10532

Brig. Gen. Guy E. Hairston, Jr.,[ERRcersl
(colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air
Force.

Brig. Gen. Ralph T. Holland JIEtercdll
FR (colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air
Force.

Brig. Gen. Eugene B. Sterling, I Serclll
FR (colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air
Force.

Brig. Gen. Alden G. Glauch JIFTETErral
FR (colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air
Force.

Brig. Gen. Edwin H. Robertson II,

R (colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S.
Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Brent Scowcroft IS cacccall
FR (colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air
Force.

Brig. Gen. John W. Burkhart e tecall
FR (colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air
Force.

Brig. Gen. William F. Georgi ISl
FR (colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air
Force.

Brig. Gen. Herbert J. Gavin|iEaracill
FR (colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air
Forcz.

Brig. Gen. Charles F. Minter, Sr., facaeH
P23 'R (colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air
Force.
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Brig. Gen. Arnold W. Braswell,
posOMR (colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air
Force.

Maj. Gen. Otis C. Moore JIEE R dlr R
(colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. William Y. Smith,IEEtarlll
FR (colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air
Force.

Brig. Gen. Robert C. Mathis I Sterdll
FR (colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air
Force.

Maj. Gen. James R. Allen IS erralIFR
(colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Andrew B. Anderson, Jr.,
=R (colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S.
Air Force.

Brig. Gen. William R. Hayes, It all
FR (colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air
Force

Brig. Gen. Eugene F. Tighe, Jr., [iarerey
'R (colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air
Force.

Brig. Gen. George E. Schafer, [ Stac il
FR (colonel, Regular Air Force, Medical),
U.S. Air Force.

IN THE AIR FORCE

Air Force nominations beginning Thomas
G. Abbey, to be first lieutenant and ending
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Charles W. Couch, to be major, which nomi-
nations were received by the Senate and
appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on
January 16, 1973.

Air Force nominations beginning John
C. Aasen, to be colonel, and ending Frank A.
Grasso, to be lieutenant colonel, which nomi-
nations were received by the Senate and
appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on
January 29, 1973.

Air Force nominations beginning Thomas
J. Abeln, to be colonel and ending William
L. Williams, to be colonel, which nomina-
tions were received by the Senate and ap-
peared in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on Feb-
ruary 26, 1973.

Air Force nominations beginning Kenneth
J. Bays, to be colonel and ending Bobby
M. Via, to be lieutenant colonel, which nomi-
nations were received by the Senate and
appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on
March 12, 1973.

IN THE NAvVY

Navy nominations beginning Benjamin L.
Aaron, to be captain, and ending Darold L.
Johnson, to be lieutenant (j.g), which
nominations were received by the Senate and

appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on
March 12, 1973.
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The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. Edward G. Latch,
D.D., offered the following prayer:

Enter into His gates with thanksgiv-
ing and into His courts with praise; be
thankful wunto Him and bless His
name.—Psalms 100:4.

Eternal God, our Father, whose love
is from everlasting to everlasting and
whose truth endureth forever, at the be-
ginning of another week we stand still
in Thy presence, lifting our spirits unto
Thee in prayer; seeking strength and
wisdom as we face the duties of this day.

Lay Thy hand in blessing upon the
Members of this House of Representa-
tives and all who work for them and
with them. Help them to walk in the
light, to live with love in their hearts,
and to share their strength that they
may be made - better than they are,
stronger than they seem, and wiser than
they realize.

We pray that in our Nation and in
our world the spirit of good will may in-
crease, the conditions that make for jus-
tice may improve, and the fruits of free-
dom may be enjoyed everywhere; to the
glory of Thy holy name and the good of
all mankind. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has ex-
amined the Journal of the last day’s
proceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Without objection, the Journal stands
approved.

There was no objection.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was communi-
cated to the House by Mr. Marks, one
of his secretaries, who also informed the
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House that on March 30, 1973, the Presi-
dent approved and signed a bill of the
House of the following title:

H.R. 4278. An act to amend the National
School Lunch Act to assure that Federal fi-
nancial assistance to  the child nutrition
programs is maintained at the level budgeted
for fiscal year ending June 30, 1973.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr. Ar-
rington, one of its clerks, announced that
the Senate agrees to the report of the
committee of conference on the disagree-
ing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill
(H.R. 3577) entitled “An act to provide
an extension of the interest equalization
tax, and for other purposes.”

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

S. 13. An act to amend title 18 of the
United States Code to provide civil remedies
to victims of racketeering activity and theft,
and for other purposes;

S. 15. An act to amend the Omnibus Crime
Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 to pro-
vide a Federal death benefit to the surviving
dependents of public safety officers;

S. 33. An act to amend the Omnibus Crime
Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 to au-
thorize group life insurance programs for
public safety officers and to assist State and
local governments to provide such insur-
ance; and

S. 300. An act to provide for the compensa-
tion of persons injured by certain criminal
acts, to make grants to States for the pay-
ment of such compensation, and for other
purposes.

COMMUNICATION FROM THE CLERK
OF THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER laid before the House

the following communication from the

Clerk of the House of Representatives:

WASHINGTON, D.C,,
March 30, 1973.
Hon. CARL ALBERT,
The Speaker,
House of Representatives.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: I have the honor to
transmit herewith a sealed envelope from the
White House, received in the Clerk’s Office at
2:35 p.m. on Friday, March 30, 1973, and
said to contain a message from the President
transmitting the Report of the Secretary of
the Interior on administration of the Federal
Coal Mine Health and Safety Act in 1971.

With kindest regards, I am

Sincerely,
W. PAT JENNINGS,
Clerk, House of Representatives.
By W. RaAYMOND COLLEY.

ANNUAL REPORT ON FEDERAL COAL
MINE HEALTH AND SAFETY ACT
OF 1969—MESSAGE FROM THE
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES

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

To the Congress of the United States:

In accordance with section 511(a) of
the Federal Coal Mine Health and Safety
Act of 1969, Public Law 91-173, the Sec-
retary of the Interior annually prepares
a report to the Congress and to the Office
of Science and Technology on progress
made in administering the law.

It is my pleasure to transmit to you
the report for Calendar Year 1971 and
to commend it to the attention of the
Ccongress.

RIcHARD NIXON.

THE WHITE HOUSE, March 30, 1973.
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DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA BUDGET,
1974 —MESSAGE FROM THE PRES-
IDENT OF THE UNITED STATES
(H. DOC. NO. 93-76)

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

To the Congress of the United Stales:

I am today transmitting for your con-
sideration the budget of the District of
Columbia for fiscal year 1974, together
with a supplementary budget request
covering necessary additional expenses
for fiscal year 1973.

These budget proposals reflect views
expressed by citizens of the District of
Columbia at City Council budget hear-
ings and have been examined by the
Mayor and the City Council in accord-
ance with their responsibilities under
Reorganization Plan No. 3 of 1967. The
Office of Management and Budget has
also reviewed these proposals as speci-
fied in the Distriet of Columbia Revenue
Act of 1970.

