
promulgate rules or standards for public
television stations in order for them to
qualify for grants. It has also stymied
the FCC in its effort to devise rules of
ascertainment for stations in the license
renewal process.

I say if the Federal Government can
determine which products can and can-
not be advertised on commercial televi-
sion, for example—wine and beer are per-
mitted but not whisky: Pipe tobacco and
cigars are permissible but not cigarettes:
Can determine how many commercials
per hour can be run by a station: Can
determine that certain consumer groups
are entitled to free television time to
respond to paid commercials: Can de-
termine that persons seeking political
office are entitled to equal time and can
also determine a broad range of program
content in many other areas of the in-
dustry even: though this Government
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does not contribute $1 in terms of subsi-
dizing commercial television, how can we
justify the argument that the Govern-
ment does not have the right to deter-
mine program quality and content for
public broadcast, when this Congress
is being asked to subsidize public broad-
cast to the tune of $110 million?

Mr. Chairman, I would like to cite
some pertinent data to demonstrate the
extent to which blacks and other minori-
ties have been denied equal opportunities
in public broadeasting.

BACKGROUND

In 1972 only $650,000 was spent on
black programing out of the total CPB
budget of $35,000,000. This amounts to
2 percent of the total budget.

In 1972 there were only two black net-
work programs: One concerned with
public affairs—“Black Journal”—and the
other dealing with black culture (Soul).
This year “Soul” is being eliminated and
funding for “Black Journal” reduced.

The 1973-74 budget allots $200,000 for
programing on the subject of women and
the elderly.

There are no allotted expenditures for
programing of other minorities such as
American Indians, Mexican Americans,
or Puerto Ricans.

ADMINISTRATION AND EMPLOYMENT
ADMINISTRATION

A recent survey of the boards of 31
television stations representing 50 per-
cent of the households, found that out
of 644 directors, 46—7.14 percent—were
members of minority groups. The re-
maining 597—92.7 percent—were white.

The minority directors could be broken
down further as follows:

Thirty-seven blacks—5.4 percent; 7T
Spanish-surnamed Americans—1.08 per-
cent; 2 Orientals—0.31 percent; 88
women—13.66 percent; and 556 men—
86 percent.

In addition, it should be noted that 10
stations have all-white board of direc-
tors.

WGBH Boston; WGBX Boston; KETC
8t. Louis; KTPS Tacoma; WBIQ Bir-
mingham; WITW Charleston; WUNF
Asheville, N.C.; KDIN Des Moines;
WJSP Columbus, Ga.; WVPT Harrison-
burg-Staunton, Va.

EMPLOYMENT

There has been only token minority
employment, and a decrease in that for
blacks, Chicanos, Indians, Puerto Ricans.
This is revealed by the following per-
centages:

[In percent]
SR e T R | |
7.9

I700 ==
1971

Of the 125 TV stations surveyed in
1972, 44 employed no minority group
members on a full-time basis.

There are 25 minority employees
shown as managers and officials, How-
ever, this figure is misleading as only
three can be identified as station man-
agers, program directors or executives
who help establish and execute policies.

Although almost all stations employed
women, over half of the women were in
office and clerical positions.
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Job categories 1

Job categuries !

Spanish
Minority group employees sur-
Black  Oriental

Total

ed
lndian American  minority

Sales workers
Dffice and derical_________
(skilled)

Craftsmen (semiskilled).....
Lat (unskilied)

B8 15
2 6
63 29

None
None
MNone

Total
at

* 1972 full-time employees.

1. PROGRAMING AND EXPENDITURES

A. MINORITY PROGRAMING BY CPB IS THE MOST CRASS
EXAMPLE OF TOKENISM DISPLAYED IN BROADCASTING:

Funds  Hours

L ui‘z gPB mm Illnuls (no_tmis-
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(3) Yo Soy Chica

(4) Black  Children's
Art and poetry____
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-
oS

55
g 8 88 888

g

T
(h) Other programs:
(1) Great American
m machine.-
) Vibrations__.

3) This week___

4) Net Opera___ L
(5) Boston POPS. o
(6) Masterpiece Theatre.
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(8) Flm Y.
) me,'Emth-
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keeping
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28
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8

=285
g §8888s888
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SUMMATION

This clearly points to the following:

Only “Black Journal” and “Soul,” rep-
resenting a paltry total of 3414 hours last
year, were offered by CPB on a regular
basis to serve the black community;

“Yo Soy Chicano,” a miserly 1-hour,
was devoted to serve the Mexican-Ameri-
can community;

No programing was offered concerning
the American Indian, or Puerto Rican;

Because of the disinterest in minority
problems exhibited by CPB, blacks and
other minorities have shown a disinterest
in public television as shown by polls
demonstrating that more than 50 percent
of the black and other minority popula-
tion do not watch public TV.

Programing to educate, uplift, and en-
tertain minorities—largely ignored by
commercial broadcasters except for the
coverage of black criminals and extrem-
ists—does not exist in any meaningful
way on public television; and

All of this comes at a time when com-
munity problem ascertainment surveys
by commercial broadcasters invariably
list racial problems at the top of the list
of issues of community interest.

DISPROPORTIONATE ALLOCATION OF FUNDS

CPB has failed to diversify programing
sources—

1971-72, 7 stations out of a possible 223
got over $8 million of the total $9 million
given away for TV program production:

It is a gross violation of the intent of
Congress to spend tax moneys in such a
way that one station—WNET, New

Approximate percentage._.......

York—gets almost $3.5 million while 67
others only get $500 apiece for the pur-
pose of developing quality television pro-
grams.

The following are representatives of
grants made by CPB in fiscal year 1971:

Production  Other grants
Stations CPB funding from CPB

WHNET sﬂw WL e M
WGBH (Boston)_.__
KCET (Los Angeles
KQED (Pittshurgh)_

I TW (Chicage)_____
Children's TV

Mr. Chairman, in conclusion let me
say, if this Congress can let public
broadeast continue to operate as it has
in the past—then we have admitted that
America has no commitment the Pre-
amble, the Bill of Rights, the Constitu-
tion or to the laws of the land.

Unless amendments are adopted
which would make public television more
responsive to the people it supposedly
serves, this authorization bill should be
defeated. Public broadcasting television
stations are no{ adhering to the provi-
sions of title 7 of the Civil Rights Act.
Licenses are granted and renewed and
taxpayers’ moneys are given to stations
without the Government insisting, as re-
quired by law, that those stations produce
affirmative action programs before those
moneys are allocated.

A disproportionate share of funds are
going to certain public television stations.
In 1971-72 7 out of a possible 223 tele-
vision stations got over $8 million of the
total $9 million given for TV program
production. Sixty-seven other stations
received only $500 apiece for the pur-
pose of developing gquality television pro-

In a recent survey of 31 stations, com-
prising almost 50 percent of the television
households in the coun’ry, minority rep-
resentation on the boards of directors
was almost nonexistent. Of the 31 sta-
tions examined and their 644 directors
only 46—17.1 percent—were from minor-
ity groups. In cities like Birmingham, St.
Louis, and Columbus, Ga., where the pop-
ulations are almost 50 percent minority,
no blacks were on the boards of direc-
tors. These boards are intended to be a
binding link between stations and the
community. If the directors are not rep-
resentative of the community, the sta-
tion serves and do not act as a conduit
between the station and its viewers, no
mechanism exists to insure that station
operation is responsive to the public.

Mr. MACDONALD. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the amendment. I
rise Lo oppose the amendment for a num-
ber of reasons but I think two of the
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most important will suffice to be dis-
cussed at this point.

In the first place there are already on
the books of law of the United States suf-
ficient legislative provisions to see fo it
that the purpose of the amendment, as
I understand the amendment In any
event, be taken care of.

It seems to me we would be singling out
just one of the numerous Government
agencies to say that this particular
agency has paid no attention to the law
of the land. I personally do not believe
that to be a fact but I am not disputing
the right of the gentleman from Missouri
to believe it or his sincerity in bringing
forward this amendment,

I would however like to point out to
the Members that we held hearings at
great length on this whole matter. They
were publicized. We Ead witnesses from
all over the country come and testify
before us. We had Members of Congress.
We had any number of groups represent-
ing interests in public broadcasting. I
saw and had and heard no communica-
tion either at that time nor for that mat-
ter at any time during the annual review
of this subject, which goes back to 1967,
nor a request fror: the gentleman from
Missouri (Mr. Cray) nor from any other
member of the Black Caucus concerning
this matter.

I have assured the Congressman from
Missouri (Mr. Cray) that we would look
into it, and we already have started do-
ing it, inasmuch as it was called to our
attention for the very first time this
week. I have here communications which
I know the gentleman from Missouri has
also seen, inasmuch as we discussed
these and I have given him copies. One
is from the FCC, and this is signed by
H. Rex Lee, Commissioner—and as I
stated earlier, he is educational commis-
sioner for the FCC.

In his letter he discusses various pend-
ing rulemaking requests concerning as-
certainment by educational stations:

I would like to reassure you that we are
moving along on them now that the Order in
Docket 19153 is completed, and that we ex-
pect a Notice of Inguiry and Proposed Rule-
making to be acted upon in Late August or
the first week in September.

It is signed by H. Rex Lee.

That was one of the governmental
agencies to which Mr. Cray addressed his
complaint. The second memorandum I
would like to call to the attention of the
Members is a memorandum from the De-
partment of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare Office of Education. It is addressed
to me from Stuart W. Hallock, Acting
Director of that office. He goes through
a listing which, when we get back into
the House, I will ask unanimous consent
to have inserted. He goes through the
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steps which an applicant for a grant from
HEW must go through.

He states:

On page 15 of the application, the appli-
cant in addition to certifying by original
signature that all assurances, facts, figures,
and representations made in the application
are true and correct, he also is served notice
that any grant award by the Commission
is subject to certain conditions, and that
these conditions apply to the project, and
further that the money will be refunded if a
discrepancy in the law is turned up.

“On page 1 of the application the applicant
must indicate the status of compliance with
civil rights provisions and must file with
DHEW, HEW Form 441 if such is not already
on file.

He will not be granted any funds if
he does not make this application cer-
tifying that he is in compliance.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. Mac-
poNALD was allowed to proceed for an
additional 2 minutes.)

Mr. MACDONALD, Then, for another
step, final payment to the grantee is
made only after these assurances have
been given and signed to. The final pay-
ment is made only after the inspection
of the project and the grantee’s finan-
cial records pertinent to the Federal fi-
nancial assistance. They send an onsite
inspector who is an EBPF engineer and
who ascertains on the site—by among
other things looking at the employees—
ascertains on the site that the grantee
has complied with all conditions of the
Federal grant.

Therefore, as I indicated in my origi-
nal remarks, that I believe in what the
gentleman from Missouri is trying to do.
However, I think under the circum-
stances, it is unnecessary at this time.
I have assured the gentleman from Mis-
souri and other Members who are in-
terested in this aspect of public broad-
casting that we will hold hearings to
go into this matter, which I had assured
the gentleman we would have gone into
completely, thoroughly, and fully had the
gentleman from Missouri or any other
member of the caucus appeared to testify
or to ask questions or even to raise it to
the attention of any member of our sub-
committee, which to my knowledge no-
body did so.

Mr. Chairman, I insert herewith the
entire text of the memorandums which
I previously referred to:

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS
CoMMISSION,
Washington, D.C., July 17, 1973.

Mr. RoeerT GUTHRIE,

Interstate and Foreign Commerce Commit-
tee, U.S. House of Representatives, Wash-
ington, D.C.

Dear Bop: Fred just spoke with me about
your phone conversation. Attached you will
find the Commission’s Inquiry concerning
ascertainment of community needs. In my
concurring statement I discuss the various
pending rulemaking requests concerning
ascertainment by educational stations. I
would like to reassure you that we are mov-
ing along on them now that the Order in
Docket 19153 is completed, and that we ex-
pect a Notice of Inquiry and Proposed Rule-
making to be acted upon in late August or
the first week in September.

If you have any further questions, please
feel free to call upon me.

Sincerely yours,
H. REx LEE,
Commissioner,
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH,
EDUCATION, AND WELFARE,
July 19, 1873.

To: Congressman Torbert H, Macdonald.

From: Stuart W. Hallock, Acting Director,
EBFP.

Subject: HEW Enforcement Title VI of
Civil Rights Act under Facilitles Grants
to Educational Broadcast Stations.

In its grant process, EBFP takes the fol-
lowing steps to insure compliance with the
Civil Rights Act by all applicants:

1. In the application form, copy attached,
applicant is requested to familiarize him-
self with EBFP Regulations and the re-
quirements of 45 CFR Part B0, issued pur-
suant to Section 601 of the Civil Rights Act
of 1964.

2. On page 1 of the application the ap-
plicant must indicate the status of com-
pliance with ecivil rights provisions and
must file with DHEW, HEW Form 441 if
such is not already on file, copy attached.

3. On page 15 of the application, the ap-
plicant in addition to certifying by orig-
inal signature that all assurances, facts, fig-
ures, and representations made in the ap-
plication are true and correct, he also is
served notice that any grant award by the
Commission is subject to certain conditions,
(Section 60.17 of the Regulations) which
the grantee must fulfill at varying periods,
some prior to the first payment, some dur-
ing construction of the project, and some
during the ten year period of Federal in-
terest in the project.

4. Final payment is made only after in-
spection of the project and the grantee's
financial records pertinent to the Federal
financial assistance, as the Commissioner
may deem necessary (Section 60.18(a) (2) of
45 CFR). At this on-site inspection, an EBFP
engineer ascertains as authorized in 45 CFR
60.17(f) that the grantee has complied with
all conditions of the federal grant, specifi-
cally 45 CFR 60.17(1) and (}). A copy of 45
CFR €0 is attached.

He checks to see that the grantee has, as
stated in 60.17(1), compiled with the regula-
tions issued by DHEW to implement Title VI
of the Civil Rights Act, and, as stated in
60.17(j) that the grantee has incorporated
into any conftracts exceeding $10,000 for the
installation of transmission apparatus ac-
quired in the project the provision for equal
employment opportunity for all gqualified
persons without regard to race, creed, color,
or national origin.

Final payment can be withheld if these
conditions are not met.

5. During the 10 year period commencing
with the date of completion of a Facilities
project, the grantee must submit an annual
Status Report (45 CFR 60.20). Although these
are provided mainly to check on the con-
tinuation of the eligibility of the grantee
and that the facilities acquired with Federal
support are continuing to be owned by the
grantee and to be used only for educational
purposes, HEW can request an update on the
status of the operational staff and the sta-
tion's programing if the Secretary, Com-
missioner or any duly organized representa-
tive requires.

However, since EBFP deals only in the ac-
quisition and installation of transmission
apparatus, the Public Broadeasting Act, Sec-
tion 388(2) prohibits Federal Interference or
control over the grantees: “Nothing con-
tained in this part shall be deemed to au-
thorize any department agency, officer, or
employee of the United States to exercise
any direction, supervision, or control over
ETV or radio broadcasting, or over the Cor-
poration of Public Broadcasting or any of its
grantees or contractors, or over the charter or
bylaws of CPB, or over the curriculum, pro-
gram of instruetion, or personnel of any edu-
cational institution, school system, or educa-
tional broadcasting station or system.” A
copy of the Act is attached.
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Mr, COLLINS of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

I was very impressed by the amend-
ment which was offered by the distin-
guished gentleman from Missouri. I
would like to add that the chairman of
our subcommittee (Mr. MacpoNALD) did
deal with this subject extensively in the
hearings. I am interested that this par-
ticular approach was taken, because in
our hearings the subject of minorities
came up frequently in regard to black
programing ancé black hiring. It has
come up in regard to public broadcasting
and also hearings in regard to licensing
private stations.

I believe there is discrimination
against minorities. But our problem in
the committee was to determine what
is a minority and which minority suffers
from discrimination, and how do we
fairly recognize all of the minorities?

For instance, I take exception to the
fact that there is not a single program
in this country provided on public broad-
casting in behalf of the Irish.

I will tell the Members additional
remarks. They tell me there is none for
the Japanese, there has never been one
for the Chinese, and there has never
been one for the Polish community. We
have a big German community in Texas.
They have never been recognized.

As I went through the list of the mi-
norities, and as we went down through
the line, stations never got around to
minority groups. The only group that is
really effective, as to getting minority
representation, was the black group.

The gentleman said that the blacks
had 9'% hours. On this point I recalled
when we discussed minority program-
ing within the committee, we discussed
programing that was specially designed
for the black audience. Two things came
up w_it.h respect to black special pro-
graming.

First, in my experience it has heen
proved that in communities throughout
our country there is not any group of
listening audience defined as a black
audience. Let me cite a figure. There is
not a single so-called black program in
the country that has been on public
broadcasting that has drawn as much as
one-half of 1 percent of the potential
listening and viewing public. "hat means
only 1 out of 200 people at the most
would be interested. Usually there is less
than one in a thousand.

I think of the public broadcasting sys-
tem in terms of the total public audi-
ence. With listener appeal so the public
would desire to view it.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman,
gentleman yield

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

Mr, CLAY. I believe the gentleman
fails to understand the mandate of public
broadecasting. It is not to be concerned
about how many people are watching it.
The rationale for public vroadcasting is
that it belongs to everybody. If there is
only one person in that community who
has a particular interest in that program
he ought to be entitled to some time on
the airways. That is the mandate. It is
not supposed to be identical to commer-
cial broadcasting.

will the
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And the Irish, too, ought to have some
time of programing.

Mr. COLLINS of Texas. I understand
what the gentleman is pointing out.

The committee asked, “How would we
take care of every minority?”

For instance, in my city we have 115
million people. How would we be able to
fairly provide programs ior every
minority ?

We do not have many Lebanese, but
we have never given those Lebanese a
minute of time on our public station.

What is equitable? If the gentleman
can figure out any proposal, the commit-
tee would give it a hearing, as to how to
further recognize minorities, as to pro-
gram allocation, and in respect to rec-
ognizing a minority ratio, on whether
we should get into a quota on employ-
ment.

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, COLLINS of Texas, I yield to the
gentlewoman from New York.

Ms. ABZUG. I find these comments
interesting, I wonder if in the course of
the study of this subject the gentleman
noticed how many programs were de-
voted to the concerns of women or the
participation by women? I suppose that
would be an easier category for the gen-
tleman to deal with. I just wonder if he
would like to comment on that?

Mr. COLLINS of Texas. I certainly
welcome that addition on TV. Everyone
admires women on television. I should
like to see more and more of them.

Ms. ABZUG. I should like for my col-
tt}ague to address himseif to that ques-
ion.

Mr. COLLINS of Texas. I have not
seen the statistics. My concern has been
with the Irish, and I want to tell my
colleague that the Irish to date are bat-
ting zero.

Mr. METCALFE. Myr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. COLLINS of Texas. I yield to
the distinguished gentleman from Illi-
nois.

Mr. METCALFE. I thank the gentle-
man from Texas for yielding,

This is about as propitious a time as
any to really search our souls and look
at the question of whether or not we are
dealing with what we term to be minor-
ities. Are we not really in fact ignoring
the realities of the history of our coun-
try? I would submit that we consider
those members of the black and brown
races 2s members of the majority.

I am not directing my remarks specii-
ically to the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
CoLrins) but simply ask the question of
the entire House. Specifically I ask
whether or not a few years ago when we
were segregated in our educational sys-
tem, whether or not we have been seg-
regated on a first fired and last hired
basis, and whether or not today we are
accorded all the privileges that the Con-
stitution provides for us.

Were the ethnic groups referred to
by the gentleman from Texas considered
as minorities according to these prac-
tices?

The answers to these facts will clearly
determine what is commonly referred to
as minorities.
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I think therein lies the answer to the
question as to whether or not we will
continue to segregate and separate some
in this very diverse community of Amer-
ica, a community representative of all
of the countries, and I think that in
that way it would be more clear and it
will be much easier for all of us to under-
stand what we are talking about when we
are speaking of minorities.

Mr, Chairman, I thank the gentleman
very much for yielding.