As a result of prudent and effective
fiscal management on the part of the
municipal government, this 1974 budget
will provide adequately for District needs
during the coming year without requir-
ing either additional Federal funds or
increased city revenue. The fiscal year
1974 proposals call for the expenditure
of $841.2 million in operating funds and
$150 million in capital funds.

Timely Congressional action last year
on the Distriet’s 1973 budget was of
great assistance to city officials in plan-
ning and executing sound programs to
serve the people of Washington. I urge
the Congress again to act expeditiously
on the District budget for 1974.

RicHARD NIXON.

THE WHITE HoUse, April 2, 1973.

THE DECADENT STATE OF PUBLIC
ENTERTAINMENT

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

Mr. SIKES. Mr, Speaker, the depths to
which so-called entertainment, particu-
larly motion pictures and to some ex-
tent television, in this country has
reached is abhorrent to almost everyone.

Recently I scanned newspaper adver-
tisements in a Washington newspaper
entertainment page. Of the more than
100 theaters offering motion pictures for
public view, only three of the pictures
were rated as suitable for general au-
diences, and two of these were Walt Dis-
ney productions. The remainder ranked
from those requiring parental guidance
to the downright filth of the “X” rated
movies.

On television there is a disturbing
loosening of moral codes. The recent
broadcast of the Academy Awards pres-
entations showed film clips from five
motion pictures nominated for awards.
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Of the five, only one was available for
general audiences, yet tantalizing ex-
cerpts from the other four were also
pumped into millions of American homes.
Swearing is becoming commonplace on
television, as are talk and discussion pro-
grams advocating drugs, wife-swapping,
and prostitution.

Even our colleges and universities are
not safe from this kind of smut. There
was a recent news account that a sex-
ploitation film was mistakenly distrib-
uted to a Virginia college instead of the
film originally requested. Even when the
error was discovered, the film was shown
anyway and a professor later was quoted
as saying it was “quite a funny goof.”

Is it any wonder the morals of young
people today are threatened? Where can
they go to see decent films? How can we
be certain children are not exposed to
filthy movies and obscene television?

The courts have not helped. The Su-
preme Court has thrown out laws passed
by Congress against obscenity. Liberal
elements of the press have opposed the
passage of legislation to curb pornog-
raphy. Somewhere, somehow the Ameri-
can people must rise up and, in their in-
dignation, make it known to those who
distribute this trash that it is not wel-
come and will not continue to be toler-
ated or supported.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
FOREIGN AFFAIRS TO FILE A RE-
PORT ON HOUSE JOINT RESOLU-
TION 205

Mr. FRASER, Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on
Foreign Affairs may have until midnight
tonight to file a committee report on
House Joint Resolution 205.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Min-
nesota?

There was no objection.

MAJORITY LEADER THOMAS P.
O’NEILL, JR., CRITICIZES PRESI-
DENT’S TELEVISION APPEAL FOR
SUPPORT OF VOCATIONAL REHA-
BILITATION VETO

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

Mr. O'NEILL, Mr. Speaker, the Presi-
dent’s nakedly partisan appeal on na-
tionwide television and radic Thursday
night was a reprehensible abuse of the
prestige and dignity of the high office
he holds.

It was a tactic unworthy of a President
of the United Stafes.

As President, Mr. Nixon commands
virtually unlimited access to the air
waves and to the living rooms of millions
upon millions of Americans.

Mr. Nixon took advantage of that priv-
ilege to make a partisan appeal to the
people to support his veto of the Voca-
tional Rehabilitation Act and his pro-
jected vetoes of legislation the Congress
has not yet even acted upon.

Write your Congressman, he said, and
tell him to vote to uphold my vetoes.
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That abuse of his access to the
Nation’s mass communications system is
part of a consistent strategy: the Presi-
dent has sought to use the airwaves to
push his side of the national policy de-
bate, to intimidate the media, and to
drown any voice of responsible dissent
from the loyal opposition which controls
the Congress.

Yes, Americans, write to your Con-
gressman. Because we are your elected
Representatives, and we need your
thoughts and feelings to guide our ac-
tions. But tell us what you believe—not
what Mr. Nixon wants you to tell us.

For too long now, President Nixon has
been trying to tell the Congress what
kind of laws to pass. We in Congress do
not feel that the people elected us to
rubberstamp the decisions of one man.
It is our responsibility under the Con-
stitution te deliberate national policy,
whether it be veterans benefits or de-
fense or international relations, and
then—working in concert with the exec-
utive—to decide upon courses of action.
That is what we are elected to do, and
that is what we intend to continue doing.

We do not agree that the President—
even with his vast Executive Establish-
ment—is always right.

FARMER AND RANCHER ARE FOR-
GOTTEN SEGMENT OF ECON-
OMY

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

Mr. MARTIN of Nebraska. Mr.
Speaker, I have little patience with the
current meat boycott. This evidently is
being promoted by people who have no
understanding of agricultural problems.
Many farm prices until the last 6 months
have been at the same level as in 1940.
The farmer and rancher have been the
forgotten segment of our economy.

The farmer does not put in an 8-hour
day, 5 days a week, but from a 10- to
15-hour day, 7 days a week. The cost of
machinery has multiplied several hun-
dred percent, and the cost of fertilizer,
diesel fuel, and other items purchased to
operate a farm or ranch have increased
substantially, Only within the last few
months has the rancher and -cattle
feeder been able to receive a fair price in
relationship to the cost of items which
he has to purchase,

In 1950 choice steers at Omaha were
at $28.88 per hundredweight. If they
had gone up at the same rate as postage
stamps, the price would be $77.02 per
hundredweight; as much as total medi-
cal care, $72.34; as much as the rise in
wage rates, $80.69. Compared to the rise
in having a baby, choice steers would be
bringing $119.13 per hundredweight.
Compared to the rise in the daily cost of
hospital service, they would be com-
manding $176.69. Choice steers are cur-
rently at about $48 per hundredweight.

The cattleman and feeder are en-
titled to receive prices commensurate
with the rest of the economy. These
women should look at the increases in
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the prices of automobiles, ladies dresses,
shoes, drugs, beer, and cigarettes, and
perhaps stage a boycott against some of
these items. I have no sympathy for the
current meat boycott.

OUR POW’'S ARE NOT LIARS

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

Mr. WYMAN. Mr. Speaker, what on
earth is the matter with Jane Fonda?
It was bad enough for her to go to Hanoi
while the war was on and give aid and
comfort to the enemy engaged in shoot-
ing and capturing Americans even while
she spoke.

Now, back home, Miss Fonda claims
our prisoner of war accounts of torture
while in captivity are false and that our
POW's are liars.

Anyone held captive for years in soli-
tary, who had been brutally tied and
whipped and beaten, who had his finger-
nails pulled off, his feet immobilized, his
bones broken or his wounds untreated—
to be called a liar when he kept his mouth
gshut until all our prisoners were out and
then recounted the dismal truths of
enemy brutalities—this will be bitterly
resented by men whose indomitable
spirit through such agony is best reflected
by their virtually unanimous “God Bless
America” on arriving back in the United
States.

Either Jane Fonda is suffering from
some type of mental disorder or she is
willfully disloyal to her country. Her con-
tinued provocative misstatements sug-
gest that perhaps both she and the
United States would be better off if she
took up permanent residence in North
Vietnam.

S0O-CALLED “WATERGATE
AFFAIR"

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

Mr. WHALEN. Mr. Speaker, recently I
have received numerous communications
regarding the so-called Watergate af-
fair. In view of this mounting constitu-
ent concern, it is appropriate that I re-
iterate and amplify the views I expressed
at the time this incident occurred.

I was shocked and dismayed when the
Watergate break-in was revealed. This
act was repugnant to me. Not only did it
represent a transgression of the law, it
also violated the traditional American
concept of fairplay. Thus, I urged the
Justice Department to undertake every
effort to apprehend and prosecute those
who allegedly instigated and/or per-
petrated this act.

Understandably, there existed the pos-
sibility of public doubts concerning the
willingness of the administration to con-
duct a detailed scrutiny of those sup-
porting its reelection efforts. I stressed
therefore, the need for complete Presi-
dential cooperation with those responsi-
ble for handling the Watergate matter.

Regrettably, it now is apparent the
this cooperation has not been forth-
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coming. There has been an excessive re-
liance on Executive privilege to shield
‘White House officials from interrogation.
Federal Bureau of Investigation person-
nel have been restricted in the conduct
of their inquiry and in the presentation
of testimony before public bodies.

These efforts to mask the truth en-
danger the very foundation of Govern-
ment. Tais is of greater magnitude than
the crime itself. When the credibility of
public officials disappears, pronounce-
ments about law and order, narcotics,
and the death penalty have a hollow
ring. If Government cannot be believed,
whom can our citizens trust?

Thus, I again urge the President to
use the power of his office to insure that
all facts relating to the Watergate break-
in be made available to those charged
with its investigation. I recommend fur-
ther that a two-member investigative
panel be created, one member appointed
by the President, the other jointly by the
Speaker of the House of Representatives
and the Senate majority leader. This bi-
partisan approach would assuage any
doubts otherwise held by the American
public concerning the validity and thor-
oughness of the investigators’' research
and ultimate findings.

PRESIDENT'S REMARKS ON TV LAST
THURSDAY

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

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Speaker, our major-
ity leader, the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr, O’'Nemnr) has engaged in
his daily diatribe against the adminis-
tration and has said that the President’s
remarks last Thursday were the most
nakedly partisan the gentleman from
Massachusetts had ever heard. I have not
heard anything more partisan than what
the majority leader puts out every day in
his 1-minute speeches.

It is nothing new for any President to
take the air and appeal to the American
people.

It seems to me in addition to telling
the American people to write their Con-
gressmen, he also told them to write in
to say if they were in favor of the income
tax increase that would be necessary if
we voted for all these excesses the big
spenders always talk about, so let us
cover both sides of the coin.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
H.R. 1975, AMENDING EMERGENCY
LOAN PROGRAM UNDER THE CON-
SOLIDATED FARM AND RURAL
DEVELOPMENT ACT

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to take from the Speaker’s
table the bill (H.R. 1975) to amend the
emergency loan program under the Con-
solidated Farm and Rural Development
Act, and for other purposes, with Senate
amendments thereto, disagree to the
Senate amendments, and reqguest a con-
ference with the Senate thereon.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
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Texas? The Chair hears none, and ap-
points the following conferees: Messrs.
PoAGE, STUBBLEFIELD, ALEXANDER, BERG-
LAND, TeEAGUE of California, WampLER, and
GOODLING,

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2107,
RURAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSIST-
ANCE AND WATER BANK PRO-
GRAMS

Mr. POAGE submitted the following
conference report and statement on the
bill (H.R. 2107) to require the Secretary
of Agriculture to carry out a rural en-
vironmental assistance program:

CoNFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. No. 93-101)
The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
2107), to require the Secretary of Agriculture
to carry out a rural environmental assistance
program, having met, after full and free con-
ference, have been unable to agree.
HErmaN E. TALMADGE,
JaMEs B. ALLEN,
WarTer D. HUDDLESTON,
GeorGE D. ATKEN,
Mioton R. YoUNG,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.
W. R. Poace,
TaOoMAS B. FOLEY,
B. P, Sisx,
Ep JoNEs,
Managers on the Part of the House.

JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF THE CoM-
MITTEE OF CONFERENCE

The mansagers on the part of the House
and the Senate at the conference on the
disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
2107), to require the Secretary of Agriculture
to carry out a rural environmental assistance
program, submit the following joint state-
ment to the House and the Senate in expla-
natlon of the accompanying conference
report:

The report states that the conferees have
been unable to agree. This is a technical
disagreement occasioned by the House rules.
The Senate amendment made the same pro-
vision for continuation of the water bank
program that the House bill made for con-
tinuation of the rural environmental assist-
ance program (REAF). Under the House rules
this amendment appears to be not germane
to the House bill. It is the understanding of
the conferees that the Chairman of the
House conferees at the appropriate time
after presentation of the conference report
will move that the House recede from its
disagreement and concur in the BSenate
amendment.

Both REAP and the water bank program
were attempted to be terminated by the
same press release of December 26, 1972. With
the Senate amendment both programs would
be restored; and the Secretary of Agriculture
would be required to—

(1) make payments under REAP In the
full amount appropriated therefor; and

(2) enter into agreements under the water
bank program to the full extent permitted
by available appropriations therefor.

A description of the water bank program
follows:

ASCS BACKGROUND INFORMATION—EI NO.
NOVEMEER 1972
Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation
Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture
The Water Bank Program

Legislative Authority.—The Water Bank
Act, Public Law 91-559 (B4 Stat. 1468, 16
U.S.C. 1301), approved December 19, 1970.

Under the Water Bank Act, the Secretary

1 B
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of Agriculture is authorized and directed
to formulate and carry out a continuous
program Iin important migratory waterfowl
nesting and breeding areas to prevent the
serlous loss of wetlands, and to preserve,
restore and improve inland fresh water and
adjacent areas as designated in the Act.

An Advisory Board, appointed by the Secre-
tary, advises and consults on matters relat-
ing to his function under the Act.

Purpose—The Congress found it in the
public interest to provide for conserving sur-
face waters, to preserve and Improve habitat
for migratory waterfowl and other wildlife
resources, to reduce runoff, soil and wind
erosion and to contribute to water control.

The Water Bank Program, then, is carried
out to meet Congresssional intent:

To preserve and improve habitat for im-
portant migratory waterfowl nesting and
breeding areas and other wildlife resources.

To preserve, and improve the wetlands of
the Nation, and to conserve surface waters.