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

Mr. Chairman, I support the amend-
ment offered by our colleague, the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. Cray), I find
it very interesting that the correctness
of this amendment concerning so large a
number of people in this country is meas-
ured by whether or not it was previously
raised by a Member of Congress and
during the hearings of this committee.

This is particularly so because, as I
indicated in the general debate, the basic
standard for public television—and I in-
dicated that I support it very vigorously
for its educational objectives—is to pro-
vide the ways in which programs are
brought forth which will give us high
quality and heterogeneous programing,
that is, high quality programs obtained
from and participated in by diverse
communities and constituencies.

Why did not the committee, on its
own, in the hearings address itself to
these propositions?

I accept the criticism that Members
of the Congress who are now speaking
on this issue should have come before
the committee. But I believe it is the re-
sponsibility of leading Members in this
field who are on the committee to make
certain that public television does, in-
deed, meet the standards which are pro-
vided in the act.

Mr. Chairman, there is not only the
question of diserimination against mi-
norities that has been referred to by the
maker of this amendment and others,
but if we will look at the Board of the
Corporation for Public Broadcasting, if
we will look at the local radio and TV
stations, and if we will look at the board
of the public broadcasting system, we
will find that there are very few minori-
ties represented; we will find very few
women represented. In fact there is only
one woman on the Board of the Corpora-
tion for Public Broadcasting. This lack
has a direct relationship in providing
an answer as to why programing is not
as diverse as indeed it is intended to be
by law.

Mr. MACDONALD. Mr.
will the gentlewoman yield?

Ms, ABZUG. Yes, I yield to the gentle-
man from Massachusetis.

Mr. MACDONALD. Mr, Chairman,
actually the gentlewoman is not quite
correct. There were two series of hear-
ings. There was one on public broad-
casting and one on licensing in general.

In the hearing on licensing in general,
we went into diversity of programing,
hiring practices of the stations, and all
the things that are being raised here
today, hecause there had been com-
plaints in these areas.

We went into it because we felt it was
a condition that should not exist. We
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did not go into it here because nobody
had ever indicated that all of the laws
of the land were not being lived up to,
although we did inquire of the Public
Corporation for Broadcasting as to what
they were doing about hiring minorities,
and they indicated they had two plans
in mind which have since been put into
effect and have set aside a certain
amount of money in order to encourage
and to train minority groups, blacks in
particular, to partficipate in the pro-
gram.

Second, when they have blacks in it
they do such a good job and get such a
good grasp of the subject that they get
hired away from the low-paying public
broadcasting by the private corporations
and private broadcasters who have so
much more money at their disposal.

So the matter has not been ignored by
our subcommitiee.

Ms. ABZUG. I am glad to hear that,
but in addition to the blacks and other
minorities, what about the question of
the hiring practices, decisionmaking
roles, as well as programing, concerning
women in this society? Do you have any
data on that?

Mr. MACDONALD. Yes, I do.

Ms. ABZUG. I would like to see what
that data is.

Mr. MACDONALD, The data is that
there were a group of women’s activists
who brought complaints against ABC in
New York City and CBS and were satis-
fied at NBC, I believe. We had days of
testimony from women's activists who
testified they felt they were not getting
their fair share. We went into that and
discussed it with management, and man-
agement agreed they had been neglect-
ful and have taken steps to overcome it
which have satisfied those women activ-
ists who appeared hefore us, and they
now support the bill.

Ms. ABZUG. I am interested in hear-
ing what testimony there was on the
guestion of the Corporation for Public
Broadcasting, specifically, and not on the
licensing questions in private broadcast-
ing, because we are considering here the
Corporation for Public Broadcasting——

Mr. MACDONALD. That is right.

Ms. ABZUG. What specifically was dis-
cussed on that issue in your hearings?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentlewoman has expired.

(By unanimous consent, at the request
of Mr. MacponaLp, Ms. Aszuc was al-
lowed to proceed for 1 additional min-
ute.)

Mr. MACDONALD. I tried to point out
to the gentlewoman that the reason why
it was not gone into in any depth at the
hearings on public broadcasting was be-
cause nobody raised it at any time to
us. As soon as it got raised by Mr. Cray
and others we did something about it.
We are now on the back of CPB to have
them justify to us what they have done.
The figures they have given us, while
they are not good, show an improvement.
We have it on HEW. I just read the pro-
cedures they go through and we have
been working on them and they have re-
sponded, I might add, optimistically to
out entreaties. I think you will see, as
they state, an improvement in this en-
tire area.
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Ms. ABZUG. If I understand the
gentleman’s response, there will be an
on-going oversight with respect to the
izsue not only of discrimination in em-
ployment, which this amendment covers,
but also the question of programing
which represents the heterogeneity in
our society.

Mr. MACDONALD. I do not believe
that Government has any role in pro-
graming.

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

Mr. Chairman, there has been a lot of
interesting discussion about how we re-
solved the guestion of racial diserimina-
tion in public broadcasting, but it is
really not to the point of this amendment.

This amendment really attempts to
clarify existing law. It does not change &
thing.

I would like to have the attention of
the distinguished subcommiittee chair-
man on this subject.

This amendment does not change
existing law. As a matter of fact, what
it does is clarify the confusion that
has existed regarding the role of the
Federal Government in entering public
broadecasting in terms of prohibiting
racial discrimination.

So what the gentleman from Missouri
is trying to do is to make it clear that
title 7 of the Civil Rights Act of 1964,
relating to employment, does apply to the
Public Broadcasting Corporation.

Now, he is not trying to do anything
further. There is a great deal of confu-
sion on that subject. I would like to illu-
strate the extent of that confusion
through & memorandum sent fo the dis-
tingushed gentleman from Massachu-
setis on July 19 of this year. In this letter,
the acting director of the Ofice of Edu-
cation of HEW who is concerned with the
Civil Rights Act with regard to facilities
grants to educational broadcast stations
in conclusion stated:

However, since this operation deals only
in the acquisition and installation of trans-
mission apparatus, the Public Broadcasting
Act, . . . prohibits federal interference or
control over the grantees—

and he quotes the language:

“Nothing contained in this part shall be
deemed to authorize any . . . agency . . . to
exercise any direction, supervision, or con-
trol over ETV or radlo broadecasting, or over
the Corporation of Public Broadcasting or
any of its grantees or contractors, , . .”

What he is trying to tell us is that
there is some confusion with regard to
whether the Civil Rights Act of 1964 has
application.

So the gentleman’s amendment at-
tempts only to clarify that.

Now, I cannot understand why this
would be so stoutly resisted by this com-
mittee on grounds that we have not told
them about it in time. They should have
known about it all along.

I yield to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts.

Mr. MACDONALD. Mr. Chairman, I do
not know what it is the gentleman is ad-
dressing to me, but if the gentleman
is addressing to me, but if the gentle-
man would read on in the memorandum
from Mr. Hallock he is trying to make it
clear that the CPB itself, or educational
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stations which are located within college
campuses and such, that neither the CPB
nor those educational stations nor its
personnel are governed by the same law
that governs, say, HEW and funds that
come from HEW to facilities.

He is drawing a clear line between
what is governmental and has to live up
to the law, and what is non-governmen-
tal, and therefore over which we have no
direct control. That is how I read it.

Mr. CONYERS. Let me ask the gentle-
man this, and let us get it so that every-
body in the Chamber ean understand it,
has HEW promulgated a rule for imple-
mentation of title VII of the Civil Rights
Act?

Mr. MACDONALD. Yes, I believe they
have. I have a copy here. It is in the Fed-
eral Register for Tuesday, January 28,
1969.

Does the gentleman wish me to read
it?

Mr. CONYERS. No, I do noft want the
gentleman to read it to me, I thank the
gentleman very much.

Mr. MACDONALD, I would just like to
make an observation, if the gentleman
from Michigan will yield further, that I
quite agree with the gentleman, and 1t is
obviously clear that these people at
HEW are subject to the same law as
everybody else, and this committee and
the subcommittee, and I am sure this
Congress will see to it that if they have
not been living up to that obligation they
will live up to it.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentieman yield?

Mr, CONYERS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Missouri.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, I do not
believe that it is true that HEW has
promulgated any rules in regard to the
setting up of standards or being in com-
pliance with title VII of the Civil Rights
Act.

Now, in March of 1970——

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

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

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
further to the gentleman from Missouri.

Mr, CLAY. Mr, Chairman, in fact, the
Commission on Education announced in
March of 1971 that in view of the dis-
proportion of outstanding applicants to
available funds, applications in the area
of service for disadvantaged would re-
ceive top priority, that was in education
bulletin 6, dated March of 1971, and is
on page 4.

But in public bulletin No. 7, dated
August 8, 1972, a revision of public bul-
letin No. 6 covering priorities for fiscal
year 1973, there is no mention of applica-
tion which seeks fo aid, and a notice of a
proposed rule after July 18, 1972, by
HEW, codifying priorities for fiscal year
1973 contains no apparent words of ap-
propriate relationship to the disadvan-
taged as espoused in Public Law No. 6.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, we have
a very simple amendment here that at-
tempis to clarify an act of 1934. No one
disagrees with the import of it. There is
general agreement that the Public
Broadcasting Corp. has been dragging its
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feet in this particular area, and I speak
as a friend of PBC, as is the author of
this amendment. We merely want to as-
sert that there shall be no diserimina-
tion in employment policies and that the
appropriate titles of the Civil Rights
Act which were passed long after this
legislation went into effect would be op-
erative. We are making no changes in
the existing law, and why we are meeting
such resistance on a point everyone
agrees to is a complete mystery to me.

Can anyone explain here in this House
why we have to resist an amendment that
everyone agrees to in principle? I think
that this ought to be adopted by the ma-
jority of the Members here so we can pro-
ceed on with the bill.

I yield back the balance of my time.

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

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

Mr. VAN DEERLIN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. MACDONALD. Mr. Chairman, I
agree that a number of people are urging
a vote, and I do not intend to take any
time except to make it clear in the record
that Mr. Cray saia he did not believe a
statement I read, and I think it is in-
cumbent upon me to read it into the Rec-
orp as I hold it in my hand. It is the Fed-
eral Register, volume 34, No. 18, Tues-
day, January 28, 1969. Tiitle 45—Public
Welfare.

“Part 60—Federal Financial Assist-
ance for Noncommercial Educational Ra-
dio and Television Broadcast Facilities.”

I will skip the next paragraph and go
to what I indicated to the gentleman:

The program described in this part is sub-
Ject to the requirements of Title VI of the
Civil Rights Act of 1964 (Public Law 88-352,
78 Stat. 252, 42 U.8.C. Ch. 21) which pro-
vides that no person in the United States
shall, on the ground of race, color, or na-
tional origin, be excluded from participation
in, be denied the benefits of, or be subjected
to discrimination under any program or ac-
tivity recelving Federal financial assistance.
Accordingly, payments made pursuant to the
regulations in this part are subject to the
regulation in 45 CFR Part 80 issued by the
Becretary of Health, Education, and Welfare,
and approved by the President, to effectuate
the provisions of sectlon 601 of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964.

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

Mr. MACDONALD., I yield to the gen-
tlemen from Missouri.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, the gentle-
man keeps talking about title VI, and we
are talking about title VII. There is a
vast difference in the two titles.

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

Mr. MACDONALD., I yield to the gen-
tleman from Michigan.

Mr. CONYERS. I thank the gentleman
from California for yielding. I should like
to point out that what we are talking
about is the promulgation of rules for the
implementation of title VII. Is that what
the gentleman suggested he was reading?

Mr. MACDONALD. I believe I identi-
fied this as clearly as I can read as to
what I was talking about. I cannot insert
further words here,
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Mr. CONYERS. I am just asking the
gentleman a question. Is the answer
“Yes'?

Mr. MACDONALD. The answer is, I am
discussing with the gentleman from Mis-
souri and the gentleman from Michigan
the hiring practices and HEW rules and
regulations concerning public broadcast-
ing, I have spelled it out in detail, and
I can see very little that I can add that
would be of any benefit to the gentleman.

Mr. CONYERS. Will the gentleman
vield?

Mr. MACDONALD. 1 yield to the gen-
tleman from Michigan.

Mr. CONYERS. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Perhaps we are not communicating on
this piece of legislation properly. My as-
sertion, and I want to repeat it again, so
that if anyone in this body is confused
about it will be clear, and it is that the
Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare has not yet promulgated rules
for the implementation of title VII of the
Civil Rights Act of 1964. I hope that is
crystal clear. I have asked repeatedly
of this committee where those rules are.
And they have not yet been cited.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. CLAY).

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

RECORDED VOTE

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

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 189, noes 190,
not voting 54, as follows:

[Roll No. 365]
AYES—189

Delaney

Dellenback

Dellums

Denholm

Dent

Diggs

Drinan

Dulski

Eckhardt

Edwards, Ala.

Edwards, Calif.

Eillberg

Esch

Findley

Fish

Abzug
Anderson,
Calif.
Anderson, Ill.
Andrews,
N. Dak.
Armstrong
Aspin
Barrett
Bennett
Bergland

Hudnut
Hungate
Jordan
Karth
Kastenmeier
Keating
EKluczynski
Koch
Lehman
Litton
Long, La.
Long, Md.
Lujan
McClory
McDade
Flood McSpadden
Ford, Gerald R. Madden
Ford, Madigan

William D. Mailliard
Fraser Maraziti
Frenzel Matsunaga
Gaydos Mazzoli
Giaimo Meeds
Gibbons Melcher
Ginn Metcalfe
Gonzalez Mezvinsky
Grasso Milford
Green, Pa. Minish
Gude

Blackburn
Boggs
Bolling

Brown, Calif.
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Buchanan
Burgener
Burke, Calif,
Burke, Mass.

Burlison, Mo. Mink

Burton
Carey, N.Y.
Chisholm
Clancy
Clay
Cleveland
Cohen
Collins, I11.
Conable
Conte
Conyers
Corman
Coughlin
Cronin
Culver
Daniels,
Dominick V.
Davis, 8.C.

Gunter

Guyer
Hamilton
Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash.
Harrington
Harvey
Hawkins
Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass.
Heinz
Helstoski
Hicks

Hillis
Hinshaw
Holtzman
Horton
Howard

Mitchell, BMd.
Moakley

Moorhead, Pa.

Mosher
Moss
Myers
Nedezi
Nelsen
Nix
O’Brien
O'Hara
Patten
Pepper
Poage
Podell
Preyer
Price, X1,
Pritchard

Quie
Railsback
Randall
Rangel

Rees

Regula

Reuss
Rinaldo
Robison, N.Y.
Rodino

Roe

Roncalio, Wyo.
Rose
Rosenthal
Roy

Rovbal
Runnels

Ryan

Abdnor
Adams
Alexander
Andrews, N.C.
Annunzio
Archer
Arends
Ashbrook
Ashley
Bafalis
Baker
Beard
Bowen
Bray
Brinkley
Brotzman
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Burke, Fla.
Burleson, Tex.
Butler
Byron
Camp
Carney, Ohio
Carter
Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clark
Clausen,
Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cochran
Collier
Collins, Tex.
Conlan
Cotter
Daniel, Dan
Daniel, Robert
W, Jr.
Davis, Wis.
Dennis
Derwinski
Devine
Dickinson
Donohue
Dorn
Downing
du Pont
Duncan
Erlenborn
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Pascell
Flynt
Forsythe
Fountain
Frelinghuysen
Frey
Froehlich
Fulton
Gettys
Gilman
Goldwater
Goodling

St Germain
Sarbanes
Schroeder
Seiberling
Smith, Iowa
Stanton,

J. William
Stark
Steele
Steelman
Steiger, Wis,
Studds
Symington
Thompson, N.J.
Thone
Thornton
Tiernan
Towell, Nev.

NOES—190

Green, Oreg.
Gross
Grover
Gubser
Haley
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Hanna
Hanrahan
Hastings
Henderson
Hogan
Holifield
Holt
Hosmer
Huber
Hunt
Hutchinson
Jarman
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Colo.
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Ala.
Jones, Okla,
Jones, Tenn,
Kazen
Ketchum
King
Kuykendall
Kyros
Latta
Leggett
Lent
Lott
McCloskey
McCollister
McCormack
McEwen
McFall
McEay
McKinney
Macdonald
Mahon
Mallary
Mann
Martin, Nebr.
Martin, N.C.
Mathias, Calif.
Mathis, Ga.
Miller
Minshall, Ohio
Mitchell, N.Y.
Mizell
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead,
Calif.
Murphy, I11.
Murphy, N.Y.
Natcher
Obey
O'Neill
Parris
Passman
Perkins
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Vanlk
Vigorito
Waldie
Whalen
White
Widnall
Williams
Wilson,

Charles, Tex.

Wolft
Wright
Wrydler
Wyman
Yates
Yatron
Young, Ga.
Young, Ill.
Zablocki

Pettis
Peyser
Pickle

Pike

Powell, Ohio
Quillen
Rarick
Rhodes
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Rogers
Roneallo, N.Y.
Rooney, Pa.
Roush
Rousselot
Ruth
Sarasin
Batterfield
Saylor
Scherle
Schneebeli
Shipley
Shoup
Shriver
Shuster
Sikes

Sisk

Skubitz
Slack
Snyder
Spence
Staggers
Steed
Steiger, Arlza.
Stratton
Stubblefield
Sullivan
Symms
Taylor, Mo.
Taylor, N.C.
Teague, Calif.

Thomson, Wis.

Treen
Udall
Ullman
Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Veysey
Waggonner
Walsh
Wampler
Ware
Whitten
Wiggins
Wilson, Bob
Wilson,
Charles H.,
Calif.
Winn
Wyatt
Young, Alaska
Young, Fla.
Young, Tex.
Zion

NOT VOTING—54

Addabbo
Badillo

Bell
Bingham
Blatnik
Boland
Breckinridge
Brooks
Crane
Danlelson
Davis, Ga.
de la Garza
Dingell
Evins, Tenn.
Fisher
Flowers
Foley

Fuqua
Gray
Grifiiths
Harsha
Hays
Hébert
Ichord
Jones, N.C.
EKemp
Landgrebe
Landrum
Mayne
Michel
Mills, Ark.
Morgan
Nichols
Owens

Patman
Price, Tex.
Reid
Riegle
Rooney, N.Y¥.
Rostenkowski
Ruppe
Sandman
Sebelius
Smith, N.¥.
Stanton,
James V.
Stephens
Stokes
Stuckey
Talcott
Teague, Tex.
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Young, S.C.
Zwach

Whitehurst
Wylie

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CLAY

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. CLav:
insert after line 17, the following:

Sec. 3. Section 396(g) of the Communica-
tions Act of 1034 is amended by inserting at
the end thereof the following:

“(4) The Corporation 15 prohibited from
rendering any financial, technical, or other
assistance to any entity which has not first
demonstrated that it is currently in compli-
ance with all laws, rules, or regulations in-
tended to ensure non-discrimination in em-
ployment practices.”

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman. under the
Public Broadcasting Act of 1967, CPB
has four principal purposes: First, as-
sist in the level of high guality programs
for presentation over public radio and
television; second, establish and develop
interconnection for such stations; third,
assist in the establishment and develop-
ment of one or more systems of public
broadeasting stations; and fourth, act
so as to assure the maximum freedom
of noncommercial educational broad-
casting systems and stations from inter-
ference with or control of program con-
tent or other activities.

The development and promotion of
so-called “high gquality programs” have
been formulated by a selected elite; an
elite which has not defined nor explained
“high quality”; an elite which has used
its own value standards to select “appro-
priate programming for the masses.”; an
elite which serves an elite and not ail
segments of the population. So “high
quality”’ becomes synonymous with what
the elite defines, not what the people
want.

Since the Public Broadcasting Act—
PBA—mandated the Corporation of Pub-
lic Broadcasting—CPB—to assist the de-
velopment of quality programs, evidently
they have fallen short of this goal in
terms of the diversity of the viewing pub-
lic. From the $35,000,000 operating budg-
et for 1972-73, CPB spent approximately
$650,000 for these programs.

There has been token employment
with minorities composing 7.9 percent of
the total employment in public televi-
sion, but these figures become micro-
scopic when we look for minority repre-
sentation at the decision- and policy-
making levels.

The most regressive policy of public
television has been the limitation placed
on programing to, for, and about minor-
ity communities in general and the black
community in particular.