To reduce runoff, soil and water eroslon,
and contribute to flood control.

To contribute to improved water quality
and reduce stream sedimentation.

To contribute to improved subsurface
moisture.

To reduce acres of new land coming into
production and to retire lands now in agri-
cultural production.

To enhance the natural beauty of the land-
scape.

To promote comprehensive and total water
management planning.

Program Provisions.—Under the Water
Bank Program eligible persons in selected
areas having eligible wetlands in important
migratory waterfowl nesting and breeding
areas may enter into 10-year agreements, with
provision for renewal, and receive annual
payments for the conservation of water and
to meet other purposes of the Act.

In carrying out the program, the Secretary
shall not enter into any agreements with
owners or operators that will require Water
Bank Program payments in any calendar year
in excess of £10,000,000.

The Water Bank Program on specified
farm, ranch or other wetlands applies to
wetlands identified in a conservation plan
developed in cooperation with the Soil and
Water Conservation District In which the
lands are located, and under terms and
conditions set forth by the Secretary.

Farmer-elected county committees of ASCS
administer the Program. Planning and tech-
nical services are provided by the Soil Con-
servation Service.

The term “wetlands" is defined in the
Water Bank Act as meaning the inland fresh
areas (types 1 through 5) described in Circu-
lar 39, Wetlands of the United States, pub-
lished by the U.S. Department of the In-
terlor. This definition Includes artificially de-
veloped inland fresh areas which meet the
description of inland fresh areas, types 1
through 5, contained in Circular 39.

In brief, these fypes include (1) seasonally
flooded basis or flats; (2) fresh meadows;
(3) shallow fresh marshes: (4) deep fresh
marshes, and (5) open fresh water.

Land eligible for designation and place-
ment under an agreement s privately owned
inland fresh wetland areas of types 3, 4, and
5 that in the absence of participation in the
program, a change In use could reasonably
be expected which would destroy its wetland
character.

Other privately owned land, including
types 1 and 2 wetlands, which Is adjacent to
designated types 3, 4, or 6 wetlands may be
designated upon determination by the county
committee that this land is essential for the
nesting and brooding of migratory water-
fowl. =

In entering into an agreement, the owner
or operator shall agree:

(1) not to drain, burn, fill or otherwlse
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destroy the wetland character of areas placed
under the agreement, nor to use such areas
for agricultural purposes, as determined by
the Secretary.

(2) to carry out the wetland conservation
and development plan for his land in ac-
cordance with the terms of the agreement.

(3) not to adopt any practice specified by
the Secretary as one that would tend to de-
feat the purposes of the agreement.

(4) to such additional provisions as the
Secretary determines are desirable and in-
cludes in the agreement to meet program
purposes or to facilitate its administration.

The word “shall” as used in this legisla-
tion and similar legislation (H.R. 3298, and
8. 394) requires the Executive Branch to use
the full amount appropriated by the Con-
gress for the purposes set out in the appli-
cable law.

It does not permit or require any of the
funds to be used other than as prescribed
by that law. Funds could not be spent for
projects that did not qualify and the Execu-
tive would be required to use the same de-
gree of administrative care in approving
projects that has always been required. No
one intends the Executive Branch to ap-
prove projects that do not meet the quali-
fications of the law.

For example, if the Congress should appro-
priate $200 milllon for a particular pro-
gram, and there are only $145 million In
qualified applications, the Executive Branch
could spend only $145 million, not the full
$200 million appropriated.

In the use of the word “shall”, the Con-
gress is not trying to tell the Executive
Branch that it no longer has the obligation
to determine which projects qualify for
funding.

By the use of the word “shall” in legisla-
tion to restore programs attempted to be ter-
minated by the Exective Branch, the Con-
gress is stating that it expects programs to
be funded in accordance with the law as
passed by the Congress and signed by the
President.

If changes are to be made in programs,
they should be made through normal Con-
gressional procedures, and in the meantime
all qualified projects, under the terms of the
law should be funded by the Executive
Branch within the limits of avallable ap-
propriations.

The Managers are mindful that the Ad-
ministration’s temporary halt in the accept-
ance of contracts under the Water Bank
Program and the Rural Environmental As-
sistance Program is a factor in determin-
ing whether the entire appropriation of the
Congress may now be needed to matech said
contract requests for the current year. This
is an appropriate subject for the considera~-
tion of the Congress at a subsequent date
to enactment of HR. 2107.

The Managers wish to re-emphasize that
the Administration's discretion under both
the Water Bank and the Rural Environ-
mental Assistance Program is not unbridled;
while the Secretary possesses the discretion
necessary to permit him administrative flexi-
bility in carrying out the two programs, he
has not been given the discretion to thwart
the will of Congress by terminating them.
This is not a power that has been conceded at
any point during debate of the bill, Termi-
nation is not a power that is possessed by
the Administration.

W. R. POAGE,

THOMAS 8. FOLEY,

B. F, S1sE,

Ep JONES,

on the Part of the House.

HerMAN E. TALMADGE,

JAMES B, ALLEN,

WaLTER D. HUDDLESTON,

GEORGE D. AIKEN,

Mmron R. YOUNG,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.
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TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING
CHANGES IN SOCIAL SECURITY
ACT

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill (H.R.
3153) to amend the Social Security Act
to make certain technical and conform-
ing changes.

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 sec-
tion 228(d) (1) of the Soclal Security Act
is amended by inserting “or supplemental
security income benefits under title XVI (as
%z}vefrect. after December 31, 1873)," after

Sec. 2. Title XTI of the Soclal Securlty Act
is amended—

(1) (A) by striking out “I”, “X,”, “XIV,”,
and “XVIL" In section 1101(a) (1), and

(B) by adding at the end of section 1101
(a) (1) the following new sentence: “In the
case of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and
Guam, titles I, X, and XIV, and title XVI as
in effect without regard to the amendment
made by section 301 of the Social Security
Amendments of 1972, shall continue to
apply, and the term ‘State’ when used In
such titles (but not in title XVI as in effect
pursuant to such amendment after Decem-
ber 31, 1973) includes Puerto Rico, the Vir-
gin Islands, and Guam.”;

(2) by striking out "I, X, XIV, XVI," in
section 1108 and inserting in lieu thereof
YT

(3) by striking out “I, X, XIV, and" in
section 1111;

(4) (A) by striking out "I, X, XIV, XVI,”
in the matter preceding clause (a) in section
1115, and inserting in lieu thereof “VI, XVL",

(B) by striking out “section 2, 402, 1002,
1402, 1602, or” in clause (a) of such section
and Inserting in lieu thereof “title VI, part
A of title IV, or section”, and

{C) by striking out *“3, 403, 1003, 14083,
1603,” In clause (b) of such section and
inserting in lieu thereof “408, 603,”;

(5) (A) by striking out “I, X, XIV, XVI,”
in subsections (a) (1), (b), and (d) of seec-
tion 1118, and inserting in 1lleu thereof
“y1”, and

(B) by striking out “4, 404, 1004, 1404,
1604," In subsection (a)(3) of such section
and inserting In lieu thereof 404, 604"; and

(6) (A) by striking out “aid or assistance,
other than medical assistance to the aged,
under a State plan approved under title I,
X, XIV, or XVI, or" in section 1119 and in-
serting In lleu thereof “aid or assistance un-
der a State plan approved under”, and

(B) by striking out “3(a), 403(a), 1003
(a), 1403(a), or 1603(a)" In such section and
inserting in lieu thereof “403(a)".