As token black programs emerge the
rest of the minority community must sit
and wait for reruns of “Chicano’ or na-
tive American specials, so by providing a
little for one group, the other group is
diseriminated against and the problem is
compounded. Public broadcasting has a
mandated responsibility and a significant
percentage of minority programs is part
of this responsibility, a part which has
not been met. This has reached the stage
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where minority broadcasting is regarded
by CPB as more of a concession than a
right.

To be specific, CPB announced on Feb-
ruary 7, 1973, that “Black Journal,” the
only black public affairs program, was
being refunded at its present level of
$345,000 for the fall season beginning
October, 1973. However, CPB’s negative
policies will also cause “Black Journal” to
lose about $350,000 that it received last
year from the Ford Foundation.

At the same time, CPB announced that
“Soul,” the only black cultural program,
would share a reserve of $305,000 set aside
for additional black programing. It was
further pointed out that “Interface,” a
black program designed for white audi-
ences was being produced and, depending
on its quality would share a portion of the
$305,000 reserve with “Soul.” “Interface”
was allotted $40,000 for a pilot program.
On May 15, 1973, CPB announced that
the entire $300,000 in the reserve fund
would be allotted to “Interface”. The ra-
tionale offered by Keith Fischer, execu-
tive vice president of CPB was that “In-
terface” was the preferred program be-
cause it took “a sociological rather than
a cultural approach to the black experi-
ence.” Ironically, as of May 15, 1973,
when the announcement was made, “In-
terface” had not furnished a pilot pro-

gram.

The above facts point to the following
conclusions: first, “Soul,” a black cultural
program, will be replaced by “Interface,”
a program oriented to whites but called
black. Second, “Black Journal” will be
crippled by a limited budget, thereby
reducing its quality and frequency of
broadcast and certainly paving the way
for replacement. The train of thought
which follows from this could be called
subtle systematized institutional racism.
The mere facts that CPB is attempting
to reduce funding for Black Journal in-
stead of doubling it, arbitrarily phasing
out Soul instead of supporting it and
funding additional black programs; and
conniving fo replace Soul and Black
Journal at a later date with Interface. All
serve as evidence that the white estab-
lishment-controlled mass communica-
tions media is malignantly infected with
widespread, long-standing deeply en-
trenched racism.

It is apparent that the Corporation for
Public Broadcasting like it’s counterpart
in commercial television is of the opinion
that blacks are not entitled to a fair
share of television programing; cannot
determine program content and context,
and definitely will not be placed in a
position to eliminate gross distortion
and misinterpretation of the black ex-
perience which are based on white mid-
dle-class value judgment.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

(By unanimous consent, at the request
of Mr. ConyErs, Mr. Cray was allowed
to proceed for 2 additional minutes.)

Mr. CONYERG. Will the gentleman
yield to me?

Mr. CLAY. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. CONYERS. For the benefit of those
Members who have just come into the
Chamber, can the gentleman summarize
the thrust of his amendment?

Mr. CLAY. The purpose of this amend-
ment is to clarify some of the confusion
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that presently exists at the Public Broad-

casting Corporation. They are of the
opinion that they do not come under the
enforcement provisions of title VII of the
Civil Rights Act. They point to some lan-
guage that was put into the bill in 1862,
2 years prior to the enactment of the
Civil Rights Act, which says that this
Congress should not interfere in the op-
erations of public broadcasing in any
way.

Well, I certainly do not believe that
was the intent of this Congress in terms
of enforcing or making the Broadcasting
Corporation abide by the law of the land.

As a result of their interpretation, the
FCC and HEW are doing very little in
terms of enforcing the nondiscrimination
laws of the land.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I would
ask the gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
Cray) if it is fair to say that the gentle-

man’s amendment attempts to make clear

that the Civil Rights Act provisions with
regard to nondiscrimination in employ-
ment applies to the Public Broadcasting
Corporation notwithstanding the fact
that they are a public entity?

Mr. CLAY, Yes. In addition to that, it
imposes on them the responsibility to
make sure that they are not giving this
money out until there is some evidence
that those companies are not discrimi-
nating.

Mr. CONYERS. I thank the gentleman.

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

Mr. CLAY. I yield to the genileman
from California.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to commend the gentleman from
Missouri, our distinguished colleague
(Mr. Cray) for offering this very im-
portant amendment. I associate myself
with the remarks of the gentleman, and
I would hope our colleagues would adopt
the amendment.

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman has again expired.

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

Mr. Chairman, I would iike to asso-

ciate myself with the remarks of the dis-
tinguished gentleman from California
(Mr. BurTOoN) in associating himself with
the remarks of the gentleman from Mis-
souri and in commending the gentleman
from Missouri for bringing this to the
attention of the Congress. But I want to
quote from a letter that was written to
Speaker CARL ALBERT on July 12 from
Henry Loomis, the President of the Cor-
poration for Public Broadcasting, in
which he said:
I would note that we have increased our
funding for black programing in the national
service from 382,000 in fiscal year 1972, to
$602,000 in fiscal year 1973 to $825,000 In
fiscal year 1974. This has been done even
though the Federal appropriation to CPB
has remained at $35 million during each of
those fiscal years, as far as we know at the
moment.

I object to the amendment because of
this that we already have the necessary
remedies in the law. The law is on the
books, and we can go to those laws. It is
superfluous to put this in hare.

I would also like to say that if we
amend this bill this way it will not pass
until some time in October or Novem-
ber, or maybe not this year. It will kill
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public broadeasting, because if you put
this in this bill it will have to go to con-
ference.

I am glad that this has been brought
to the attention of the American people
the way it has been outlined by the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. Cray), the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. Con-
YERS), the gentleman from California
(Mr. BurTON), and the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. METCALFE).

I admire each of these gentlemen, and
especially T admire the gentleman from
INlinois (Mr. MeTcALFE) . He represented
America at its greatest. I also wish to
refer to the distinguished, astute, and
graclous lady from New ¥York (Ms.
Apzuc) for her contribution.

But again I would say to the Members
that if we put this amendment in it will
not be possible to have a public broad-
casting appropriation until sometime
later this fall, and perhaps none at all
Just as last year, because of the Presi-
dential veto, and all they have had is a
continuing appropriation to work under.

If you want to starve it to death, this
is the way to do it. I believe this House
is for public broadcasting. I believe every-
one ought to vote for it. When it comes
to civil rights, I have voted for it every
time since I have been in this House, and
I intend to continue to do it. I will do
everything I can to protect the rights of
everyone who is in the minority. But
this amendment is not going to help in
this regard. It will not do anything that
cannot be done now for minority groups.
It may seriously impair the advances
that have been made in public broad-
casting.

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

Mr. STAGGERS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Michigan.

Mr. CONYERS. I appreciate the Chair-
man’s remarks. I know he has been a
champion of civil rights across the years,
long before this Member came to the
Congress, so that I think we should make
it clear that that is not the question. The
question on this amendment is certainly
not that we do not want to reserve the
right to amend this bill; this is the func-
tion of the legislature. We amend all
Federal laws. We eliminate some, and
we add new ones during every session of
Congress. But does our distinguished
Chairman and friend of civil rights, the
gentleman from West Virginia, know
that the Public Broadcasting Corpora-
tion has no objection to this amendment?

Mr. STAGGERS. They did not tell me
this. I will say to the gentleman this,
that I do not believe this is the time nor
the place to amend this bill, because if
we put it in there, I say we will have to
go to conference, and it will hold this
bill up, and I do not believe the gentle-
man from Michigan wants to do that.

I do not believe that the gentleman
from Missouri wants to do that either.

Mr. CONYERS. I do not want to kill
the legislation, but if the Chairman will
tell me where the time and place to
amend this legislation is, I will be happy
to meet him there.

Mr. STAGGERS. The chairman of the
subcommittee said he would be willing
to hold hearings, and I will be willing to
set them up at the proper time.
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Mr. MACDONALD, Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, first of all, to all of the
Members sitting here I should like to
make one thing as clear as I possibly can.
I think many Members got confused dur-
ing the last vote. This vote has absolutely
nothing to do with civil rights. It is not a
civil rights vote. This is in no way any in-
dication of civil rights or one's views
upon it.

The last amendment had some merit,
perhaps, even though I felt it to be un-
necessary. This particular amendment
has absolutely no merit, for it does the
same kind of thing we criticized the ad-
ministration for. Many Members who
voted for Public Broadcasting reluctantly
because of the appointment of various
members of the CPB Board by the ad-
ministration, the various Members here
who rose to their feet—many of whom
I see—and decried the tactics of the
Nixon administration because it was
forcing programing on Public Broadcast-
ing, are now or would be voting fo do
just that. The only difference would he
if this amendment is adopted, it would
have the Congress telling the Public
Broadcasting what sort of programing it
can have.

I should like to point out to the Mem-
bers that we have no right to do that.
During the debate of 1967 that set up
this public broadcasting system, we tried
to make it clear, as clear as we possibly
could, that this quasi-independent
agency should be insulated from any
governmental interference. I say to these
Members who feel Jhat the Congress has
a right to tell Public Broadcasting how
to program that they are just as wrong
as Clay Whitehead and the Nixon ad-
ministration are. It is this kind of inter-
ference that led to the resignation of a
former colleague of ours, Mr. Curtis,
when he would not do the administra-
tion’s bidding in saying what programs
would be shown on the interconnection.

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

Mr. MACDONALD. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida.

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

In reading this amendment I think
there is a much more basic problem than
has been discussed. In essence, the way
the amendment is drawn, every station
receiving any assistance from the Cor-
poration on a daily basis would have to
certify that it is in compliance with the
rules because every day the Corporation
is providing both technical and other as-
sistance to people in the chain, and the
way this amendment reads, if it is
passed, it would put the Public Broad-
casting completely out of business. T am
sure that is not the intent but that is the
amendment we are talking about.

Mr. MACDONALD, Mr. Chairman, I
agree with the gentleman.

I would like to point out if there are
people in the United States who do not
like the programing practices of the Cor-
poration, they have the right and indeed
the duty if they feel that the board has
been negligent in programing, to chal-
lenge the licenses of the licensees that
show these programs, just as is done in
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the commercial aspect of radio and TV.

The licenses can be challenged, and as a

matter of fact there are some licenses

currenty being challenged.

Finally it was stated by the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. Conyers) that he
could not understand why the subcom-
mittee and the committee opposed the
amendment when he indicated and
stated the Corporation for Public Broad-
casting approved of the amendment. I
point out to the gentleman that I re-
ceived today on July 20, 1973, a com-
munication from the Corporation of
Public Broadcasting in which in a two-
page letter they outline the reasons why
they oppose the amendment:

CORPORATION FOR PUBLIC BROADCASTING,

Washington, D.C., July 20, 1973.

Hon. HARLEY O. STAGGERS,

Chairman, House Commitiee on Interstate
and Foreign Commercee, Rayburn Office
Building, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: The amendment that
Congressman Clay intends to offer to H.R.
8538 strives toward an essential and very im-
portant goal, namely increased employment
of minority groups in public broadecasting.
However, this amendment would do this by
making unjustified and unprecedented
changes in the current method of adminis-
tering Federal civil rights and equal oppor-
tunity laws and by duplicating Federal en-
forcement activities in this area.

The amendment would make the Corpora-

tion for Public Broadecasting responsible for
determining compliance by broadcasters and
other recipients of CPB funds with the Fed-
eral equal opportunity requirements. In
other words, it would give CPB, which is a
private corporation having no organizational
relationship to the Federal Government, a
principal responsibility for enforcing equal
opportunity laws. Clearly, the enforcement of
Federal laws is not and should not be the
function of CPB or any other private person.
This is a governmental function that should
be carried out by a duly constituted Federal
department or agency. CPB's congressional
charter requires it to promote the develop-
ment of noncommercial broadcasting and to
foster diverse programing. CPB was not in-
tended by Congress to be a Federal police-
man.,
Ironically, this amendment, in its attempt
to eliminate discrimination, places unprece-
dented obligations on CPB that no other
non-governmental body has, and in that way
discriminates against CPB. In addition, this
amendment would discriminate against CPB
grantees by requiring them to first demon-
strate their compliance with Federal equal
opportunity requirements before becoming
eligible to receive CPB funds. That is, a
prospective grantee must first prove that it
is not guilty of discriminating. This is con=-
trary to one of the fundamental principles
that our government is based upon. This
amendment would also duplicate and in-
fringe upon the authority of the several Fed-
eral agencles that Congress has already en-
trusted with the enforcement of Federal eivil
rights laws. This would be a needless dupli-
cation of efforts.

I stress that public broadecasting, which
we must remember is in its infancy, has
made and continues to make significant
progress in increasing minority participation.
CPB has a minority hiring program and also
financially supports minority hiring and em-
ployment training by various grantees
through CPB's Community Service Grants
for public television.

Accordingly, although I fully support the
objective of the amendment proposed to be
offered, I must oppose it because it is un-
necessary.

We have no comments to offer on the
amendment that Congressman Clay proposes
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to offer that would amend Sec. 302 of the
Communications Act.
Sincerely, 4
DoNaLD R. QUAEILO,
For HENRY LOOMIS,

So I repeat I hope the Members will
bear in mind there is no civil rights in
here.

Second, it is putting the Congress:in
the position we attacked the adminis-
tration for and that is dictating to th
Public Corporation. w e

I hope this amendment, which is a
mischievous one indeed, will be defeated.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the amendment.

I would like to ask the members of
the Committee to listen, if they will, to
just what the amendment says, and I
quote the amendment:;

The Corporation is prohibited from ren-
dering any financial, technical , or other
assistance to any entity which has not first
demonstrated that it is curerntly in com-
pliance with all laws, rules, or regulations
intended to ensure nondiscrimination in
employment practices.

The language of that amendment
would, as the gentleman from Florida
has peointed out, reguire daily assurance
of compliance for anyone from whom
the Corporation would receive a phone
call of inquiry, or who might be in need
of some assistance or information. The
Corporation would have to at that point
determine whether or not they are in
compliance.

It does not make an exception, as I
read this, for an effort being made to
come into compliance at some future
date. It says that they must demonstrate
that they are currently in compliance, so
the effort to get into compliance would
not apparently be satisfactory. The funds
apparently are to be prohibited on that
basis.

“Other assistance” I assume must
mean the most minimal assistance of
any kind because it says “‘any assist-
ance”.

Finally the Corporation is almost
totally unequipped in terms of either
personnel or finances to check everyone
on the financial passthrough require-
ments of the 30-percent money that it
passes through to other stations.

I oppose this amendment although I
supported the last one because it deals
with programing, because I think the
language is not properly drawn to try to
give at least some leeway in accomplish-
ing what the sponsor of this amendment,
I think, wants to accomplish, and finally
because I believe we should ot at this
point be tampering with the programing
decisions of the Corporation for Public
Broadcasting.

The Corporation of Public Broadcast-
ing is, under the law which we passed in
1967, an independent corporation. It is
not .a separate entity like the Secretary
of HEW, who was the subject of the gen-
tleman’s first amendment.

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

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield to the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. ConN-
YERS).
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Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment is one sentence long. I do
not see anything that deals with pro-
grams, or implies that it deals with pro-
grams. Is that a fair statement?

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
I think it is not a fair statement be-
cause the Corporation makes grants to
other entities who then undertake the
completion of the programing. Under
the provisions of the amendment being
considered the Corporation is prohib-
ited from making a grant to an en-
tity which is attempting to come into
compliance with the civil rights regula-
tions. I do not think the gentleman in-
tended that.

Mr. CONYERS. If the entity is not re-
quired to be nondiscriminatory under the
regulations of the United States; namely,
the Civil Rights Act of 1964.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. “Not currently
complying with all laws, rules and regu-
lations.” I think that is excessively re-
strictive.

Mr. Chairman, I yield the balance of
my time.

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I
rise to speak against the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I supported the pre-
vious Clay amendment and I believe I
have supported every legitimate ecivil
rights measure that has come on this
floor, but I oppose this amendment, be-
cause I do not believe that the amend-
ment has any effect other than to make
the Public Broadcasting Corporation an
enforcement authority with regards to
other bodies which are already con-
trolled by the Civil Rights Act.

I would like to clarify these facts to
the Members on the floor. There has
been some indication that this Corpora-
tion is itself not controlled by title 7 of
the Civil Rights Act. Actually, title 7
states that the term “person” includes
one or more individuals, labor unions,
partnerships, associations, corporations,
and so forth.

It provides that the term “employer”
means a person engaged in an industry
affecting commerce who has 25 or more
employees. This Corporation is a “cor-
poration” and is therefore covered un-
der the term “person.” It is an “employ-
er,” because it employs more than 25
persons, and it is engaged in commerce.

If the entities which are referred to
in this amendment fall under that
definition of “employer” in this Civil
Rights Act, they are controlled by title 7
of that act.

This amendment by the distinguished
gentleman from Missouri (Mr. CrLay)
then provides that the Corporation is
prohibited from rendering any finan-
cial, technical or other assistance to any
entity which has not first demonstrated
it its in compliance under the Civil Rights
Act.

The Corporation and each of those en-
tities are required to comply with the
Civil Rights Act. The proper authority
to make them comply is the Equal Em-
ployment Opportunity Commission, the
Justice Department, and certain other
Federal agencies, but this Corporation is
not organized for the purpose of enfore-
ing any criminal or civil law of the Unit-
ed States.

To call upon this Corporation to deter-
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mine the question of whether or not
there is compliance by every entity with
which it deals is to impose upon it a
duty which it is totally unequipped to
perform. If it were required to perform
such duty, its decision might be fair or
might be unfair, but certainly that de-
cision should not be made by this Cor-
poration. That power should not be exer-
cised by a corporate entity, composed of
15 persons appointed by Mr. President
with no equipment to determine violation
or nonviclation.

The Corporation should be required
to comply with the act and, as I have
shown, it is required to do so. It is my
information it is doing so, and I shall
attach after my statement the Corpora-
tion’s statement concerning “Prohibition
Against Diserimination Under Programs
Receiving Financial Assistance from
the Corporation for Public Broadcast-
ing.” Its Form A requires that an appli-
cant organization make the following
acknowledgment:

11. Non-Discrimination and Other Re-
quirements: The applicant organization
acknowledges that it has received and hereby
subscribes to the CPB “Prohibition Against
Discrimination Under Programs Receiving
Financial Assistance from the Corporation
for Public Broadcasting”, The applicant or-
ganization agrees to comply with all Federal,
State and local laws and regulations appli-
cable to the Approved Project, specifically
those relating to employment conditions,
minimum wage, social security, safety and
health, ete.

Thus, I believe that when the Corpora-
tion is commanded to comply with the
Civil Rights Act, as I have shown it is,
and when it does comply with that act
and requires those with whom it deals to
give assurance of their compliance and,
thereafter, uses reasonable means to be
assured that such entities perform their
agreement, it has fulfilled its full obliga-
tion,

The language of the amendment would
go further. It would require the Corpora-
tion to in turn require a broadcasting
station with which it deals to demon-
strate its compliance under the Civil
Rights Act in advance.

Mr. Chairman, as a matter of sound
regulatory legislation, indeed as a matter
of due process, I would not set up a
corporation without the equipment to
find out the facts, which corporation
then ultimately has the power to either
withhold or extend certain privileges to
which the entity would be entitled.

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

Mr. ECKHARDT, I am glad to yield
to the gentleman from Missouri.

Mr., CLAY. I believe that is a part of
the problem we are attempting to get
at. The Public Broadcasting Corpora-
tion and HEW both have taken the
attitude that because of the language
in the Public Broadcasting Act of 1967,
HEW and other Federal agencies are
powerless in terms of getting the Public
Broadcasting Corporation and television
stations to abide by ftitle VII of the
Civil Rights Act.

The gentleman may have noticed the
memorandum HEW sent to the gentle-
man from Massachusetts (Mr. Mac-
DONALD), July 19. They admitted in the
last paragraph that according to sec-
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tion 398 of the Public Breadcasting Act
they are prohibited from Federal inter-
ference over grantees, and they quote
the section.

This is the problem. I see no difference
between this kind of a remedy and the
kind we have imposed on prime con-
tractors when they are subcontracting
out.

Mr. ECKHARDT. If this be true, I
believe the decision is totally incorrect,
because as I read section 7 there is no
such limitation contained in section 7.
This is a corporation which is engaged in
commerce. It has more than 25 persons
working for it. If the entities which fall
under that definition are not controlled,
I hope we are making some legislative
history with respect to the Civil Rights
Act applying to this Corporation and all
other entities which otherwise comply
with that definition which may result
in the HEW on any other agency in-
volved doing their duty in getting the
broadecasting stations to abide by the
Civil Rights Act's provisions.

If the gentleman will introduce a bill
to clarify this point, I would support it,
though I believe it is unnecessary.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr, Chairman, I rise
in support of the amendment. I have no
other alternative but to respond when so
eminent a lawyer in our body as the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Texas rises
in the name of civil rights to oppose the
amendment of the gentleman from Mis-
souri.

First, there is no question that the
Public Broadcasting Corporation is
caught by the provisions of both titles
VI and VII of the Civil Rights Act of
1964.

Let me read the titles of those sec-
tions: Title VI, nondiscrimination in fed-
erally assisted programs; title VII, equal
employment opportunity.

For anyone to claim that this amend-
ment would place upon the Public
Broadcasting Corporation too onerous a
responsibility is a rather strained view,
to put it mildly.

We are not asking the PBC to become
an enforcer of title VII of the 1964 Civil
Rights Act but rather to become subject
to it, like any other corporation. We are
merely asking them to do what many
other businesses that deal with the De-
partment of Defense are called upon to
do every day; that is, to ascertain that
they have rules and regulations concern-
ing employment that are nondiscrimina-
tory, and that they are attempting within
their best efforts to reduce the problem
of racial disecrimination in their business
as well as those that they do business
with.

It is not true that this one-sentence
amendment has anything to do with pro-
graming. I do not know how that could
be read into this provision in any way.
We are in no way ftrying to dictate to
PBC as to what they are to do with re-
gard to selection of programs, even
though there is a lot of room for im-
provement in this regard.

And although it is a big problem, this
amendment in no way attempts to deal
with it. Any measure that concerns itself
with diserimination in employment is a
civil rights vote, even if the members of
the committee fail to perceive it as such.
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Should not a public-funded major na-
tional media, which happens to be sup-
ported by every Member of the Con-
gressional Black Caucus, incidentally, be
required to fully comply with all the pro-
visions of the Civil Rights Act of 1964?

This amendment goes no further than
that and in no way encroaches on the
prerogatives and the responsibilities of
CPB. I urge your support of the amend-
ment.

Mr., ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CONYERS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Ilinois.

Mr. ANDERSON of Ilinois. Mr. Chair-
man, it seems to me, as I have listened to
this debate, that much of the concern
revolves around the language, “any en-
tity which has not first demonstrated it
is eurrently in compliance,” and so on.

Is it the gentleman's belief that this
would put upon the corporation the af-
firmative obligation before making any
grant of completely reviewing the em-
ployvment and hiring practices of any
potential recipient or grantee to make
the affirmative declaration or finding in
advance that in all respects the hiring
practices were in conformity with title
VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1954?

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I would
say that the gentleman has put his finger
on the major point under discussion, and
I do not think that this is the require-
ment.

I believe they have the responsibility
to make sure that the other entities with
which they might be dealing are not in
themselves in violation of the Civil Rights
Act, and their responsibility should go
no further than that.

Mr. VAN DEERLIN. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

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

Mr. VAN DEERLIN. I yield to the
Chairman of the Committee, the gentle-
man from West Virginia.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I just
want to state again that I am opposed
to the amendment. There have been good
arguments made for and against the
amendment.

1 believe we understand the issues, and
I do not want to prolong this discussion.
I think we ought to have a vote on the
amendment, not only that, but a vote on
the full bill, because I have been in-
formed by the Speaker that when we get
through with this bill, we can go home;
there will not be any more bills. But be-
fore I finish T want to acknowledge the
fine job that the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr, Cray), the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. MircHELL) and the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS)
have done in presenting and supporting
these amendments. I am in accord with
their objective but the amendment is
not needed to achieve it. Nonetheless
they ably presented their points of view
and done an excellent job of represent-
ing their constituents.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. CLaY).

The question was taken; and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr. Ciay) there
were—ayes 32, noes 88.

So the amendment was rejected.

The CHATRMAN. The question is on
the committee amendment in the nature
of a substitute.

The committee amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. Giammo, Chairman of the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union, reported that that Committee
having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 8538) to amend the Communica-
tions Act of 1934, to extend certain
authorizations for the Corporation for
Public Broadcasting and for certain con-
struction grants for noncommercial ed-
ucational television and radio broadcast-
ing facilities, and for other purposes,
pursuant to House Resolution 467, he re-
ported the bill back to the House with an
amendment adopted by the Committee
of the Whole.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the
previous question is ordered.

The question is on the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
J;ﬂillig.rcussx.ment and third reading of the

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MR, COLLINS
OF TEXAS

Mr. COLLINS of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I offer a motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman op-
posed to the bill?

Mr. COLLINS of Texas. I am, Mr.
Speaker.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the motion to recommit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Corrins of Texas moves to recommit
the bill HR. 8538 to the Committes on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question on the motion to
recommit.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion to recommit.

The motion to recommit was rejected.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
passage of the bill.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, on that
I demand a recorded vote.

A recorded voite was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice; and there were—ayes 363, noes 14,
not voting 58, as follows:

[Roll No. 366]

AYES—363
Barrett
Beard
Bennett
Bergland
Bevill
Blagel
Biester
Boggs
Bolling
Bowen
Brademas
Brasco
Bray
Breaux
Brinkley
Broomfield

Abdnor
Abzug
Adams
Alexander
Anderson,
alif.

Brown, Mich,
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burgener
Burke, Calif.
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton
Butler

Byron

Carey, N.Y.
Carney, Ohio
Carter
Casey, Tex.

Brotzman
Brown, Calif. Cederberg
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Chamberiain
Chappell
Chisholm
Clancy
Clark
Clausen,

H.

Clawson, Del
Clay
Cleveland
Cochran
Collier
Collins, 1.
Conable
Conlan
Conte
Corman
Cotter
Coughlin
Cronin
Culver
Daniel, Dan
Daniel, Robert
w.,Jr.
Daniels,
Dominick V.
Davis, 8.C.
Davis, Wis.
Delaney
Dellenback
Dellums
Denholm
Dennis
Dent
Devine
Dickinson
Diggs
Dingell
Donohue
Dorn
Downing
Drinan
Dulski
du Pont
Edwards, Ala.
Edwards, Calif.
Ellberg
Erlenborn
Esch
Eshleman
Evans, Colo,
Evins, Tenn.
Fascell
Findley
Fish
Flood
Flynt

Foley
Ford, Gerald B.
Ford

William D.
Forsythe
Fountain
Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Prenzel

Frey
Froehlich
Fulton
Gaydos
Gettys
Giaimo
Gibbons
Gilman
Ginn
Goldwater
Gonzalez
Goodling
Grasso
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Grover
Gubser
Gude
Gunter
Guyer
Haley
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Hanna
Hanrahan
Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash.
Harrington
Harvey
Hawkins
Hébert
Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass.
Heinz
Helstoski
Henderson
Hicks
Hillis
Hinshaw
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Hogan
Holifield
Holt
Holtzman
Horton
Hosmer
Howard
Huber
Hudnut
Hungate
Hunt
Hutchinson
Jarman
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Colo.
Johneson, Pa.
Jones, Ala.
Jomes, Okla.
Jones, Tenn.
Jordan
Earth
Kastenmeier
Kazen
Keating
Eetchum
King
Kluczynski
Koch
Euykendall
Kyros

Latta
Leggett
Lehman
Lent

Litton

Long, La.
Long, Md.
Lott

Lujan
McClory
McCloskey
McCollister
McCormack
McDade
McFall
McEay
McEKinney
McSpadden
Muacdonald
Madden
Madigan
Mahon
Mailliard
Mallary
Mann
Marazitl
Martin, Nebr.
Martin, N.C.
Mathlas, Callf.
Mathls, Ga.
Matsunags
Meazzoli

Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe
Mezvi

Michel
Milford
Miller
Minish

Price, II1.

Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.Y.
Rodino

Roe

Rogers
Roncalio, Wyo.
Roncallo, N.Y.
Rooney, Pa.
Rose
Rosenthal
Roush
Rousselot
Roy

Roybal
Runnels
Ruppe

Ruth

Ryan

St Germain
Sarasin
Barbanes
Saylor
Scherle
Schneebeli
Schroeder
Seiberling
Shipley
Shoup
Shriver

8ikes

Slisk
Smith, Towa
Snyder
Spence
Btagpgers
Stanton,

J.

Stark
Steed
Steele
Steelman
Stelger, Ariz.
Stelger, Wis,
Stratton
Stubblefield
Btudds

Sullivan
Symington
Taylor, Mo.
Taylor, N.C.
Teague, Calif.
Thompson, N.J.
Thomson, Wis.
Thone

Thornton
Tiernan
Towell, Nev.
Udall
Ullman

Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt

F. Vanik

Preyer

Veysey
Vigorito
Waggonner
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NOES—14

Derwinski
Duncan
Gross

Rarick
Satterfield

NOT VOTING—56

Griffiths Roherts
Harsha Rooney, N.¥.
Hastings Rostenkowskl
Hays Sandman
Ichord Sebelius
Jones, N.C. Skubita
Eemp 8lack
Landgrebe Smith, N.Y.
Landrum Stanton,
James V.
Stephens
Stokes
Stuckey
Talcott
Teague, Tex.
Whitehurst
Wylie
Young, S.C.
Zwach

Shuster
Bymms
Treen
Wiggins

Blackburn
Burleson, Tex.

Camp
Collins, Tex.
Conyers

Addabbo

d
Breckinridge
Brooks
Cohen
Crane
Danielson
Davis, Ga.
de l1a Garza
Eckhardt
Fisher
Flowers
Fuqua Reid
Gray Riegle

So the bill was passed.
The Clerk announced the following

pairs:

Mr. Riegle with Mr. Roberts.

Mr, Teague of Texas with Mr. Ichord.

Mr. Rooney of New York with Mr. Landrum.

Mr. Blatnik with Mr. Mills of Arkansas.

Mr. Reid with Mr. Stephens.

Mr. Slack with Mr. Wylie.

Mr. Addabbo with Mr. Talcott.

Mr. Danielson with Mr, Sebelius.

Mrs, Griffiths with Mr. Sandman.

Mr. Morgan with Mr. McEwen.

Mr. Nicholas with Mr. Mayne.

Mr. Puqusa with Mr. Landgrebe.

Mr. Fisher with Mr. Eemp.

Mr. Gray with Mr. Hastings.

Mr. Hays with Mr. Crane.

Mr. Rostenkowski with Mr. Harsha.

Mr. James V. Stanton with Mr. Cohen.

Mr. Stuckey with Mr. Bell.

Mr. Badillo with Mr, Stokes.

Mr. Andrews of North Carclina with Mr,
Bkubitz.

Mr. Bingham with Mr. Smith of New York.

Mr. Boland with Mr. Whitehurst.

Mr. Breckinridge with Mr. Young of South
Carolina.

Mr, Brooks with Mr. Zwach.

Mr. Davls of Georgla with Mr. de la Garza.

Mr. Flowers with Mr. Eckhardt.

Mr. Jones of North Carolina with Mr,
Patman.

Mr, Owens with Mr. Price of Texas.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the provi-
sions of House Resolution 467, the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce is discharged from further con-
sideration of the bill (S. 1090) to amend
the Communications Act of 1934, to ex-
tend certain authorizatiuns for the Cor-
poration for Public Broadeasting and for
certain construction grants for noncom-
mercial educational television and radio
broadcasting facilities, and for other
purposes.

The Clerk read the title of the Senate
bill.

McEwen
Mayne
Mills, Ark.
Morgan
Nichols
Owens
Patman
Price, Tex.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. STAGGERS

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I offer
a motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. STAGGERS moves to strike out all after
the enacting clause of the bill 8. 1000 and
insert in lleu thereof the provisions of H.R.
8538, as passed,

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

A similar House bill (HR. 8538) was
laid on the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
extend their remarks on the bill just
passed and include therewith extraneous
matter.

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

There was no objection.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

({Mr. GERALD R. FORD asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute.)

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to proceed for
1 minute for the purpose of asking the
distinguished majority leader (Mr.
O’NemLL) the program for the rest of this
week, if any, and the schedule for next
week.

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, if the dis-
tinguished minority leader will yield to
me, I shall be happy to reply.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I yield to the
distinguished majority leader.

Mr, O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, the pro-
gram for the House of Representatives
for the week of July 23, 1973, is as fol-
lows:

Monday is District day; no bills. HR.
5356, Toxic Substances Control Act, open
rule, 1 hour of debate; H.R. 8929, educa-
tional and cultural postal amendments,
open rule, 2 hours of debate; and H.R.
8449, national fiood insurance expansion,
open rule, 1 hour of debate.

For Tuesday, Wednesday, and Thurs-
day, H.R. 8480, impoundment control
and 1974 expenditure ceiling, open rule,
4 hours of debate; H.R. 9360, Mutual De-
velopment and Cooperation Act, subject
to a rule being granted.

There will be no session next Friday.

Conference reports may be brought up
at any time, and any further program
will be announced later.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
would the gentleman answer a question,
if he can?

Mr. O’'NEILL. I shall be glad to.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. When will we
have programed H.R. 8537, the Export
Administration Act amendment?

Mr. O’'NEILL, That probably will be
scheduled for Wednesday of the week we
come back from the August recess.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
Ithank the gentleman.

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY,
JULY 23, 1973

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr., Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the House
adjourns today it adjourn to meet on
Monday next.

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

There was no objection.
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CALENDAR
ON

DISPENSING WITH
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS

WEDNESDAY NEXT

Mr. O’NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the business in
order under the Calendar Wednesday
Rule on Wednesday next be dispensed
with.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts?

There was no objection.

FLOOD INSURANCE AMENDMENTS

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

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Speaker on Mon-
day the House will be considering H.R.
8449, a bill to amend the flood insurance
program. Yesterday all of thz Members
received a dear colleague letter from our
distinguished colleague from Florida,
Sxip Bararis. Our colleague’s letter
raised some objections to the bill, H.R.
8449, which I believe to be misleading in
a number of places.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to comment
on the objections raised in Congressman
Bararis's letter.

It is alleged in our colleague’s letter
that H.R. 8449 would give the Secretary
of Housing and Urban Development au-
thority to set flood levels for each flood-
prone community in the country.

The authority to identify the areas of
the country having special flood hazards
is not contained in H.R. 8449, but in the
National Flood Insurance Act of 1968,
which authorized a program that has
now been in operation for more than 4
years.

More than 2,300 communities are now
participating in the program in order to
obtain flood insurance at subsidized
rates, and areas in 741 communities have
already been formally identified as hav-
ing special flood hazards. All of the 2,300
communities have already adopted, or
legislatively agreed to adopt, the 100-
year flood standard as the minimum
basis for their zoning ordinances. It
would be unfair and detrimental to the
public interest to undermine at this late
date the considerable efforts of so large
a number of communities to reduce their
future flood losses, simply because of
objectives raised by land developers in
& particular area.

All that H.R. 8449 would do with
respect to identification is to direct the
Secretary of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment to accelerate the identification
and ratemaking process, so that higher
limits of flood insurance can be made
available to more communities sooner. No
change in the existing standard is con-
templated.

HUD establishes 100-year flood levels
hydrologically rather than historically.
This is not an exact science and has re-
sulted in some very unusual determina-
tions. The levels being set are sometimes
far in excess of the highest known flood
levels, and sometimes far below.

The fallacy of the question is its as-
sumption that purely historical data is
better than historical plus hydrological
data, It is like assuming that the driver
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who won the race today will necessarily
win the race tomorrow, regardless of
conditions. It clearly assumes that no
hurricane or other flood of substantially
greater intensity or magnitude will ever
oceur in a given place in the future than
it has in the past. Under such a theory, a
new record flood could never occur in the
future, simply because an event of the
same size had never occurred before.
Thus, occurrences like Camille, Agnes,
and the Mississippi River flood this year
should not be prepared for in any way
before they happen, because each one
substantially exceeded the previous his-
torical record in some way.

In reality, the 100-year flood level is a
compromise between the typical flood
that occurs annually in many areas and
the extreme flooding that occurs during
storms like Camille, Agnes, or in the re-
cent Mississippi River floods.

There is no implication that a flood of
the level indicated could not occur in less
than 100 years or that one will neces-
sarily occur at that precise location be-
fore the 100 years have elapsed. The level
established is simply the best scientific
indication available of the flood level
that has a 1-percent chance of occur-
ring each year in the area where the de-
termination applies.

The 100-year flood level is thus deter-
mined scientifically on the basis of all in-
formation available, and is related to
what can happen, as well as to what has
happened. The technical and engineering
methods involved are well established
and have been tested over long periods
of time and involve a considerable degree
of accuracy as to the relative level es-
tablished. Moreover, it is essential to
have a consistent technologically com-
petent standard in administering a na-
tional program.

Charlotte County, Fla.,, for example,
has never, in 125 years of recorded statis-
tics, been subject to a flood level in ex-
cess of 7 feet. Yet, the flood level estab-
lished for Charlotte in HR. 8449 is an
amazing 11 feet. This necessarily pro-
hibits construction on 75 percent of the
land area in Charlotte.

As elsewhere pointed out, H.R. 8449 as
such does not affect the establishment
of flood levels; areas of special flood haz-
ards are established pursuant to the
National Flood Insurance Act of 1968.
Moreover, under the act, construction
within identified flood hazard areas is not
prohibited in any way. The only require-
ment for residential construction is that
it be elevated so that the level of the first
floor of the structure is at least equal to
that of the 100-year flood, a result which
can be accomplished without great addi-
tional expense.

In addition, the statistics cited in the
objection are highly questionable. In its
formal flood plain study of Charlotte and
North Lee Counties in May 1968, the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers cites the hurri-
cane flood of October 1921, as the great-
est tidal flood in Charlotte County, pro-
ducing high-water marks of 11 feet at
Punta Rassa, 8 feet at Punta Gorda, and
9 feet at Fort Myers, and completely cov-
ering the coastal islands. The next high-
est tidal floed occurred in September
1920. Another major tidal flood occurred
in September 1960. The 100-year flood
determined by the corps, according to its
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report, using averages, would be about
2 feet higher than the 1921 tidal flood
and about 5 feet higher than the 1960
tidal flood. The greatest flood of record
for the counfy, moreover, is a rainfall
flood that occurred in 1924.

The corps concluded that—

A recurrence of the tide fiood of record
should cause substantial damage to present
development in the coastal area. In each of
the 1921 and 1926 hurricanes, total damages
{in the study area] were reported to have
been over $1 million. A recurrence of the
1921 hurricane on present development would
cause tidal-flood damages estimated between
$256 million and $30 million.

There is no valid reason to continue
to build without taking such potential
losses into account.

If Charlotte County, Fla., or any other
flood-prone community does not accept
the 100-year-flood elevation established
by HUD, no building below this level can
be financed through the banks after 1973,
regardless of when the building was con-
structed.

The requirement contained in H.R.
8449 is that an identified flood-prone
community must come into the national
flood insurance program by 1975 so that
its residents will have the opportunity to
be more adequately protected against
future flood losses by insurance and will
not be solely dependent upon disaster
assistance loans in order to rebuild their
houses after a catastrophe occurs. How-
ever, the average cost of flood insurance
under the program is only about 10 per-
cent of its actuarial cost, so in return for
this subsidy, the 1968 act requires that
all future construction be flood proofed or
else—with respect to all residential struc-
tures—be elevated to the level of the 100-
year flood. If the community enters the
flood insurance program, mortgage fi-
nancing within the community is not
denied to anyone.