Sec. 3. (a) Section 1843(b) (2) of the Social
Security Act 1s amended by adding at the
end thereof the following: “Effective Janu-
ary 1, 1874, and subject to sectlon 1902(e),
the Secretary at the request of any State
shall, notwithstanding the repeal of titles I,
X, and XIV by section 303(a) of the Social
Security Amendments of 1872 and the
amendments made to title XVI by sectlon
301 of such amendments, continue In effect
the agreement entered into under this sec-
tion with such State Insofar as It includes
individuals who are eligible to receive bene-
fits under part A of title IV, or supplemen-
tary security income benefits under title
XVI (as in effect after December 81, 1973),
or are otherwise eligible to receive medical
assistance under the plan of such State ap-
proved under title XIX. The provisions of
subsection (h) (2) of this section as in effect
before the effective date of the repeals and
amendments referred to in the preceding
sentence shall continue to apply with re-
spect to individuals included in any such
agreement after such date.”.
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(b) Section 1843(c) of such Act is
amended by striking out the semicolon and
all that follows and inserting in lieu thereof
a period.

(¢) Section 1843(d)(3) of such Act is
amended to read as follows:

“(3) his coverage period attributable to
the agreement with the State under this sec-
tion snall end on the last day of any month in
which he is determined by the State agency to
have become ineligible for medical assist-

Section 1843(f) of such Act is

(1) by Inserting “or receiving supplemental
securlty Income benefits under title XVI (as
in effect after December 31, 1973)," after

(2) by striking out "if the agreement en-
tered into under this section so provides,";

(3) by striking out “I, XVI, or”; and

(4) by striking out “individuals recelving
money payments under plans of the State
approved under titles I, X, XIV, and XVI, and
part A of title IV, and”.

Sec. 4, (a) Title XIX of the Social Security
Act 1s amended—

(1) by striking out “permanently and to-
tally” in clause (1) of the first sentence of
section 1901;

(2) by striking out “, except that the de-
termination of eligibllity for medical assist-
ance under the plan shall be made by the
Btate or local agency administering the State
plan approved under title I or XVI (insofar
as it relates to the aged)” In section 1902
(a) (5);

(3) (A) by inserting after “title IV" In sec-
tion 1902(a) (10) the following: “, or who are
recelving a supplemental securlty income
payment under title XVI (as in effect after
December 31, 1973) and who would, except
for such payment, be eligible for such medical
assistance under the State plan or who would
have been eligible for such medical assistance
under the medical assistance standard as in
effect on January 1, 1972 (except that in
determining income for this purpose, ex-
penses incurred for medical care must be
deducted)",

(B) by striking out “not receiving aid or
assistance under any such plan” in subpara-
graph (A) (11) of such section and insert-
ing in llen thereof “pursuant to subpara-
graph (B) (11)”,

(C) by inserting after "Secretary” in sub-
paragraph (B) of such section “or who are
individuals receiving supplemental security
income benefits under title XVI (as in effect
after December 31, 1873) (which for the pur-
poses of this subparagraph shall be con-
sidered to be a State plan) but who are not
eligible under subparagraph (A)",

(D) by inserting after “State plan” in
subparagraph (B) (1) of such section “or who
are recelving a supplemental security income
payment under title XVI (as in effect after
December 31, 1973) and who would, except
for such payment, be eligible for medical as-
sistance under the State plan,”, and

(E) by striking out “not receiving aid or
assistance under any such State plan’ in
subparagraph (B)(ii) of such section and
inserting in lleu thereof “under clause (i) of
this subparagraph';

(4) by inserting after “IV,” in section
1802(a) (13) (B) the following: “who are de-
scribed in paragraph (10) with respect to
whom medical assistance must be made avail-
able,”;

(5) (A) by inserting after “appropriate,” in
section 1802(a) (14) (A) the following: “or,
after December 31, 1973, are required to be
covered under section 1902(a) (10) (A) or who
meet the income and resources requirement
as svecified In such section,”, and

(B) by inserting after “appropriate” in
subparagraph (B) of such section the follow-
ing: “or who, after December 31, 1973, are
included under the State plan approved un-
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der title XIX pursuant to paragraph (10
().

(8) (A) by striking out “who are not re-
celving aid or assistance under the State's
plan approved under title I, X, XIV, or XVI,
or part A of title IV,” in the portion of sec-
tion 1902(a) (17) which precedes clause (A)
and inserting in Ileu thereof “other than
those described in paragraph (10) with re-
spect to whom medical assistance must be
made avallable,”, and

(B) by striking out “permanently and
totally” in clause (D) of such section;

(7) by striking out “permanently and
totally" in section 1902(a) (18);

(8) by striking out “referred to in section
3(a) (4) (A) (1) and (11) or section 1603(a)
(4)(A) (1) and (if)" in section 1902(a) (20)
(C) and inserting in lieu thereof “which the
State agency administering the plan ap-
proved under title XVI determines to make
available or, after December 31, 1973, which
the agency administering the program of
supplemental security income benefits under
title XVI (as in effect after December 31,
1873) determines to make available”;

(2) by striking out “money payments” in
section 1803(a) (1) and inserting in Heu
thereof “aid or assistance”, and by inserting
“, or supplemental security income benefits
under title XVI of such Act (as in effect
after December 31, 1873),"” in such section
after “title IV";

(10) by striking out section 1803(c);

(11) by inserting after “title IV,” in sec-
tion 1903(f) (4) (A) the following: “or sup-
plemental security income benefits under
title XVI of such Act (as in eflect after
December 31, 1973),"”; and

(12) (A) by inserting after ‘‘title IV," in
the matter preceding clause (i) in section
1805(a) the following: “or supplemental
security income benefits under title XVI of
such Act (as in effect after December 31,
1973),",

(B) by striking out clauses (iv) and (v) of
such section and inserting in lieu thereof
the followine:

“(iv) blind as defined in section 1614(a)
(2

).

“(v) 18 years of age or older and dis-
abled as defined in section 1614(a)(3), or",
(C) by Inserting after “XVI,"” in clause

(vi) of such section *“or supplemental
security income benefits under title XVI
(as in effect after December 31, 1973),”, and

(D) by striking out “or XVI” In the second
sentence of such section and inserting in lieu
thereof “, or supplemental security income
benefits under title XVI (as in effect after
December 31, 1973) ,".