However, if the community disagrees
with the 100-year flood level established
by the Secretary and does not want fo
enter the program, H.R. 8448 for the first
time gives the community the right of
both administrative and judicial appeal,
which it did not have under the 1968 act.
In addition, H.R. 8440 specifically re-
quires the Secretary to consult with local
communities in making his determina-
tions, which he did not have to do before.
Moreover, in all but a few rare cases,
most of the community is unaffected by
the Secretary’s determinations, since
they apply only to areas that are espe-
cially flood prone.

‘Within the flood-prone area, it makes
sense for both the lender and the pur-
chaser to be protected from anticipated
flood losses. Thus, the bill does not deny
financing to such properties; it simply
requires that they purchase flood insur-
ance in the amount of the loan provided,
just as bankers normally require fire in-
surance in conmection with similar loans.

RULES COMMITTEE OPENS HEAR-
INGS ON BUDGET CONTROL LEG-
ISLATION

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

Mr. MADDEN, Mr. Speaker, yesterday
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the House Rules Committee opened hear-
ings on the Joint House and Senate Spe-
cial Committee created by the Congress
for the purpose of bringing the control
of fiscal and budget problems of our
Government back to the Congress.
This special 32-member joint com-
mittee has held hearings and taken testi-

mony Over several months, and unan-
imously reported out legislation to be
presented to the Congress for considera~-
tion after the August recess.

Testimony on the first day of the Rules
Committee hearings was given by Com-
mittee Cochairman UrLman and WaIT-
TEN, and co-Vice Chairmen SCHNEEBELI
and Ruopes. Further testimony will be
taken by the Rules Committee next week
from House Members and heads of Gov-
ernment departments.

Mr. Speaker, I include with my re-
marks a copy of my statement which I
made to the Committee on Rules at the
hearing yesterday:

OPENING STATEMENT ON BUDGET CONTROL
HEARINGS
{(By Chairman Ray J. MapDpEN)

The Rules Committee today begins consid-
eration of H.R. T130, & bill to Improve Con-
gressional control over budgetary outlay
and receipt totals. This measure represents
the work and unanimous recommendations
of the Joint Study Committee on Budget
Control, and an identical bill has been intro-
duced in the other body by the sixteen Sen-
ate members.

As we begin these hearings I think that
it is important for us to recognize the his-
torical significance of the legislations we
begin here this morning. In this Congress,
we have been faced, to an extent never real-
ized before, with the issue of the appro-
priate role of the executive and the legisla-
ture in fiscal matters. The Constitution
clearly provides that Congress has both the
power to lay and collect taxes and to pro-
vide by appropriation for the expenditure of
all monies drawn from the Treasury. Despite
the fact that this clearly indicates that Con-
gress Is to control both the expenditure and
revenue side of the budget, this authority in
practice has been eroded to such an extent
that only the Office of Management and
Budget in the Executive branch really has
any control over spending by the Federal
Government,

This is the second historic measure that
we have considered this year designed to
correct this imbalance of fiscal power be-
tween the executive and legislature. We have
already acted upon & measure designed to
limit the Presidential practice of lmpound-
ing funds which the legislature has directed
be spent. Now, we are about to consider a
second issue also designed to deal with this
imbalance of fiscal control. Taken together,
this activity should demonstrate the deter-
mination of this Committee and hopefully
the Congress, to stem the erosion and re-
assert the rightful role of Congress in the
fiscal affairs of the nation. An objective as
worthy as this cannot but bhelp cut across
partisan lines and appeal to all members
with the interest of Congress at heart.

The Rules Committee is beginning these
hearings with a clear recognition of the his-
toric importance that this subject repre-
sents. The importance of federal expendi-
tures has sharply grown as a factor in our
national economy. The decisions about gov-
ernment spending, and the priorities for that
spending have never been so important. The
time has come for Congress to assert clear
authority and responsibility for control of
these critical decisions. In order to do so, we
must initiate new procedures that are equal
to the task. Today, we begin the process of
formulating these mechanisms.
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The measures we have before us today are
concerned with reasserting Congressional au-
thority over expenditure and revenue totals
and their allocation among various expendl-
ture categories.

In a sense at least, the Rules Committee
has already recognized the importance of
this issue last fall, when in approving a rule
for consideration of the debt limitation, we
also approved in that rule the creation of a
special Joint Study Committee on Budget
Control. We now have before us, in our role
as a legislative committee, the report of that
Joint Study Committee and the bill, HR.
7130, which embodies its recommendations
on the issue of legislative budgetary control.

In acting on this measure at this time, the
Rules Committee has a deep responsibility
to act on this measure in a thorough-going
manner, This is as it should be since the
measure that we plan to report as a result
of these hearings could well be among the
most important, if not the most important,
legislation reported by a committee In this
Congress. We also have a very real responsi-
bility to consider this legislation in an ex-
peditious manner in order to give assurance
that there will be adequate opportunity for
Congress to act this year.

Our first two witnesses this morning are
the cochairmen of the Joint Study Commit-
tee on Budget Control. I think it is particu-
larly significant that these cochairmen, who
have served as such a great team in the for-
mulation of these recommendations, are
drawvn from the two chief fiscal commitiees
that we have in the Honse: the Committee
on Ways and Means and the Committee on
Appropriations. I am, of course, referring to
Al Ullman, the ranking member on the Ways
and Means Committee and Jamie Whitten,
the ranking member on the Appropriations
Committee. We will hear at this time first
from co-chairman Ullman and then from
co-chairman Whitten, followed by co-vice
chairman Herman T. Schneebell of Pennsyl-
vania.

RESIDENT COMMISSIONER, BENI-
TEZ TO JOIN CONFERENCE DIS-
CUSSION ON MINIMUM WAGE
BILL

(Mr. BURTON asked and was given
permission to revise and exiend his
remarks.)

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Speaker, not only
in my capacity as chairman of the Sub-
committee on Territorial and Insular
Affairs which has jurisdiction over mat-
ters affecting the Commonwealth of
Puerto Rico and the various territories
of the United States, but also as a rank-
ing member of the General Subcommit-
tee on Labor which is chaired by our
distinguished colleague from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. DexT), I have had the first-
hand opportunity to observe the dili-
gence, wisdom, hard work, and personal

. character of the distinguished Resident
Commissioner from Puerto Rico, JAIME
BENITEZ.

JAaIME BENITEZ was most helpful and
made significant contributions to this
year's minimum wage bill. His work was
so oulstanding that the chairman of the
full committee, Mr. Perxins, of Ken-
tucky, as well as the subcommittee chair-
man (Mr. Dent), felt that Commissioner
Bewrtez should serve as & House eon-
feree on this legislation—an honor never
before accorded to a Resident Commis-
sioner from Puerto Rico.

We discovered earlier today, to our
great surprise and dismay that the House
rules, written years ago, do not provide
that a Resident Commissioner may serve
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3.1,’ a House-Senate conference commit-
e.

I might note that I intend to press
to correct this oversight at the earliest
opportunity which but for the outstand-
ing stature of JArME BENITEZ might con-
tinue to have gone unnoticed in the
House rules.

However, I am happy to report that
the chairman of the full commititee with
agreement of committee leaders on the
other side, have decided that in any
event our distinguished colleague, Mr.
BewnrTez, will join with the House con-
ferees in the conference discussion on
this bill and most particularly as those
provisions which affect the Common-
wealth of Puerto Rico and its citizens.

MORE COSPONSORS AGAINST LIVE
FETUS RESEARCH

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Mazzorr) . Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from New York
{Mr. RoncaLLo) is recognized for 1 min-
ute.

Mr. RONCALLO of New York. Mr.
Speaker, today I have introduced for the
fourth time bills to prevent the use of
appropriated funds for live human fetus
research and to make such use a Fed-
eral crime. I welcome my distinguished
colleagues, the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. Bararis), the gentleman from Okla-
homa (Mr. Jones), and the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. PowerL) to the growing
list of cosponsors of these important
nmeasures.

The number of Members sponsoring
one or both of these bills, whom I will
list at the end of this statement, now to-
tals 42, and still there are no hearings
scheduled. The House has twice by over-
whelming votes gone on record against
experimentation on human fefuses sep-
arate from their mother and with a beat-
ing heart, and the committees to which
the bills have been referred still have
shown reluctance to come to grips with
the subject. My mail from the medical
community has been running 10 to 1 in
favor of these bills and from laymen
100 percent in favor, and still the House
has not been given the opportunity to
ban human vivisection on an across-the-
board basis.

I do not like to handle this subject
through agency-by-agency amendments
any more than do the distinguished com-
mittee chairmen, so I want to go on rec-
ord here and now that I am available to
the Committee on Interstate and For-
eign Commerce and the Committee on
the Judiciary and their respective sub-
committees at their convenience to dis-
cuss the pressing need for these pieces of
legislation. I urge them to hold hearings
at the earliest possible date and to let
the Tull House work its will to insure that
funds we appropriate will not be used
for a purpose against the wishes of the
vast majority of the Members of this
Congress.

At the request of several Members, I
would like to clear up four points about
these bills. First of all, they are not
aborfion bills. We are only concerned
with the fetus after it has been separated
from its mother’s life-support system
and while it has a heartbeat. Secandly,
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they would not prevent routine proce-
dures performed on all premature babies
which are nonprejudicial to the inter-
ests of the particular life involved. Third,
they would not prohibit experimental
therapeutic procedures where the po-
tential benefit to the life of the patient
outweigh the potential risks. Fourth, they
in no way deal with the taking of live
tissue and organs after the heartbeat
has ceased.

I believe that nearly all of the data
desired by researchers can be obtained
by these methods, or by using subhu-
man primates as subjects when circula-
tion is necessary. If not, the human race
can wait for the data, rather than at-
tack existing human life,

The list follows:

List oF CospoNsors AcaiNst Live Fervs

RESEARCH

Angelo D. Roneallo, Primary Sponsor,
Joseph P, Addabbo, John B. Anderson, Bill
Archer, L. A. (Skip) Bafalis, Clair W. Burg-
ener, Donald D. Clancy, James C. Cleveland,
Dominick V. Daniels, James J. Delaney.

Frank E. Denholm, Joshua Eilberg, John
N. Erlenborn, Walter E. Fauntroy, Harold V.
Froehlich, Robert N. Gialmo, Ella T. Grasso,
James R. Grover, Jr., Tennyson Guyer, Mar-
garet M. Heckler.

Elwood Hillis, Lawrence J. Hogan, James R.
Jones, Willlam M. Ketchum, Norman F. Lent,
Joseph J. Maraziti, Romano L. Mazzoli, Don-
ald J. Mitchell, Morgan F., Murphy, Lucien
N. Nedzi.

George M. O'Brien, James G. O'Hara, Peter
A. Peyser, Walter E. Powell, J. William
Stanton, Leonor K. Sullivan, Willlam F.
Walsh, Antonio Borja Won Pat, John W.
Wydler, Samuel H. Young, Clement J. Za-
blocki, and John M. Zwach.

NEW FUNDS FOR RURAL GROUPS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from North Dakota (Mr. ANDREWS)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. ANDREWS of Norith Dakota, Mr.
Speaker, on May 11, 1973, the President
signed legislation into Public Law 93-32,
setting up s revolving fund outside the
Federal budget for insured and guaran-
teed REA loans. This most important
new law will rank with earlier landmark
amendments to the original REA Act of
1936—the so-called Pace Act of 1944 and
the amendments of 1949, which make
loan funds available for rural telephone
systems. Public Law 93-32 is also an ex-
cellent example of government—both the
legislative and executive branch—indus-
try, and concerned citizens, working to-
gether in a true spirit of cooperation, to
compromuse and to make certain that
problems concerning budgetary impact
and inadequate availability of capital for
electric systems might be solved.

Mr. Speaker, today I am introducing a
bill which should have a most positive
effect on the full implementation of the
new REA Act. My bill, to amend Public
Law 92-181 (85 Stat. 383) relating to
credit eligibility for public utility co-
operatives serving producers of food,
fiber, and other agricultural products,
will do much to assist rural systems in
obtaining needed capital from the private
money market.

As you are undoubtedly aware, the
guaranteed loan section of the new REA
Act authorizes and encourages fhe rural
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electrics to utilize the private sources
for some of their financial needs.

The Farm Credit Administration is a
logical source for funds for rural systems
wishing to borrow money to improve
service for their consumers. However,
under present law, the Farm Credit Ad-
ministration is prohibited from making
loans to groups whose farm membership
is less than 80 percent the total member-
ship.

Mr. Speaker, we requue these systems
to provide area coverage in rural areas.
Many of the rural electrics in my State,
and I am certain that it is true in the
other 45 States that are served by at least
one rural electric, are in a period of
change. Many new consumers in rural
areas are nonfarm families or towns have
expanded into rural areas and the co-
operative has been required to serve
them. This changes the makeup of the
rural electric cooperative. The consumers
are still rural people bu: do not qualify
as farmers under the meaning of the
Farm Credit Act.

My bill will enable utility cooperatives
to borrow from the Banks for Coopera-
tives if at least 60 percent of the members
served are farmers. This is a more re-
alistic figure and one that is more in tune
with the continuing changes in rural
America. And such an eligibility figure
would aid rural systems in better serv-
ing their consumer-members, especially
as they face the crisis of meeting the
ever-increasing demand for electric
energy.

Mr. Speaker, adequate financing for
rural electric systems and other rural

utilities does have strong support from
the citizens of North Dakota and from
an overwhelming number of my col-
leagues here in the House, as was demon-
strated by the votes earlier this year on
the new REA bill. We need to make cer-
tain that this bill is implemented and

utilized to the fullest extent,
tended by the Congress.

as in-

YOUTH OF YESTERYEAR WAS
JUST AS LIBERAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from California (Mr. Don H. CLAU-
SEN) is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker,
Jack Craemer is a perceptive newspaper-
man. I have long been impressed with
the way in which he so ably carries out
his responsibilities to the public and to
his newspaper, the San Rafael Independ-
ent-Journal.

A recent ediforial of his puts into per-
spective a subject which receives a great
deal of attention and I feel it should be
included in the CoNGrRESSTONAL RECORD at
this point so each Member of Congress
and the general public can have an op-
portunity to read it:

[From the San Rafael (Calif.) Independent-
Journal, July 14, 1973]
YoUTH oF YESTERYEAR WAS JUST AS LIBERAL

Our youth, we are told, are trying to tell us
something. We should listen.

Let’s listen to a high school graduation
valedictorian.

“We whom you see on this platform tonight
are members of the much discussed ‘younger
genmtlon‘ . Perhaps no generation has
been criticlzed and condemned as much as
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this one. We are accused of many offenses, but
the principal charge against us is that we are
revolutionists bent upon overturning society.

"It is true that we are bent upon changing
many conditions in society . . . If we were
satisfied to let conditions in society remain
unchanged, we would not be true sons and
daughters of this age of change and progress.

“We are living in the most revolutionary
age the world has ever known ., ..

“We are standing today on the threshold
of an age of intellectual and social freedom,
and people are refusing to he longer bound
by narrow, restrictive ideas ...

. Do not forget that progress has always
been made in the face of the determined op-
position of a majority who protested that
liberalism would overthrow society.

. It is surprising in a world so filled with
change that we who embody the very spirit
of liberalism should be overturning ldeas
which appear to us to have no value and are
setting up in their places new concepts of
Hie? .. . .

“Our (new generation's) mistakes are ad-
vertised more than our virtues . . .

“The fundamental ideals and prineiples of
this generation are sound. We are not de-
structionists; we are only liberal minded.
Instead of condemning us, the world will
ﬂnd it more to its advantage to help us.

We are bent on destroying bigotries
and foolish restrictions and we hope to pass
on to our posterity a better, freer world.”

So spoke one voice of youth.

Except that it is singularly devoid of to-
day's overworked phrases, it is pretty much
what any articulate young person today
might be saying.

But the person who made these high school
graduation remarks is now nearing 70. His
valedictory speech was given nearly half a
century ago.

Teday that valedictorian is the president
of the Redwood Empire Assn., Andy Flynn
of Crescent City, one of Del Norte County’s
leading citizens.

Hall century old 'though they bhe, the
young man's thoughts nonetheless deserve
to be thoughtfully considered. They contain
a more profound message now than they did
50 years ago.

They remind us that we have always had
periodic concern about the seemingly revo-
lutionary attitudes of youth. Change really
is nothing new; it's just that youth has a
way of assuming that the status quo they
first come to know has long endured, when,
in fact, it probably is really quite recent.
Actually, each modern generation sees wide-
spread social changes. Most do not come
painlessly.

It is easy to say that today's revolutionary
youth will be tomorrow's conservative pillar
of the establishment. But that is a simplistic
view.

One might look upon Andy Flynn as a
cornerstone of the establishment. If you look
closer, you observe that in his capacity as
R.E.A, president he has just presided over a
rather remarkable refocus of the organiza-
tions aims and goals, reorienting them to
changing conditions.

Look around Crescent City, A few short
years ago the waterfront was a waste land,
& kind of public dump. Today it is a beautiful
park with green lawn, trees, playgrounds,
pienic areas which many, many people, young
and old, thoroughly enjoy. A huge, costly
indoor swimming pool is there. The most re=-
cent addition now nearing completion is a
rather spectacular convention and cultural
center.

Andy Flynn, the revolutionary of a half
century ago, played a part in bringing each
of these into being.

In his valedictory Andy also said, “Fifty
years from now the world will look back with
wonder at many of our manners, customs
and ideals, even as we look back with wonder
at many of the manners, customs and ideals
of 50 years ago.”
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A wise man once observed that the more
things change, the more they are the same.

Difficult as it may be for us to believe a
50-year backward glance, a half century
hence, will probably look about the same as
& 50-year backward glance today.

TRIBUTE TO PHILIP BRADY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania (Mr, McDADE)
is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. McDADE. Mr. Speaker, on last
Saturday, I was privileged to attend a
testimonial in honor of Mr. Philip Brady,
retiring as business manager of Local
Union 81 of the International Brother-
hood of Electrical Workers.

To that testimonial honoring Phil and
his wife Florence, there came an array of
distinguished guests from far and wide to
pay their own personal tribute to Phil
Brady.

He is a man who is not only a senior
figure in the industrial labor union life
of northeast Pennsylvania, but is one
who is thought by many to be its most
significant figure.

He is a man who, though always identi-
fied with the labor movement in the area,
participated in every facet of the life
of the community.

When the Lackawanna County United
Fund set out to collect money for the
countless benevolent programs it sup-
ported, Phil Brady could always be
counted on to bring solid union support
to the LUF.

When a program to promote the in-
dustrial development of northeast Penn-
sylvania was entered upon, Phil Brady
could always be counted upon to lead
solid union support to this tremendous
effort.

When the institutions of higher learn-
ing in our area set out to expand, to
build new buildings, and to improve the
quality of higher education in our com-
munity, Phil Brady was there with his
fellow trade unionists to work to improve
the intellectual life of the region.

All these things, and so many more,
the people who came to that testimonial
knew about Phil Brady. It was a touch-
ing tribute, and one that was richly de-
served by Phil, by his wife, and by his
family.

The evening was graced with so many
distinguished names. Mr. Bob McIntyre,
president of Local 81, IBEW, and treas-
urer of the Pennsylvania State AFL-CIO
welcomed the guests, and Msgr. Michael
J. Kennedy spoke the invocation.

Jack McNulty, the capable new busi--
ness manager of Local 81, who has
worked at Phil’s side for many years, next
took over as toastmaster, and after the
remarks of Mr. Charles H. Pillard, inter-
national president of IBEW and guest
speaker for the evening, Jack introduced
the distinguished guests in attendance:

Joseph D. Keenan, international sec-
retary, IBEW; Harry Van Arsdale, Jr.,
international treasurer, IBEW; Andrew
R. Johnson, international vice president,
third district, IBEW; John E. Flynn, in-
ternational vice president, second dis-
trict, IBEW, Thomas E. Malone, inter-
national vice president, sixth district,
IBEW; Ralph Halloran, international
executive council, IBEW; Henry For-
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naro, president, Pennsylvania Business
Managers Association, IBEW; Harry
Boyer, president, Pennsylvania State
AFL-CIO; Michael Johnson, vice presi-
dent, Pennsylvania State AFL-CIO;
Harry Block, secretary, Pennsylvania
State AFIL-CIO; Hon. Eugene J. Peters,
Mayor, city of Scranton; Hon. William J.
Nelson, Federal judge; John Burns, re-
gional director, Bureau of Apprenticeship
Training; Alexander E. Barkan, national
director, COPE—AFL-CIO; Hon, Ernest
Kline, Lieutenant Governor.