(b) Beetion 1902(f) of such Act is amended
by inserting “supplemental security in-
come payment under title XVI and" after
“such individual's."

Sec. 5. The amendments made by this Act
shall become effective January 1, 1974; except
that such amendments (other than the
amendment made by section 2(1) (B)) shall
not be applicable in the case of Puerta Rico,
Guam, and the Virgin Islands.

The SPEAKER. Is a second demanded?

Mr. SCHNEEBELI. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand a second.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, a
second will be considered as ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the purpose of this bill
is to enact into law certain technical and
conforming changes in the Social Se-
curity Act which should have been in-
cluded in the conference report on H.R.
1 in the 92d Congress—the Social Secu-
rity Amendments of 1972, which became
Public Law 92—603. The bill consists en-
tirely of conforming changes that were
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omitted from the conference report and
in no way changes any decision of the
conferees, any information or summary
provided when that report was approved,
or any cost estimates provided.

Technical and conforming amend-
ments similar to those contained in H.R.
3153 were contained in HR. 1 of the 92d
Congress when the legislation passed the
House and the Senate. At the time the
conference committee acted on that leg-
islation, there was not sufficient time to
modify these technical and conforming
changes to reflect the many substantive
changes in H.R. 1 which were agreed to
by the conference committee. Conse-
quently, when Public Law 92-603 was
enacted, it did not contain provisions
making these conforming and techni-
cal changes. The erroneous cross refer-
ences and fechnical inconsistencies in
the Social Security Act which resulted
from failure to include such provisions
in the 1972 amendments would be cor-
rected by the enactment of this bill.

The bill was reported unanimously by
the Committee on Ways and Means and
would not increase the cost of the pro-
grams administered under the Social Se-
curity Act.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the House to adopt
this bill.

Mr. SCHNEEBELI. Mr. Speaker, I sup-
port H.R. 3153, a bill making technical
corrections in our social security law.

The purpose of the bill is to correct er-
roneous cross references and technical
inconsistencies in the Social Security Act.
Similar technical and conforming
amendments were contained in HR. 1 in
the 92d Congress when it was passed by
the House and Senate. However, there
was not time to modify these amend-
ments in accordance with changes made
by the conference committee, so they
were not included in the legislation as
enacted.

This bill would not make any substan-
tive changes in the social security law
but is concerned only with technical cor-
rections. Accordingly, the bill would not
result in any additional cost in operating
the social security programs.

This legislation is needed in order to
make the law technieally accurate and
more readable. There certainly is no
controversy associated with this bill, and
I recommend that it be passed by the
House.

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentleman from California (Mr, Bur-
TON) .

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Speaker, it is in-
evitable that in the enacting of legisla-
tion as comprehensive as H.R. 1, there
be some clarifying follow-on amend-
ments,

However, T would like to note for the
REecorp that, although I am certain it
was unintended, the effect of one of
these amendments is to reduce pay-
ments to the “Proutys’—some hundreds
of thousands of the elderly who do not
receive any other public pension. Apart
from that one point, there is a clarifying
question which I would like to ask the
gentleman from Oregon (Mr. ULLMAN).

The question is this: In seetion 1905
there are enumerated six classes of rer-
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sons for whom the States may extend
medicaid provisions. More particularly,
in subsection V, section 1905(a), the old
language of eligibility in terms of the
requirement that one must be 18 years
or older in addition to being disabled,
has been picked up in this proposal.

My question is this: Am I not correct
that the language in section 1905(a) (1)
“under the age of 21" clearly counte-
nances on its face that if a person is
disabled, as is proposed and defined in
section 1614(a) (3), if that disabled per-
son so qualifying and otherwise eligible
is under the age of 18, such a person is
eligible for medicaid benefits if the State
so determines under clause 1?

Mr. ULLMAN. I would say to the
gentleman from California the answer is
definitely “yes.”

Mr. BURTON. I raise this point only
to make it clear to the very few who read
the Recorp on these kinds of proposals
that there is no intention on our behalf
to in any way preclude consideration of
those eligible as disabled and under the
age of 18 from being eligible for medicaid
in the event the State decides to extend
such a program to these persons.

Mr. ULLMAN. The gentleman is cor-
rect.

Mr. BURTON. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. ULLMAN, Mr, Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. ROSTEN-
KOWSKI)

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speaker,
on February 16, 1973, the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare pub-
lished in the Federal Register its pro-
posed changes in the regulations for
funding and administration of the so-
cial services programs under title IVa of
the Social Security Act.

These highly restrictive guidelines, if
adopted, would establish a new policy
which would virtually eliminate these
social services and gravely cripple the
governmental/private sector partnership
in the delivery of such services.

Also, the new restrictive eligibility cri-
teria, which narrowly defines who is a
former or potential recipient of services,
will exclude nearly all of the working
poor from receiving services.

On March 14, 1973, I along with sev-
eral of my Chicago colleagues, wrote to
Secretary Weinberger concerning these
new guidelines. In our letter we pointed
out that, as written, the title IV guide-
lines would have the effect of forcing
prior welfare recipients back on to the
welfare rolls, and would prevent thou-
sands of families from becoming self-
supporting,

I am inserting a copy of this letter
at this point in the REcORD:

MaRrCH 14, 1973.
Hon. CaspAr W. WEINBERGER,
Secretary, Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare, Washington, D.C.

DeArR Mg. SECRETARY: We the undersigned
members of the Congressional Delegation
from Chicago, respectfully suggest that the
proposed 1974 Department of Health, Educa~
tion, and Welfare guidelines for Title IV of
the Social Security Act, as published in the
Federal Register, February 16, 1973, would
be seriously detrimental to a large portion
of the residents of our city.
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We are particularly concerned with those
sections of the guidelines which prohibit pri-
vate funds or in-kind contributions from be-
ing included in the 25%/75% state-federal
match for funding of social service programs.
We are also of the opinion that the pro-
posed eligibility standards would prevent
more than half of the children now partici-
pating in Chicago Day Care programs from
qualifying for services. As they are now writ-
ten, the Title IV guidelines would have the
effect of forcing prior welfare recipients back
on to the welfare rolls, and would prevent
thousands of families from becoming self-
supporting.

We believe that it was the intent of the
Congress that the $2.5 billion limitation on
Title IV programs imposed by section 1130
of the Social Security Act, be fully expended
by allotment to the states. The restrictions
placed upon Title IV by the 1974 HEW guide-
lines would make such expenditure impos-
sible.

We respectfully suggest that new guide-
lines be drafted to comply with the intent
of section 1130, and that specific attention
be given to relaxing the eligibility require-
ments for recipients and to eliminating the
‘no private matching’ clause.

In closing, Mr, Secretary, we would be most
anxious to meet with you, at your conven-
fence, prior to the March 19, 1973 deadline set
for finalization of the plan, in order to dis-
cuss with you the effects of these new guide-
lines on our city of Chicago. If this is at all
possible, please let us know.