Present also to honor Phil were busi-
ness managers from 36 other locals of
IBEW:

Thomas VanArsdale, Local No. 3.

Jack MeCorkle, Local No. 24,

Thomas Noone, Local No. 26.

Ray Schlemmer, Local No. 41.

Edward Murphy, Local No. 43.

Ray Greeley, Local No. 52.

Gordon Ruscher, Local No. 86.

Henry Fornara, Local No. 98.

Howard Grabert, Local No. 126.

Ralph Halloran, Local No. 139.

Charles Crawford, Local No. 163.

Donald Punk, Local No, 166,

EKenneth Williams, Local No. 181.

Roger Bitzel, Local No. 229.

William Johnson, Local No. 287.

Donald Kennedy, Local No. 269.

Henry Rogers, Local No. 313.

Robert Brown, Local No. 325.

Harold Thorpe, Local Ne. 328.

Charles Rose, Local No. 351.

Pat Damiani, Local No. 363.

Andrew Cuvo, Local No. 367.

Andrew Kubik, Local No. 375.

James Mayall, Local No. 380.

Philip Kelly, Local No. 439,

Fred Wright, Local No. 501.

Roy Zimmerman, Local No. 607.

John Novak, Local No. 610.

Hugh Snow, Local No. 654.

Carl Shermer, Local No. 686.

Edwin Hill, Local No. T12.

Joseph Eoreman, Local No. 724.

Allen Minckler, Local No. 806.

Warren Dieffenderfer, Local No. 812.

Edward Bolger, Local No. 840.

Anthony Harzinski, Local No. 1319,

To honor Phil, also, there were 31
leaders of other labor unions:

Peter Conte, Amalgamated Butchers &
Meat Cutters.

Henry Dropkin, Amalgamated Clothing
Workers No. 72.

James Kenny, Amalgamated Food Em-
ployees No. 376.

Charles Johnson, Asbestos Workers No. 38.

Stanley Yarosheski, Bakery Workers No. 53.

Fritz Liebrich, Bartenders No. 134.

Andrew Gaeton, Brewery Workers No. 115.

Anthony Magnotta, Bricklayers No. 18.

Charles Pumilia, Carpenters No. 261.

Helen Milberger, Cigar Makers No. 295.

Michael Barrett, Elevator Constructors
No. 76.

Joseph DeGeronimo, Heavy & Highway
Equipment.

Lynn Warren, LAM. District No. 128,

William Cockerill, I.A M. District No. 128,

Martin Corbett, ILA.M. District No. 128.

Jack Sobel, IL.G.W.U.

Edward McHugh, Iron Workers No, 489,

Thomas Morini, Laborers No. 130.

Thomas Harris, Lathers No. 4,

Harold Coslett, Operating Engineers No.
542,

Michael Salerno, Painters No. 218.

Frank Palmassani, Plasterers No. 100.

John Reese, Plumbers No. 90.

Cyril Yanik, Roofers No, 64.

Robert Cavanaugh, Scranton Federation
of Teachers.

Joseph O'Hara, Service Employees No. 406.

Jack Jones, Sheet Metal No. 44.

Matthew Flynn, Steamfitters No. 524.
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Edward Harrington, Teamsters No, 229,
Jack Lynch, Typographical Workers No.

112,
Henry DePolo, Wilkes-Barre Building
Trades.
It was a night to remember, honoring

a man to remember.
————

CONGRESSIONAL SALARIES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Florida (Mr, Youxe), is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 1
am ftoday introducing a Sense of Con-
gress Resolution directing the Federal
Commission on Executive, Legislative,
and Judicial Salaries not to include any
recommendation for increases in con-
gressional salaries in its report to the
President.

It is my understanding that the Com-
mission plans to propose a raise for Mem-
bers of Congress from the current $42,500
per year to as much as $55,000 per year.
This would be a 29.3 percent increase—
more than Tve times that allowed the
ordinary American wage earner under
the current wage guidelines.

The Federal Salary Act of 1967 is a
very cleverly worded statute. Once the
Commission’s recommendations are
transmitted by the President to Con-
gress, they automatically take effect
within 30 days unless the Congress en-
acts a resolution of disapproval. By
simple inaction, Members of Congress
can thus approve their own raises in pay
and yet avoid any public stand on the
issue which might bring repercussions
{rom the American people.

On January 3 of this year, I spon-
sored H.R. 971, a bill to amend the Fed-
eral Salary Act and provide a parlia-
mentary procedure to effectively force
Congress to take a publie position on pro-
posed pay increases for itself, the Federal
Judiciary, and Government executives.

Mr, Speaker, HR. 971 has been lan-
guishing in the House Post Office and
Civil Service Committee without a hear-
ing since the beginning of this session.
Yet that same committee has acted with
astonishing speed on a Senate bill which
would move up the date for submission
of the salary recommendations to August
of this year, instead of January 1974.
When my distinguished colleague from
Iowa, the Honorable H. R. Gross, used
this opportunity to draw the committee’s
attention to its responsibility to amend
the statute along the lines of H.R. 971
so that the Congress would have to vote
on the salary increases, he was sum-
marily rebuffed. A majority of the com-
mittee expressed its willingness not only
to allow a back-door pay increase
through the Congress, but also to intro-
duce yet another inflationary element
into the fiscal 1974 budget.

The timing of this action and the will-
ingness to provide for a public vote on
salary increases are highly suspicious
when_taken together. I suggest that the
American public will not tolerate yet
another pay increase for Members of
this Congress at a time when inflation is
rampant, the budget is strained, and
American families are severely pinched
between rising prices and phase IV limits
on tiieir own salary increases,
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The very speed of House committee
and Senate action on this question bears
out my suspicions. This is not emergency
legislation in response to a pressing na-
tional need. This is not 1 of the 13 major
appropriations bills which should have
been signed into law 3 weeks ago. It is
a self-serving, sneaky, and inflationary
aftempt to increase congressional and
Federal salaries without being responsi-
ble to the American people for doing so.
And it staggers my mind how quickly
such self-interest can galvanize the
creaky committee and parliamentary
machinery of both Chambers into action.
I only wish as much speed were devoted
to considering the needs of our working
taxpayers, senior citizens, and veterans.

Members of Congress make $42500
annually—almost four times the median
annual income of American families.
This does not include our extensive fringe
benefits of postage allowances, telephone
allowances, stationery accounts, and of-
fice equipment expenses. It is my firm
belief that no further salary increases
for Members are in order at this time.
Any such increase would be an insuilt to
the American wage earner, to the senior
citizen on a fixed income trying to make
ends meet, to the disabled veteran or
Vorld War I and World War II soldier
who has his pension reduced by every in-
crease in social security benefits. Surely
this Chamber has more important ques-
tions to consider.

My legislation would relieve the Con-
gress of this whole troublesome problem
by simply directing the Commission not
to recommend any salary increases for
us. Such an omission will relieve the Con-
gress of the ethical burden of approving
its own increases without a vote, and it
might also enable us to take a more clear-
eyed lock at the need and expense of
other recommendations made by the
Commission.

The bill is as follows:

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate concurring),

Whereas inflation caused by deficit spend-
ing on the part of the Federal Government
reduces the effective income of millions of
American families, and pinches those on
fixed incomes most severely;

Whereas, any further unbudgeted spend-
Ing will contribute further to the inflationary
cycle;

Whereas the current wage guidelines call
for salary increases of not more than 5.5 per-
cent per annum;

Whereas, the Federal Commission on Ex-
ecutive Legislative, and Judiclal Salaries
plans to recommend an increase in salaries of
Members of Congress which would amount to
29 percent per annum;

Whereas, both House and Senate Post Of-
fice and Civil Service Committees have now
approved legislation ecalling for such recom-
mendations to be presented by August 31,
1973, making them effective during the cur-
rent budget year: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate concurring), That It is the sense
of the Congress that the Commission on Ex-
ecutive, Legislative, and Judicial Salaries es-
tablished by section 225 of the Federal Sal-
ary Act of 1967 (81 Stat. 642-645; Public
Law 90-206; 2 U.S.C. 351-361) should omit, in
its report to the President under subsection
(g) of such section 225 on the results of its
salary studies conducted in the year 1973,
all recommendations for increases in the sal-
aries of Senators, Members of and Delegates
to the House of Representatives, and the Res-
ident Commissioner from Puerto Rico.
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RISING PRICES AND THE GROWING
NUMBER OF GARDENERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Massachusetts (Mr. BURKE)
is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, may I take this time to bring
to the attention of the Members of the
U.S. Congress an article that appeared
in this morning’s Washington Post en-
titled “Rising Prices and the Growing
Number of Gardeners.” This article re-
veals that the American public is away
ahead of the U.S. Congress. Soaring food
prices is the cause of nationwide con-
cern. The average family today can have
one real way of fighting high prices and
particularly in the urban areas of the
country where people have small lots of
land that can easily be turned into grow-
ing all kinds of nutritious vegetables.
This healthy outdoor activity can benefit
the entire populace. It can have a direct
affect on holding prices down in the food
area. Yesterday I offered an amendment
to the agriculture bill that would have
authorized the Secretary of Agriculture
to distribute seeds and plants upon re-
quest by the American people. If the
average household in America availed
themselves of this opportunity it would
require approximately 61 million re-
quests. That is if everyone applied. How-
ever this amount can be reduced by many
million when you take into consideration
people who live in apartment dwellings
and rooming houses who have no plots
of land for garden use. If we allowed the
average request up to five packages of
seeds and also allowed for those who
would request less than five packages of
seeds this would reduce the requests con-
siderably. It is also estimated that ap-
proximately 15 percent would take ad-
vantage of this opportunity. This esti-
mate is very high. However, no more than
40 million packages of seeds would be
the approximate annual needs of the
entire Nation. This would be most
productive.

The Department of Agriculture in-
formed me that the average wholesale
price of a package of gardenseeds to the
retailer is approximately 20 cents a pack-
age. However upon checking with local
merchants I find out that the average
retail price of seeds is 25 cents a package
and they enjoy a 40 percent markup
which puts the price down to 15 cents
a package. However, when you take into
consideration that the Department of
Agriculture would be buying up to 40
million packages of seeds at a consider-
able _discount the price per package
would be no more than 12 cents a pack-
age. Which means that for less than $10
million we could start an effective pro-
gram here in America, that would have
terrific benefits to everyone. The news
article follows:

RisiNGg PRICES AND THE GROWING NUMBER OF
GARDENERS
(By George Gallup)

(A nationwide Gallup survey conducted
in late spring reveals that the number of
vegetable gardens in the United States could
increase by as many as 3 million over 27 mil-
lion households with a garden last year.")
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PriNceTON, NJ.—Soaring food prices,
coupled with the increasing interest in a “re-
turn to nature,” have apparently served to
swell the number of American households
that have planted a vegetable garden this
year. In fact, a nationwide Gallup survey
conducted in late spring reveals that the
number of vegetable gardens in the United
States could increase by as many as 3 mil-
lion over 27 million households with a garden
last year.

The survey found that nearly four in ten
U.S, households (27 million) grew some of
their own food in 1972,

The fact that many Americans may be
turning to growing their own food as a way
to offset rising food costs can, in part, be
documented by Gallup surveys over the past
six months, which have shown the high cost
of living, and particularly food costs, domi-
nating the U.S. public's list of top domestic
concerns,

As reported recently, six out of every 10
persons name infiation and high prices as the
most important problem facing America, And
the public's median estimate of what a
family of four needs per week to make ends
meet i at a record high of $149 with the
median food expenditure also at a record $37
per week.

Prezent vegetable gardeners are apparently
succeeding in lowering their food costs. The
survey reported today found that gardeners
regard “a saving in food costs™ as their main
reason for gardening.

There is also a strong suggestion from this
survey that many Americans, particularly
young adults between 18-29, are turning to
gardening as a way to “return Lo nature.”

Also reflecting the desire on the part of
many Americans to return to nature or to
at least escape the crowded conditions of the
urban areas, are the survey findings indi-
cating that two-thirds (66 per cent) of the
U.S. population regards “a sizable plece of
land up to one acre” as a “very" or “fairly”
important criterion for the selection of a
new home. More than half (54 per cent)
regard “a vegetable garden" as important,
and a large majority (68 per cent) of city
dwellers say they would prefer to live In a
suburban area, small town, rural area or
farm. This is shown in the table below:

Persons Who Live in Cities Would Prefer
to Live . . .

Percent
30

In a city
Suburban area

Following are other highlights of the
survey:

Reflecting the economic aspects of vege-
table gardening, the survey found that nearly
half of the nation's non-gardeners would
have a vegetable garden, if it could be proven
that by doing so, they could save between
$200-$300 per year.

Considerable interest exists among U.S.
adults in “community gardening” (where &
person with little or no land can travel a
short distance and garden a plot of land) a
fast-growing phenomenon that is spreading
across the nation. For example, more than
half of those respondents (69 per cent) who
said that they were interested in gardening,
but did not have the land, indicated they
would be interested in using a “community
garden.”

WOLFF DEMANDS EXPLANATION
FOR FREEZE ON VETERANS EM-
PLOYMENT SERVICE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a

previous order of the House, the gentle-

man from New York (Mr. WoLFF) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

July 20, 1978

Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Speaker, I am con-
cerned that too many veterans are
caught in the crunch of our continuing
inflation and unemployment. The ad-
ministration talks a great deal about
helping vets to find jobs, but thus far
their help seems to be limited to tele-
vision commercials and banners on the
sides of postal trucks.

A public relations campaign, no mat-
ter how well designed, cannot do the job
alone. The refusal to release funds for
this program is inexcusable and incom-
prehensible. New York is slated for eight
of these positions. There are 2 million
veterans in New York and they are suf-
fering continuing unemployment. The
fact that they are denied counseling
which is provided by law indicates a cal-
lous indifference to the problems they
face.

Mr. Speaker, I am anxious fo learn
why OMB continues to freeze funds for
these positions. This is a punitive action
against men and women who have
worked hard for this Nation, who have
done their best for us, and OMB is turn-
ing away from them when they need our
assistance.

I include the texts of these letters at
this point in the RECORD.

JuLy 18, 1973.

Hon. Roy AsH,

Director, Office of Management and Budget,
Ezxecutive Office Building, Washington,
D.C.

Dear Mgr. AsH: It has come to my attention
that funds have not yet been allocated for
seventy field positions to be filled by veterans
within the Veterans Employment Service in
this year’s budget.

According to section 2003, title 38, United
States Code, the Secretary of Labor should
assign to each state a representative of the
Veterans Employment Service with one as-
sistant for each 250,000 veterans within that
state. Each representative and his assistant
will be appointed in accordance with the pro-
visions of title 5, United States Code, and,
as federal employees, will be visible in the
Department of Labor budget.

I am sure you will agree that, in this time
of rising unemployment, the increasing
number of jobless veterans present an urgent
problem to which we must address ourselves
without further delay. As a firm advocate of
the Veterans Employment Service policy to
employ veterans, I am concerned about these
continuing vacancies. I would appreciate any
available OMB information on the status of
funding for these important jobs, and the
rationale for impoundment of these funds.

Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,
LesTErR L. WoOLFF,
Member of Congress.
JoLy 18, 1973.

Hon. PETER BRENNAN,

Department of Labor,

Washington, D.C.

Dear Mg. SECRETARY: I am enclosing a copy
of a letter I sent to Roy Ash, Director of the
Office of Management and Budget, express-
ing my deep concern over the OMB’s failure
to provide funding for more than seventy
positions specifically allocated to veteran job
counseling.

I would appreciate your assistance in pro-
viding me with further information concern-
ing the status of these positions. I would also
be interested in your evaluation of the im-
pact on veterans’ unemployment these vacan-
cies have created.

Sincerely,
LesTER L. WOLFF,
Member of Congress.
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VICTORY OVER INFLATION
GARDENS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Rhode Island (Mr, TIERNAN) is
recognized for 56 minutes.

Mr. TIERNAN. Mr. Speaker, today I
am introducing a measure suggested by
my colleague, Mr. Burge of Massachu-
setts, as an amendment to the Agricul-
tural Act. I do not believe that the House
of Representatives fully understood the
importance of this measure to the Amer-
ican consumer when it rejected it yester-
day. I think it a shame, that in a country
which is considering building billion dol-
lar submarines which are nothing more
than toys for the big boys in the Penta-
gon, we cannot afford to supply plants
and seeds to those industrious Americans
who would plant and cultivate them in
the hopes of helping their family eat a
well balanced, nutritious diet during this
period of unbelievable inflation. There-
fore, I am introducing it as a separate
measure in the hope that the Agriculture
Committee will give this matter imme-
diate attention. My action is a reaffirm-
ation of my pledge to fight inflation while
working for real growth in our economy
and a higher standard of living for
Americans who are willing to work for
themselves and their families.

American agricultural products are in
high demand around the world. The de-
valuations of the dollar which have oc-
curred in recent years have made the
prices of American foodstuffs quite at-
tractive to those nations whose curren-
cies have risen value relative to the dol-
lar. These foreign nations are now bid-
ding in our domestic market for the food
which we produce in direct competition
with the American housewife.

‘When price controls were suggested for
agricultural products, the farmers said
that they could not make a living if the
price of food did not go up. Hence the
price of food continues to rise; apparently
with little or no chance of ever return-
ing to the relatively inexpensive levels
to which the American consumer had
grown accustomed.

The median income in the United
States for a family of four is only around
$11,000. For these families and those
earning less, it is a tremendous burden
to pay 69 cents for a head of lettuce or
for a pound of onions.

I recently asked my constituents to
complete a questionnaire that would in-
dicate the national problems which con-
cerned them most. The overwhelming
majority of these people responded by
saying that inflation was their primary
econcern. I received replies from mothers
and fathers alike who pleaded for some
relief from the spiraling costs of food.
This bill will give them an opportunity
for some relief in a way that could
hardly be objected to by even the most
conservative Member of this body. Those
who continually complain when social
legislation is being considered because
they feel that a man should work for
everything he gets, must agree that giv-
ing seeds and plants to those who are
willing to plant and tend a garden is a
worthwhile proposal.
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The Federal Government has supplied
seeds and plants to enterprising garden-
ers on many occasions in the past. Dur-
ing the First World War and World War
II, victory gardens were promoted vigor-
ously with great success. Today we are
engaged in a war against inflation. In
a like manner we should encourage vic-
tory over inflation gardens.

ONLY §$1.75 A DAY FOR HOSPITAL
CARE

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

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Speaker, it is a bit
ironic that the President, who left
Bethesda Naval Hospital today, was
billed only $1.75 a day for the care
given him for his week’s stay: After all,
it was Richard Nixon who recommended
in January that the law be changed so
that medicare patients would pay a
greater share of their hospital bills—10
percent of their care’s cost. The purpose
of the increase was to give medicare
patients a greater “cost awareness” of
the price of medical services.

The spiral of medical care costs has
been dramatic, and it poses a problem
that has yet to be resolved by the Nixon
administration. But, surely it is not the
elderly who need to be made more aware
of medical costs. It is they who are most
often confronted by these costs while
their own personal budgets are so
limited. The President’s proposal would
have meant an additional $1 billion bur-
den on their personal budgets.

Perhaps the President should try some
of his own medicine. Instead of paying
just $1.75 a day for his week’s care, he
should consider making a voluntary pay-
ment to approximate 10 percent of the
eost of his 8 days of hospital care. Today,
the average charge to a patient hos-
pitalized in a semiprivate room—not the
Presidential suite at Bethesda—is $175
a day.

This is why I am supporting a com-
prehensive health care bill to cover the
cost of hospital care for all of us. I do not
begrudge the President his low-cost hos-
pital care; he should not begrudge the
elderly theirs.

TI"E 5TH ARMY'S OPLAN MISSOURI
DESERVES HIGH PRAISE FOR A
JOB WELL DONE

(Mr. RANDALL asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
{-aneous matter.)