We thank you for your consideration, and
with best regards we remain

Sincerely yours,
DAN ROSTENKOWSKI,
JoHN C. ELUCZYNSKI,
RarpH H. METCALFE,
Morcan F. MURPHY,
SNEY R. YATES,
Members of Congress.

These guidelines were to take effect on
March 19, 1973. It is my understanding
that they are presently being rewritten.
‘We can only hope for the best.

On March 28, 1973, I introduced H.R.
6275, a bill to limit the authority of
the Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare to impose, by regulations, cer-
tain additional restrictions upon the
availability and use of Federal funds au-
thorized for social services under the
public assistance programs established
by the Social Security Act. Essentially the
bill would restore most of the services
to those who received them prior to the
introduction of the February 16 HEW
title IVa guidelines.

I am inserting a copy of H.R. 6275 af
this point in the REcorb.

HR, 6275
A bill to limit the authority of the Secretary

of Health, Education, and Welfare to im-

pose, by regulations, certain additional re-

strictions upon the availability and use of

Federal funds authorized for social services

under the public assistance programs es-

tablished by the Social Security Act

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in COngress assembled, That—

Sec. 2. (a) The regulations of the Secre-
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare (re-
lating to the administration of titles I, X,
XIV, and XVI, and part A of title IV, of the
Soclal Securlty Act) as in effect on Janu-
ary 1, 1073, shall remain in full force and ef-
fect insofar as such regulations relate to—

(1) the use of privately contributed funds
and in-kind contributions as part of State ex-
penditures, in determining (for purposes of
any such title or part A) the amount of the
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Federal contribution to which any State is
entitled on account of expenditures incurred
by the State for social services under a State
plan approved under any such title or part
A: Provided, That the Secretary may clarify
requirements that such privately contributed
funds be expended In accordance with a
State plan.

(2) the authority of any State, under any
such plan, to define the categories or classes
of individuals who are eligible to receive such
social services;

(3) the authority of any State, under any
such plan, to include, as soclal services, drug
and alcohol treatment programs, education
and training services, and comprehensive
service programs for children, the elderly, or
the disabled (including such programs for
mentally retarded children and adults);

(4) reporting requirements of States, un-
der any such plan, with respect to the pro-
vision of social services; or

(5) the standards imposed, under any such
plan, with respect to the provision, as social
services, of day care services.

(b) No regulation, promulgated by the
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare
after January 1, 1973, shall have any force
or effect, and any such regulation shall be
invalid, if, and insofar as, such regulation is
inconsistent with the provisions of subsec-
tion (a).

Mr. Speaker, on October 17, 1972, dur-
ing the consideration of the conference
report on H.R. 1, I was careful to point
out that it was the intention of the Ways
and Means Committee in formulating
this legislation that no change be made
in the regulations concerning “voluntary
funds for social services for matching
untc_ller title IVa of the Social Security
Act.”

I see that my good friend and col-
league, the Honorable DonN Fraser, is
present here today. He has been one of
the leaders in the House in attempting
to change these highly restrictive pro-
posed guidelines. I am sure that he will
add to what I have already said.

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. VANIK).

Mr. VANIE. Mr. Speaker, today, I sup-
port HR. 3153 which includes techni-
cal and conforming changes in the So-
cial Security Act, but I serve notice now
that I will never support changes in the
medicare bill to conform to the Presi-
dent’s proposal to saddle medicare bene-
ficiaries with an increased contribution
and burden if they require hospitaliza-
tion and medical help.

Under the present law, a patient pays
$68 and medicare pays $32 of a $100
doctor bill. Under the President’s pro-
posal, the patient would pay $88.75 and
medicare would pay only $11.25. On a
$200 bill, the patient now pays $88 and
medicare pays $112. Under the Presi-
dent’s proposal, the patient would pay
$113.73 and medicare $86.25.

The situation with respect to hospi-
tal bills is much the same. At present,
seniors pay, on the average, $72 toward
the first day’s cost of hospitalization.
‘Thereafter they pay nothing until after
the 61st day of hospitalization. At that
point, they pay $13 a day for the next
30 days and $26 a day for the next 60.

Under the Nixon proposals, our seniors
will pay the full costs for the first day
of hospitalization. This will be substan-
tially higher than $72 paid at present.
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In addition, seniors will be required to
pay 10 percent of all costs after that.
Following is a specific description of
the change by which President Nixon
seeks to increase patient payment for
medical and hospital service:
Present system for hospital coverage
Patient
Days in hospital:

NIXON BUDGET PLAN FOR HOSPITAL COVERAGE

First day in hospital, patient pays total
cost.

Second to 150th day in hospital, pa-
tient pays 10 percent of cost.

PRESENT SYSTEM OF PHYSICIAN COVERAGE

The patient pays the first $60 and 20
percent of the rest of his doctor bills
each year.

NIXON BUDGET PLAN FOR PHYSICIAN COVERAGE

The patient would pay the first $85
and 25 percent of the rest of his doctor
bills each year.

The administration errs in assuming
that medicare patients have contributed
to the cost of medical service or that
medicare patients can reduce their med-
ical or hospital needs by their own
choice.

The food and rent inflation of the last
17 months has devastated the budgets
of all Americans—particularly the el-
derly and the poor. It has “whipsawed”
millions of American people from self-
sufficiency to demeaning dependency.

Last year's social security increase has
already been washed out by the inter-
vening inflation in the cost of food, shel-
ter, and clothing. The President’s pro-
posed reduction of medicare benefits
would provide only short-term financial
gains to the administration and long-
term losses. It would plunge millions of
our elderly into the ranks of the med-
ically indigent and from self-sustaining
citizens to citizens substantially depend-
ent on supplemental support from the
community or from the family.

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield for a question?

Mr. VANIK. I am happy to yield to my
colleague from Ohio.

Mr. WYLIE. The gentleman from Ohio
mentioned the President's program on
medicare several times. From whence
does this program come? Is there a bill
in on it?

Mr, VANIK. His program is clearly set
forth in his message to the Congress. I
assume that legislation is coming out to
support the message he gave us earlier
this year,

Mr. WYLIE. I certainly did not draw
the conclusions of the gentleman from
Ohio on the message to the Congress.
The gentleman can draw his own con-
clusions.

Mr. VANIK. That is in the President’s

message, and it was very, very well and -

thoroughly reported. While he has not
sent up legislation, I think it is in this
way plain.

We have to assume in this House that
there will be legislation to support every
thing that the President seems for the
instant to consider necessary.
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Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman.

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

Mr. ULLMAN. I yield to the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. FRASER).

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to take this opportunity to ask about
another aspect of the Social Security
Act.

Many of us are deeply concerned about
the proposed social service regulations
issued by the Department of Health, Ed-
ucation, and Welfare on February 15.

We have learned that a wide range of
community programs in our districts—
from day care for working mothers to
homemakers’ aid for the elderly—are
likely to be terminated if the regulations
are implemented.