Mr, RANDALL. Mr. Speaker, as our
work in preparation for the publication
of the Truman memorial volume nears
its conclusion, some well deserved ac-
knowledgments are in order. May I sug-
gest words of some gratitude are long
overdue.

My attention has recently been di-
rected to the fact that in all of the en-
tries preserved in the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp for publication in the memorial
volume, there has been until now a ne-
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gleect and an omission to take note of
and commend those who planned and
put into execution what is known as
Oplan Missouri, being the funeral op-
eration to conduct the state funeral of
former President Harry S. Truman.

Because I was privileged to be present
during the days immediately preceding
the funeral and also honored to be in-
cluded as one present for the funeral
service in the auditorium of the Truman
Library, it is my good fortune to report
that the entire funeral plan was execut-
ed to perfection. Substantial numbers of
military personnel were involved.

The major ceremonial and support
elements of Oplan Missouri came from
Fort Leavenworth, Kans., Fort Riley,
Kans., Fort Leonard Wood, Mo., and
Missouri National Guard and from the
other services including the Navy, Air
Force, Marine Corps, and the Coast
Guard.

Fort Leavenworth furnished a total of
450 men including 210 officers, 236 en-
listed men, and 4 civilians. All of the
escort officers were from the Command
and General Staff School of Fort Leav-
enworth, Kans. In the total were included
39 officers and 164 enlisted men who
manned the funeral operations center.
The remainder of those from Fort Leav-
enworth were drivers, military police,
and members of the floral detail.

Fort Riley furnished 2,132 personnel
including 92 officers, 2,022 enlisted men,
and 18 civilians. The great bulk of this
personnel were support trocps that were
used as ushers, military police, drivers,
medical, and mess personnel. There were
204 ceremonial troops, in the band.

Fort Leonard Woco€ furnished 156 ex -
listed men that worked in the facility
control and served as drivers. The Mis-
souri National Guard furnished 289 men
serving in a security cordon at the fun-
eral home and who also served as state
liaison personuel.

The U.S. Navy furnished 203 men,
mostly reserves. The U.S. Air Force sent
371 men. The U.S. Marine Corps pro-
vided 341 men and the U.S. Coast Guard
detailed 79 men.

While the general direction of Oplan
Missouri was under headquarters 5th
U.S. Army of Fort Sam Houston, Tex..
it should be pointed out that some key
personnel came from headquarters W.S.
Army, Military District of Washington—
MDW—including Maj. Gen. James B,
Adamson, who is responsible for plan-
ning and arranging of state funerals
through the continental United States.
Also participating was Lt. Col. Paul C.
Miller; the director of ceremonial and
support events of the Military District of
Washington who could properly be de-
scribed as the original planner and ex-
ecutor of the entire Truman plar which
later assumed the code name, Oplan
Missouri.

Information furnished by the 5th Army
revealed that the commanding general of
Oplan Missouri, also in command of the
funeral operations center and in addition
serving as commander of all escorts was
Lt. Gen. Patrick F. Cassidy.

In my judgment the REcorp would not
be complete without noting the com-
mander of all Army troops who was Col.
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Gustau J. Gillert, Jr., USA. The com-
manding officer of the Marine Corps ele-
ment was 1st Lt. William V. Fello, USMC.
The commanding officer of the Navy ele-
ment was Lt. Michael E, Munjak, USNR.
The commanding officer of the U.S. Air
Force element was Maj. Clarence R.
SBmith, USAF, and the commanding offi-
cer of the U.S. Coast Guard element was
Lt. Comdr. E. R. Williams, USCG.

All of the personnel working under
Oplan Missouri deserve high commen-
dation for a job well done. The entire
operation moved ahead, perfectly timed,
with a smooth precision that revealed
much thoughtful planning and an equally
excellent execution of the plan.

A SALUTE TO THE MILITARY ES-
CORTS OF OPLAN MISSOURI

(Mr. RANDALI asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include extra-
neous matter.)

Mr. RANDALL., Mr. Speaker, as we
continue to assemble the complete record
of the order of service and participants in
the state funeral of former President
Harry 8. Truman at Independence, Mo.,
it seems fitting and proper there should
be a listing in the ConGrRESSIONAL RECORD
as a matter of history and then to be
included in the Truman Memorial vol-
ume, the names of all the military per-
sonnel who served as escort officers.

Headquarters of the 5th Army at Fort
Sam Houston, Tex., has furnished our
office with a list of all of the escort of-
ficers. All of these were in attendance
at the Command and General Stafl
School of Fort Leavenworth, Kans, Mrs.
Truman was escorted by Col. Royal 8.
Brown and Mrs. Margaret Truman
Daniel’s escort was Maj. J. L. Buckner.

It is my privilege to include the
names of all of the escort officers uti-
lized under Oplan Missouri listed
alphabetically and followed by the names
of the guests they were assigned to
escort either in the days preceding the
funeral or during the day of the funeral
service. The escorts are listed herewith:

EscorT OFFICERS—OPLAN Missouri

Captain Ralph L. Allen escort for Corps-
man Scott Boshm; Corpsman Jerry Crunk;
Corpsman Charles Rowe; Corpsman Williams
Wagner, Captain Raymond R. Andrae escort
for Mr. Lucian L. Lucas. Major William R.
Andrews, Jr. escort for Mr. Charles Murphy.
Major Wesley B. Avery escort for Hon. Floyd
L, Snyder. Captain Leo J. Asselin escort for
Mrs. Bessle Taylor. Major Joseph W. Bag-
nerise escort for Mr. Joseph L. Lavery, Major
Wardell G. Baker escort for Mr, Frank G.
Hoffman. Major Robert A Bates escort for
Mrs. D. A. Luckey; Mrs. Kestin, Major Ralph
A, Barkman, Jr. escort for Hon. David A.
Stowe. Captain Richard E. Beale, Jr. escort
for Mr. Frederick J. Bowman; Mr. Floyd T.
Ricketts. Major Clarence G. Berk escort for
Mrs. Arletta Brown; Mrs. Geraldine Peterson;
Rev. Edward E. Hobby, Major Burton C, Rice
escort for Hon. and Mrs. Thomas H. Benton.
Major Garland G. Bishop escort for Ambas-
sador Averill Harriman. Major Garland G.
Bishop escort for Hon, Clark Clifford. Major
Lowell D. Bittrich escort for Mr. Sam Hipsh.
Lt.' Colonel Robert G. Black escort for Mr.
John L. Gordon. Major James H. Bledsoe
escort for Mr, C. J. Sampson. Major Kenneth
#H. Boyer escort for Hon. and Mrs. Robert P.
Weatherford. Major Carter H. Brantner
escort for Mrs. Harold Balfour; Mrs. Oscar
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King; Miss Eleanor Minor; Miss Grace Minor;
Miss Margaret Woodson.

Captain Victor A. Brown escort for Mr.
and Mrs. Robert Sanders, Major Richard A.
Buckner escort for Mr. Frank Yeager. Major
E. J. Burke escort for State Rep Wall (Rep
Gov of LA), Major James E. Burns escort for
Mr. F. L. Howard. Major Kenneth R. Buyle
escort for Prof. Francils H. Heller. Major
Ruben A. Candis escort for Mr. Wiliam
Coleman Branton. Major Jeff E. Chancey
escort for Mr. and Mrs. John T. Southern.
Major Hilbert H. Chole escort for Mrs, John
H. Lembcke. Lt. Colonel Allan R. Coates, Jr.
escort for Dr. and Mrs. Benedict K. Zobrist,
Major George G. Collins escort for Hon. and
Mrs, Richard M. Duncan. Major David C.
Conners escort for Mr. M, R. Evans. Major
Joseph C. Conrad escort for Mrs, William
Pesek, Major Nelson J. Cooper escort for Hon.
John Snyder. Major Joseph W. Corder, Jr.
escort for Miss Mary Jo Nick. Major James
H. Cowles escort for Mr. Harry Groff. Major
Carl L. Cramer escort for Mr. Lorain Cun-
ningham. Major Arthur N. Crowell escort for
Mrs. Harry Clarke, Jr. Major Dennis J.
Crowley escort for Mrs. Guri Lie Zeckendorf;
and Miss Rita Gam. Major W. F. Daly escort
for Mrs. James Costin. Major John W. Dargle
escort for Miss Molly Sullivan. Major James
R. Daughtery escort for Senator Thomas
Eagleton. Major Max A. Davison escort for
Miss Solvelg Simonsen. Major Richard P.
Diehl escort for Mr, David E. Bell. Major
Edmund J. Dolan, Jr. escort for Mr. Edgar A.
Hindie, Sr. and Mr. and Mrs. Edgar A. Hindle,
Jr. LCdr Philip F. Duffy, USN escort for
RADM Draper Kauffman, USN. Major Douglas
E. Emery escort for Hon. Henry A. Bundschu.
Major Richard Erickson escort for Mr. Een-
neth V. Bostian.

Major Joe B. Foster escort for Hon. Edwin
Locke, Jr. Major Dwight H. Fuller escort for
Wr Wallace Smith. MajJor Jan P. Gardiner
escort for Mr. Thomas Gavin. Major Darrold
D, Garrison escort for Mr. Milton Perry. Major
Emroy M. Gehlsen escort for Mr. Dennis
Bllger. Captain James D. George escort for
Mr. Henry Talge. Major Walter R. Good escort
for Mr. ‘Thomas J. Fleming. Major John F.
Grecco escort for Mr. ¥. G. McGowan. Major
Robert P. Greene escort for Sen. and Mrs,
Hubert H. Humphrey. Major Thermon R.
Greene escort for Mr. N. T. Veatch. Major
James H. Griffin escort for Mr. and Mrs. John
Spottswood. Major Terry J. Guess, USAF
escort for Ma). Gen. Clare T. Ireland, Jr.
Major Argle E. Haddock escort for Mr. War-
ren Ohrvall. Major Henry H. Halr, III escort
for Dr. and Mrs, Wilson Miller. Major James
J. Hallihan, Jr. escort for Mr. Fred L. Younk-
er. Major Michael Hansen escort for Mr.
Robert Cress. Major Thomas M. Hanson es-
cort for Mr. Erwin J. Mueller. Major Richard
'W. Haulser escort for Hon. Christopher Bond,
Captain Lee L. Hayden, IIT escort for Mr.
Charles L. Frederick. Major Ashton M.
Haynes, Jr. escort for Miss Susan C. Staley.
Lt. Col. John P, Heilman escort for Col. and
Mrs. Corbie Truman. Major Charles W.
Hendrickson escort for Mr. David D. Bridges.
Major Charles R. Henry escort for Mr. Mi-
chael Flynn. Major Wayne L. Herr escort for
Mr. Keith Dancy. Major Maurice G. Hilliard
escort for Mr. and Mrs. Louis Compton. Major
James L. Hill escort for Dr. Elmer Ellis,
Major Ashley R. Hodge escort for Mr. Joseph
McGee, Jr. Major Warren F. Hodge escort
for Hon Roe Bartle, Major Harold E. Hoitt
escort for Mr. James Fuchs. Major Jerry V.
Holcombe escort for Mr. Edward Ingram.
Major Willlam R. Holmes escort for Dr. Bert
Maybee. Major George A. Hooker escort for
Dr. Javier Baz. Major Henry R. Hosman escort
for Mrs. Gates Wells.

Major Martin R. Hurwitz escort for Mrs.
Andrew Grey. Major A. T. Jennette escort
for Sg. Wm. Story (Ret.). Major Dean C.
Jones escort for Mr. and Mrs. Roy ‘T. Romine.
Major Jesse ¥. Jones, III escort for Mr. and
Mrs. Randall Jessee. Major Wm. W. Jones,
Jr. escort for Hon. and Mrs. Robert B. Dock-
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ing. Major Josef C. Jordan, Jr. escort for Mr.
and Mrs. Mike Westwood and Mr. Michael
Manners. Major Robert J. Kee escort for Mr.
F. Weldenman. Major Donald R. Kelsey es-
cort for Mr. and Mrs. John K. Barrow, Jr.
Captain Arnold E. Eendall escort for Bir.

+John H, Martino. Major John L. Kendall es-

cort for Miss Rita Gam. Major John L. Een-
nedy escort for Mr. Archie Renadlli. Major
Thomas -R. King escort for Hon. and Mrs.
Samuel I. Rosenham. Major Wm. K. Kuhn, Jr.
escort Tor Mr, Joyce P. Hall and Mr. Arthur
Mag. Major Richard R. Eurtz escort Tor Miss
Patrice Carter. Major Ralph H. Lauder and
Major Lynn F. Coleman escorts for Mr. and
Mrs. J. C. Truman; Mr. and Mrs. Fred Tru-
man; Mr. and Mrs. Harry A. Truman; Mr.
and Mrs. Gilbert Truman and Mr. and Mrs.
James Swoyer, Jr.

Lt. Col. John H. Leach, Jr. escort for Mrs,
Albert Ridge. Major Robert Letchwroth es-
cort for Dr. and Mrs, Robert E. Bruner. Major
Frank V. Lindstrom escort for Mrs. Louis
Schlichenmaier. Major John Little escort
for Hon. Clark Clifford. Major J. C. Lucas es-
cort for Mr. Edgar Hinde, Sr. Major Wm. A,
Luther, Jr. escort for Mrs. Edgar Carroll.
Major Dell V. McDonald, USAF escort for Maj.
Gen. Robert B. Landry. Major Robert E. Mc-
Gough escort for Former President Lyndon
B. Johnson, Major Thomas I. McKinstry es-
cort for Gen. Donal Dawson (Ret.) Major
Joseph R. Maio escort for Mrs. C. H. Allen and
Mrs. Anne Smith. Captain Donald L. Meek
escort for Mrs. Eddie Jacobson. Major John
Mentor escort for RADM Walter Dedrick.
Major Donald G. Mitchell escort for Mrs.
Frances Nicks. LCDR Richard Montana, USN
escort for RADM Owen Siler. Major Billy F.
Moore escort for Mr, W. Hugh McLaughlin.
Major H. J. Moot escort for Mr. Edward
Stuart. Major James W. Morgart escort for
Mr. James W. Porter. Major James O. Morton
escort for Hon. Harry E. Whitney. Major Wim.
B. Murray escort for Mr. Edward Condon.
Major Pedro Najer escort for Hon. Tlus Davis.

Major George L. Nipper escort for Mrs.
Benjamin Sosland. Captain Robert M. O'Don-
nell escort for Maj. Gen. Wallace Graham.
Major William G. Pagonis escort for Hon
and Mrs. Wm. J. Randall. Major Howard S.
Paris escort for Mr. Eugene P. Donnelly.
Major Willlam O. Perry, Jr. escort for Mrs.
Tom Twyman. Major Humphrey L. Peterson,
Jr. escort for Mr. Raymond J. Smith. Major
David R. Porch escort for Mr. & Mrs, Howard
Greene. Major Yancy 8. Ramsey escort for
Mrs. H. H. Haukenberry, Major Harry G. Ren-
nagel escort for Hon & Mrs. Phillip D. Lager-
quist, Major Carlton F. Roberson escort for
Mr. & Mrs. Edwin Pauley. Major Walter G.
Robertson escort for Mr. Charles Hipsh. Major
Charles D. Robinson escort for Mr. Robert
E. Adams. Major John R. Robinson, Jr. es-
cort for Mrs. Alex Sachs. Major Rovert B.
Rosenkranz escort for Hon Joseph Bolger,
Jr. Major Richard H. Ross escort Tor Mrs. Sam
E. Roberts. Major Terry N. Rosser escort for
Miss Sue Gentry. Major Tarey B. Schell escort
for Mrs, Ralph E, Truman. Major William J.
Silvey escort for Mrs. Paul Burns. Major
Robert L. Sloane escort for former Mrs. Lyn-
don B, Johnson. Major Keith Sovine escort
for Mr, McKinley Wooden. Majur Harold D.
Stanford escort for Mrs. Jess Donaldson. Ma-
jor Charles D. Stephens escort for Mr. Ed-
ward Meisburger. Major John D. Sterretst,
III escort for Mr. Jacob M. Arvey. Major Gary
N. Stiles escort for Ambassador Stanley
Woodward. Major Wilbert Stitt, Jr. escort for
Mr. Arthur Mag and Mr. Joyce Hall. Major
Donald A. Tapscott escort for Lt. Gen. Louis
W. Truman (Ret). Major Benjamin D. Taylor
escort for Hon. John Snyder and Mr. and
Mrs. John Horton. Captain R. H. Terrell
escort for Mrs. Roy Hornbugckle. Major Rich-
ard H. Timpf escort for Mr. and Mrs. George
Miller. Major Lawrence L. Tracy escort for
Hon. Thomas R. Finlatter. Major Ronald A.
Tumelson escort for Maj. Gen. Harry Vaughn
(Ret). Major Robert W. Turner escort for
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Mr. Gordon B. Jordan. Major Douglas E.
Wade escort for Agent Hutch (Secret Serv-
ice). Major Arln B. Wahlberg escort for Hon.

Warren Hearnes. Major Vaden K. Watson es-
cort for Mrs. E. C. Crow. Major Ralph P.
Weber escort for Hon. and Mrs. Darby. Major
Robert A. White escort for Mrs. Vieta Garr,
Major Travis W. White escort for Miss
Rose Conway and Mrs. Margaret Kurt. Major
Gerald P. Wililams escort for Mr. W. E.
Tlerny. Major Robert M. Wolfe escort for
Mr. Frank E. McEKinney. Major Andrew D.
Woods, Jr. escort for Mr. Ralph Taylor. Major
Danny A. Young escort for Mr. Ralph Thack~
er. Major William T. Zaldo, III escort for
Former President Lyndon B. Johnson,

The commander of all escorts was Lt.
Gen. Patrick F. Cassidy, U.S. Army, who
also had the general direction of all ma-
jor ceremonial and support elements of
Oplan Missouri. Under General Cas-
sidy’s command was the National Color
Guard; Presidential Color Guard; a fir-
ing party; the Casket Team; the Joint
Guard of Honor, death watch; the Joint
Honor Cordon, library steps; and the
Joint Body Bearers.

Everyone of those who participated
deserve to be cited for a perfectly exe-
cuted plan, first at the funeral home,
then on the line of march and finally at
the Truman Library. All military person-
nel who participated earned the high
homage and the compliments of all ob-
servers. They all deserve our praise and
acclaim for a well-prepared plan of op-
eration carried out with perfect pre-
cision,

LOCAL REACTION TO PUBLIC TV

AGREEMENT

(Mr. STRATTON asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the REcorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, the re-
cently announced agreement between the
Corporation for Public Broadcasting and
the Public Broadcasting System came as
good news to all who believe thai public
broadcasting should serve an educational
purpose and be free from political inter-
ference. This new partnership will result
in more local control over programing
and at the same time apparently preserve
most public affairs programs that had
been threatened to cancellation earlier
in the year, although supporters of pub-
lic TV still have some reservations over
the new method of operation.

In that connection, the following news
articles relate some of the reactions from
my own congressional district to this new
agreement:

[From the Albany (N.Y.) Times Union,

June 3, 1973]
BoUT IT's A Mixep BLESSING: PuBLic TV Gamns
A “"PARTNER"
(By Mickey A. Palmer)

What public television viewers see on their
screens from now on will be the product of a
new “partnership” between government and
private enterprise, according to an agreement
announced last week between the Corpora-
tion for Public Broadcasting (CPB) and the
Public Broadcasting Service (PBS).

Donald Schein, president of local public
television station WMHT, is wary of the
claimed achievements of the pact, but said
it will result in greater independence for lo-
cal stations.

The PBS, representing the 234 independent
stations nationwide, and the CPB, the reg-
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ulatory agency appointed by the President,
have been battling for several months, and
more recently negotiating over control of
television programing for the stations.

The conclusion of negotiations was an-
nounced on a televised press conference
Thursday by PBS chairman Ralph Rogers and
CPB chairman Dr. James Killian.

The two chairmen announced in a joint
resolution that the agreement is intended to
“effect a vigorous partnership in behalf of
the independence and diversity of public tel-
evision and to improve the excellence of its
programs.”

CPB has in effect withdrawn some of its
power over the PBS by allowing it to review
CPB-funded program selections turning fi-
nancial control of the PBS over to the inde-
pendent stations which it represents, and
by directly aiding local stations with unre-
stricted grants

Schein said he didn’t feel PBS had gained
as much as it should by the agreement. From
another viewpoint, however, Schein said,
“PBS has really gained quite a bit when it
stood to lose so much."”

He explained, “When CPB said it was go-
ing to take over the reins, there wasn't much
left for FBS to control.”

Schein attributes the gain more to other
events than to the negotiations. One is the
Watergate affair and public television's cov-
erage of the Benate hearings.

The other is the resignation of Thomas
Curtis, who accused the White House of im-
proper influence on his agency, as chairman
of the CPB.

The CPB is now controlled by a majority
of Nixon appointees, but Schein sald he is
pleased that Killian is chalrman. Killian had
headed the Carnegie Commission whose re-
port in 1967 led to the Public Broadeasting
Act.

Both Killian and Rogers affirmed Thursday
that the new partnership would be free from
political influence except that which comes
from budgeting and vetoes.

The pressure that is believed to have led
to the elimination of public affairs programs
from public television is being replaced by
review systems within the partnership.

Perhaps as an example of good faith, two
public affairs programs have been refunded
for alring throughout the summer: “Wash-
ington Week in Review,” and William F.
Buckley’s “Firing Line.”

The seven-point agreement between CPB
and PBS included provisiong that:

Conflicts of opinion on balance and ob=-
Jjectivity of programs can be appealed to a
monitoring committee consisting of three
CPB trustees and three PBS trustees with
four votes required to allow the program on
the PBS network;

PBS will prepare program scheduling, but
it will be subject to review by CPB. This point
also includes an appeal procedure which
leaves ultimate conflict resolution in the
hands of an outsider selected jointly by
CPB and PES.

A partnership review committee of egual
numbers of PBS and CPB trustees shall assess
the working agreement regularly, meeting at
least four times a year.

Ends CPE financing of PBS and agrees to
work out a contract for physical operation
of the PBS network. PBS will operate, but
CPB will fund, the network.

Schein pointed out that by ending CPB
financial support to PBS, the organization
will now have to depend on member stations
for funds. It means that the increase in
grants from CPB to local stations will be
decreased by the amount contributed to
PBS.

If federal funding of public television is
increased to $45 million next year, it will
mean an increase of about 825,000 for WMHT,
said Schein. But the station’s contribution
to PBS will now be about $10,000, leaving
WMHT with a net gain of $15,000.

He said the agreement appears to open a
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“floodgate” of funding for local program-
ming, but when the figures are worked out
they reveal “only a trickle behind the flood-
gat’e‘u

[From the Schenectady (N.Y.) Gazette, June
1, 1973]

PBS Gamwen LitTLE, TV-1T's SCHEIN SAYS OF
Accorn WitH CPB
(By Meg Betts)

The agreement reached yesterday by the
Corporation for Public Broadcasting (CPB)
and the Public Broadcasting Service (PBS),
who have been battling for months over who
controls what in public television, is both a
loss and a gain to PBS, which represents local
public TV stations, Donald Schein, WMHT-
Channel 17 president, stated.

“I don't feel PBS gained as much as I
would have liked to see,” sald Schein, but
added "I suppose PES gained quite a bit . . .
when we stood to lose so much.”

The eight-point agreement reached by
CPB and PES was the subject of a live press
conference carried by Channel 17 yesterday
afternoon between Dr. James Killlan, CPB
chairman of the board, and Ralph Rogers,
chairman of the board of governors of PBS.

Negotiations between PBS and CPB were
conducted amidst accusations of political
pressure from the White House, Both Killian
and Rogers staunchly maintained that the
new partnership between PBS and CPB will
preclude any political overtones in public
television decision-making.

An example of political pressure, said
Schein, was CPB's decision to cut off funds
for two public affairs programs, Willlam
Buckley's "Firing Line,” and “Washington
Week in Review.” Certain officials were re-
portedly displeased with public affairs pro-
grams on public television since all but
Buckley's were anti-administration.

The two shows were later continued
through the summer by a CPB re-direction of
funds allocated for local station’s produc-
tion, when local stations and viewers ex-
presed their discontent.

It didn't look like there would be “much
left” for PBS, said Schein, when CPB “de-
cided to take over the reins” of public tele-
vision control.

Two events, however “helped PBS regain
much of what it had lost,” said Schein. One
was the Watergate scandal and the other, he
said, was the resignation of Thomas Curtis,
former CPB chairman, who quit as a result
of White House pressure on the CPB.

Schein said he was “glad to see Killian
in there,” since Killian is known to be friend-
ly to public broadcasting and his report
“Public Television: A Program for Action” led
to the 1967 Public Broadcasting Act.

With some exceptions, the agreement
redched satisfied proposils made by the PBS
board of governors during negotiations.

When pressed, however, PBS chairman
Rogers admitted that CPB, which has control
over PBS’s funds, will have final decision-
making power,

If disagreement occurs over what programs
receive CPB funding, the agreement says the
*“joint decision” of the two chalrmen will be
final. Rogers, however, said that if an ap-
peal became necessary, PBS would want the
CPB chairman “to understand our point of
view" and the CPB's declsion would be final.

In the scheduling of programs, a disagree-
ment would be resolved, if necessary, by a
“third party" chosen by CPB.

Monetary agreements reached by PBS and
CPB stipulate that by September PBS will
provide the $2.5 million needed to fund its
activities. They also agreed to a formula of
80 per cent of the recommended $456 million
appropriation going to local stations. PES
had recommended 50 per cent. The appro-
priation is currently up for approval before
the House,

Schein said the agreement appears to open
a finaneial “floodgate™ for local stations, but
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when the mathematics of it are worked out,
“there's nothing behind it but a trickle.”

Each local station would pay PBS about
510,000 for PBS's operating expenses and
would receive an increased amount from
CPB. Channel 17 would receive $70,000 next
year, $25,000 more than this year. Minus the
#10,000 for PBS, the station’s gain would be
about $15,000 out of a total budget of over
$800,000.

Other clauses in the agreement stipulate
that non-CPB funded programs which are
acceptable under PBS regulations will have
access to the network; disagreements over
program's balance and objectivity may be
appealed to monitoring committee of the
PBS trustees and three C trustees, with a
majority of four needed to bar a program ac-
cess.

In =addition, a “partnership view com-
mittee” will meet four times & year to discuss
the partnership over a five-year period; CPB
will continue to fund the operation of the
work, and the percentage of the funds going
to local stations with unrestricted grants wiil
increase as the amount appropriated by Con-
gress increases, up to 50 percent at an $80
million level.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. Appasso (at the request of Mr.
O'NEemnLL), for today and Monday, July 23,
on account of official business.

Mr., GonTEr (at the request of Mr.
O'Ne1LL), from 5 pm. today through
‘Tuesday, July 31, on account of official
business of the Commitiee on Science
and Astronautics.

Mr. Jones of North Carolina (at the
request of Mr. O’Nemi), for today, on
account of official business.

Mr. Camr (at the request of Mr. GERALD
R. Forp), for the week of July 23, on
account of official business.

Mr. Price of Texas (at the request of
Mr. Gerarp R. Forp), for today, on ac-
count of official business.

Mr. Winn (at the request of Mr. Ger-
ALD R. Forp), for the week of July 23, on
account of official business.

Mr. WyLie (af the request of Mr. Ger-
aLp R. Forp) for today, on account of
personal reasons.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legisla-
tive program and any special orders here-
tofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. ArcreEr) and fo revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. RoncaLro of New York, today, for
1 minute.

Mr. AnprEws of North Dakota, today,
for 5 minutes.

Mr. Dox H. Cravsen, today, for 10
minutes.

Mr, McDabpg, foday, for 17 minutes.

Mr. Younc of Florida, today, for 5
minutes.

{The following Members (at the re-
guest of Ms. ScaroEpER) and to revise
and extend their remarks and include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. Burke of Massachusetts, today, for
10 minutes.

Mr. Gonzarez, foday, for 5 minutes.

Mr. Worrr, today, for 5 minutes.
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Mr. TiernaN, today, for 5 minutes.
Mr. MurrHY of New York, today, for 5
minutes.

EXTENSION OF REMARES

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:

Mr. RampaLL, in two instances and to
include extraneous matter,

Mr. STRATTON.

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

Mr. GUDE.

Mr. WYATT.

Mr. FreY.

Mr. SHRIVER.

Mr. Ste1cer of Wisconsin,

Mr. EEATING.

Mr. Hunt in two instances.

Mr. COHEN,

Mr. FINDLEY.

Mr. SCHNEEBELIL,

Mr. Wyman in two instances.,

Mr. McCLORY.

Mr. Camp.

Mr. Rosison of New York.

Mr. GILMAN.

Mr. Younc of Florida.

Mr. Derwinskr in two instances.

(The following Members {(at the re-
quest of Mrs. ScuroEpER) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. MatH1s of Georgia.

Mr. GowzaLez in three instances.

Mr. RaricK in three instances.

Mr., HarrmneToN in three instances.

Mr. Epwarps of California in three
instances.

Miss HorrzmaxN in 10 instances.

Mr. Rogers in 10 instances.

Mr. WaLDIE.

Mr. Burxe of Massachusetis.

Mr. LEGGETT.

Mr, Wirriam D. Forp.

Mr. Hanxa in five instances.

Mr. Murpay of Illinois in ftwo in-
stances.

Mr, STARK.

SENATE EILL REFERRED

A bill of the Senate of the following
title was taken from the Speaker’s table
and, under the rule, referred as follows:

8. 1148. An act to provide for operation
of all domestic volunteer service programs
by the ACTION Agency, to establish certain
new such programs, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Education and Labor.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

Mr. HAYS, from the Committee on
House Administration, reported that
that committee had examined and found
truly enrolled bills of the House of the
following titles, which were thereupon
signed by the Speaker:

HR. 8717. An act to amend certain pro-
visions of the Land and Water Conservation
Fund Act of 19656 relating to the collection
of fees in connection with the use of Fed-
ernl areas for outdoor recreation purposes;
and

HR. 8949, An act to amend title 38 of the
United States Code relating to basic pro-
visions of the loan guarantee program for
veterans.
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SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to an enrolled bill of the Senate of
the following title:

B. 504. An act to amend the Public Health
Service Act to authorize assistance for plan-
ning development, and initial operation, re-
search, and training projects for systems for
the eflective provision of health care serv-
ices under emergency conditions.

ADJOURNMENT

Mrs, SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 4 o'clock and 3 minutes p.m.), under
its previous order, the House adjourned
until Monday, July 23, 1973, at 12 o’clock
noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

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

1164. A letter from the Associate Deputy
Administrator of Veterans' Affairs transmit-
ting & report that the Veterans' Administra-
tion has no dining rooms where attendance
is limited on the basis of grade or rank, pur-
suant to section 1102 of Public Law 92-607;
to the Committes on Appropriations.

1165. A letter from the Chief of Legislative
Affairs, Department of the Navy, transmit-
ting notice of the proposed donation of an
HU-16 “Albatross” aircraft, serial No.51-7187,
to the U.N. Eorean War Allles Association,
Ine., Seoul, Korea, pursuant to 10 US.C.
75645; to the Committee on Armed Services.

1168. A letter from the Deputy Assistant
Secretary of the Interior, transmitting a re-
port on grants made by the Department of
the Interior during calendar year 1972 to
nonprofit institutions and organizations for
support of scientific research programs, pur-
suant to 42 U.8.C. 1891; to the Commiitee
on Science and Astronautics.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

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

NWr. HALEY: Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs, HR. 3436. A bill to provide
for the conveyance of certain mineral rights
in and under lands in Onslow County, N.C.;
with amendment; (Rept. No. §3-886). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union.

Mr. MORGAN: Committee on Foreign Af-
Talrs. HR. 9360, A bill to amend the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961, and for other pur-
poses; (Rept. No. 93-388). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRI-
VATE 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. HALEY: Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs. H.R. T087. A bill to authorize
the Secretary of the Interior to sell reserved
mineral interests of the United States in cer-

- tain land in Missouri to Grace F. Sisler, the

record owner of the surface thereof; {(Rep.
No. 93-387). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House.
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PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

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

By Mr. ANDREWS of North Dakota:

H.R. 9442, A bill to amend Public Law 92—
181 (B85 Stat. 383) relating to credit eligibility
for public utility cooperatives serving pro-
ducers of food, fiber, and other agricultural
products; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. BROTZMAN (for himself, Mr.
Feexger, and Mr, VanpEr JacT):

HR. 9443. A bill to amend the Clean Air
Act to provide for more effective motor vehi-
cle emission controls at high altitudes, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia (by re-
quest) :

HR. 9444. A bill to establish additional
land use criteria for comprehensive planning,
revision of zoning regulations, improved eco-
nomic opportunity, and an increased tax
base in the redevelopment of the District of
Columbia; Lo the Committee on the District
of Columbia.

By Mr. CONYERS:

HR. 9245. A bill to amend title 18 of the
United States Code by repealing chapter 102
(the antiriot provision) thereof; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. DIGGS (by request) :

H.R. 9446. A bill to authorize the govern-
ment of the District of Columbia to control
the manufacture, sale, and storage of alco-
holic beverages, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. DIGGS (for himself, Mr.
FaunTROY, Mr. SrtARK, and Mr,
FRASER) :

HR. 9447. A bill to amend the District of
Columbia Stadium Act of 1957 to provide for
a sharing of the financial obligations of such
stadium, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on the District of Columbla.

By Mr. ERLENBORN (for himself, Mr.
HorTON, Mr. THONE, Mr, REGULA, Mr.
Gupe, Mr, HanrauaN, and Mr. Mc-
CLOSKEY)

H.R. 9448. A bill to amend the Freedom of
Information Act to require that all informa-
tion be made available to Congress except
where executive privilege is invoked; to the
Committee on Government Operations.

By Mr. FULTON (for hlmself, Mr.
BrovHnL of Virginia, Mr. ABDNOR,
and Mr. ToweLL of Nevada) :

H.R. 9449. A bill to amend the Social Secur-
ity Act to provide for medical, hospital, and
dental care through a system of voluntary
health insurance including protection
against the catastrophic expenses of illness,
financed in whole for low-income groups
through issuance of certificates, and in part
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for all other persons through allowance of
tax credits; and to provide eflfective utiliza-
tion of available financial resources, health
manpower, and facilities; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. GINN:

H.R. 9450. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of Commerce to transfer the NS Sgvannah to
the city of Savannah, Ga.; to the Committee
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. GRAY:

HE. 8451. A bill to name the Federal office
building, South, in New Orleans, La., as the
“F. Edward Hébert Federal Building"; to the
Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. HARRINGTON:

H.ER. 9452. A bill to postpone the effective-
ness of the new regulations proposed by the
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare
for the administration of the public assist-
ance programs; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. HOGAN:

HR. 9453. A bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to egualize the retirement pay
of members of the uniformed services ol
equal rank and years of service, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Armed Sery-
ices.

By Mr. HUNT:

HR. 9454. A bill to provide for the award-
ing of a medal of honer for policemen and
a medsl of honor for firemen; to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. McFALL:

HE. 9455. A bill to amend title 5, United
States Code, to correct certaln Inequities in
the crediting of National Guard technician
service in connection with civll service re-
tirement, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. MEEDS (for himself, Mr. Brane-
Mas, Mr. Pevser, Mrs, Mmnx, Mr.
HawseEn of Idaho, Mrs. CHISHOLM,
Mrs. Grasso, Mr. Mazzorr, Mr. Ba-
piLio, and Mr, LEEMAN) :

H.R. 9456. A bill to extend the Drug Abuse
Education Act of 1970 for 3 years; to the
Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. QUIE (for himself, Mr. EscH,
Mr. HawseEn of Idaho, and Mr. For-
SYTHE) :

HR.9457. A bill to transfer St. Elizabeths
Hospital to the District of Columbia; to the
Comunittee on Education and Labor.,

By Mr. ROE:

H.R. 9458. A bill to strengthen and improve
the protections and interests of participants
and beneficlaries of employee pension and
welfare benefit plans including emergency
pension protection; to the Committee on
Education and Labor.

By Mr. RONCALLO of New York (Tor
himself, Mr. Bararrs, Mr. Jones of
OKlahoma, and Mr. PowsLL of Ohio) :
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HR, 9455. A bIIl to amend title 18 of the
Umnited States Code to make 1t a Federal crime
to carry out any research activity on a live
human fetus or to intentionally take any
action to kill or hasten the death of a live
human fetus in any {federally supported
facility or activity; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. TIERNAN:

HR. 92460. A bill providing for the distribu-
tion of seeds and plants for home gardens;
te the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts:

H.J. Res. 676. Joint resclution authorizing
the President to proclalm the third week
beginning on a Sunday in November of each
year as "National Traflic Bafety Week™; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. GUBSER:

H.J. Res. 6877. Joint resolution authorizing
the President to proclaim September 28 of
each year as “Teacher's Day™; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. PEPPER:

H.J. Res. 678. Joint resolution, s national
education policy; to the Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor.

By Mr. HUBER:

H. Con. Res. 271. Concurrent resotution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress with respect
to the missing-in-action in Southeast Asia;
to the Committee on Forelgn Affairs.

By Mr. YOUNG of Florida:

H. Con. Res. 272. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress that the
Commission on Executive, Legislative, and
Judicial Salarles omit recommendations for
pay increases for Members of Congress In its
report to the President on the results of its
1973 salary studies; to the Committee on
Post Office and Clvil Service.

By Mr. McKINNEY:

H. Res. 500. Resolution expressing the sense
of the House of Representatives that any in-
dividual who serves as the Director of the
Energy Policy Office should be appointed by
and with the advice and consent of the Sen-
ate; to the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as Iollows:

By Mr. LENT:

H.R, 9481. A bill for the relief of Thomas E.
Nicholson; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. WALDIE:

HR. 9462. A bill conferring jurisdiction
upon the U.S. Court of Claims to hear, de-
termine, and render judgment upon the
claim of Charles Bernstein, of Washlngton,
D.C.; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

RAIN OF PLENTY IN FARM BELT

HON. TOM RAILSBACK

OF ILLINOIS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, July 19, 1973

Mr. RATLSBACEK. Mr. Speaker, last
night's Washington Star-News contained
an editorial by Charles Bartlett, entitled
“Rain of Plenty in Farm Belt.” He cen-
ters his comments from Moline, Tl
which I am proud to represent. Bartlett’s
reflections upon this year's farm crop are
indeed interesting and refreshing. Mr.
Speaker, I include the following for the
review of my colleagues:
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Rary oF PLENTY IN Farm BELT
(By Charles Bartlett)

MovrmNg, IuL.—These are days which make
it refreshing to escape the morass of mis-
trust that is Washington for the rolling
plains which laugh with a harvest when they
are tickled with a plow.

‘The corn is green and growing, so barring
an early freeze, the prospects are bright for
a record harvest which will ease the tight
supply of food, exert downward pressure on
grocery prices, contribute significantly to the
balance of trade and leave the Tarmers richer
than ever.

It is a Dblessing normally taken too much
for granted. The citizen who laments the ris-
ing grocery costs at home would be cheered
by the experience of shopping abroad to learn
how much forelgners pay for a commensi-

rate diet. Flying over the barren reaches, the
large areas of the world where farming is
confined to the marrow valleys of rivers, he
would contemplate more thankfully this
country's liberal endowment of arable iand.
Some talk of Australia and the Argentine
as potential competitors in the world food
market, and yet these two nations together
have less than one-quarter of the United
States share of cultivable Iand. The area
around Paris is Europe's only approximation
of the Great Plains. The emergence
as the most efficient producer of food and
feed grains is not yet open to challenge.
So the rising demand for proteins means
swelling profits for American farmers, whose
gross income will probably rise some 25 per-
cent between 1971 and 1973. Thelr land is
rising in value at about 10 percent a year.
But farmers always frown in the sunshine,




	Page 1

		Superintendent of Documents
	2020-02-07T16:42:52-0500
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