I would like to ask the gentleman han-
dling the bill if he agrees that the regu-
lations represent an unnecessary restric-
tion on the use of social service funds
and move beyond the limitations im-
posed by Congress last year in the State
and Local Fiscal Assistance Act?

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Speaker, I agree
completely with the gentleman that the
proposed regulations issued by the De-
partment of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare move beyond the limitations im-
posed by Congress last year in the State
and Local Fiscal Assistance Act. In that
act, we set a dollar limitation on the
amount of Federal funds which a State
could receive for social services. We also
set a limitation with some exceptions on
the percentage of funds that could be
expended for persons who are not wel-
fare applicants or recipients. As the
chairman stated on this floor at the time
the conference report on the State and
Local Fiscal Assistance Act was being de-
bated, nothing in that act required the
issuance of more stringent regulations
either as to services which could be pro-
vided or persons who could receive such
services than were in existence at that
time. In my opinion, many of the pro-
posed regulations would have an unde-
sirable effect.

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman very much for his response.

Mr. SCHNEEBELI. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. HEINZ) .

Mr. HEINZ. Mr. Speaker, I should like
to ask the distinguished gentleman from
Oregon (Mr. UrLrman), if he would re-
sp;nd to one or two questions I might
ask.

Mr. ULLMAN. I would be very happy
to respond.

Mr. HEINZ. Mr. Speaker, I understand
that possibly this bill could be the ve-
hicle which would allow the other body
to return to us a welfare reform bill.
If that were to be the case, and the other
body were to return this bill, amended
or changed in the other body, to this
House, would the gentleman please give
use some indication as to how this body
might deliberate upon such provisions as
welfare reform in the other body which
came back to us in the form of a con-
ference report?

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield ?
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Mr. HEINZ. I would be happy to yield
to the gentleman.

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Speaker, this could
be true of any social security measure
that this House passed. It is always pos-
sible that the other body may add
amendments.

Let me say that we have discussed this
matter generally among the committee
members. The chairman has discussed it
with us, and if, in fact, there were a
major welfare measure attached to this
bill, then the chairman and the com-
mittee have agreed that the committee
itself would take it under consideration
before anything further was done, or
before a conference committee decision
was made.

Now, of course, we have no indication
at this time that this might happen, or
to what extent, and we certainly would
not make any prior judgment at this
time as to what would encompass major
social security legislation and what
would not. I think, if that happened, it
would be rather obvious.

Mr. HEINZ. If the gentleman would
respond further? If the bill were to come
back and the welfare reform bill was
considered by the full Committee on
Ways and Means and then came to the
floor, would the bill be subject to
amendment?

Mr. ULLMAN. Well, obviously we can-
not answer that question at this point,
because there are different alternatives
available under the rules. I am sure no
one could answer that question at this
point.

Mr. HEINZ. In a general way, would it
be possible? What opportunities would
a Member of this body have to influence
the legislations to offer amendments or
propose changes to the bill that may be

" important to their constituents or to the

Nation?

Mr. ULLMAN. I would say we have
general parliamentary procedures to
cover almost any situation, and I would
think that the gentleman and the House
would utilize those parliamentary pro-
cedures that would be available.

Mr. HEINZ. Well, are they going to be
available?

Mr. ULLMAN. I would certainly hope
that if we had a major welfare measure
attached to this or any other bill, we
could devise procedures to bring it to
the floor whereby it could be amended.

Mr. HEINZ. Thank you very much.

Mr. VANIK. Will the gentleman yield
further?

Mr. HEINZ. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. VANIK. I think the gentleman
from Pennsylvania provided a very use-
ful service to this House in making that
inguiry on how the bill might come back.

Will the gentleman from Oregon tell
me—and I would like to be assured—if
the other body were to make it into a
trade bill, would the same principle
apply and would we have to refer it to
the Committee on Ways and Means for
complete and thorough action by that
committee before it was reported out of
the House? .

Mr. ULLMAN. I will say to the gentle-
man, obviously a trade amendment
would not be a germane amendment to
a social security bill. We are referring
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here to germane amendments and proce-
dures that would follow from them, but
certainly not that kind of thing, which
would clearly be nongermane. I would
hope we would not adopt such a nonger-
mane amendment. As the gentleman
knows, the rules of the House are clear
as to nongermane amendments.

Mr. VANIEK. Will the gentleman assure
me such action would not be taken
among the conferees?

Mr. ULLMAN. I cannot. As far as I
am concerned personally, I can assure
you, but I cannot speak for the conferees.

Mr. VANIK. I thank you.

Mr. SCHNEEBELI I would like to
reply, also, to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania.

At the time this bill was taken up this
question was raised in the committee by
Members on both sides of the aisle, Re-
publicans and Democrats. The chairman
assured them that we would have a com-
mittee meeting on it and also have hear-
ings on the subject if necessary. That
was back in January when we took the
bill up in the committee.

Furthermore, last week I again asked
the chairman if that was his intention,
and was assured that it was.

Mr. HEINZ. If the gentleman will
yield?

Mr. SCHNEEBELI. I yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. HEINZ. I simply would like to
thank the gentleman from Pennsylvania
for having made this inquiry to make it
known that if the House has the oppor-
tunity to consider fully any legislation
that goes beyond the apparent scope of
this measure we will do so.

Mr. SCHNEEBELI. I can assure the
gentleman that is true and we will have
hearings by the committee if necessary.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time.

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Speaker, I have no
further requests for time.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
Oregon (Mr. UrrMan) that the House
glilggend the rules and pass the bill HR.

The question was taken.

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Speaker, T object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum is
not present and make the point of order
that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is
not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 340, nays 1,
not voting 92, as follows:

[Roll No. 63]
YEAS—340

Beard
Bennett
Bergland
Bevill
Biester
Bingham
Blackburn
Boggs
Boland
Brasco
Bray
Breaux
Breckinridge
Brinkley
Broomfield
Brotzman

Brown, Calif.
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burgener
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.

Burleson, Tex.

Burlison, Mo.
Butler

Byron

Carey, N.Y.
Carter
Casey, Tex.

Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clancy
Clark
Clausen,
Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Cochran
Cohen
Collier
Collins
Conable
Conlan
Conyers
Cotter
Coughlin
Crane
Daniel, Dan
Daniel, Robert
W.,Jr.
Daniels,
Dominick V.
Danielson
Davis, Ga.
Davis, 8.C.
Davis, Wis.
de la Garza
Dellenback
Denholm
Dennis
Dent
Derwinskl
Devine
Dickinson
Diggs
Donohue
Downing
Drinan
Dulski
Duncan
du Pont
Edwards, Calif.
Eilberg
Erlenborn
Esch
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.
Fascell
Findley
Fish
Fisher
Flood
Flowers
Flynt
Foley
Ford, Gerald R.
Forsythe
Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Frenzel
Froehlich
Fulton
Fuqua
Gaydos
Gettys
Glaimo

Grover

Gude

Gunter

Haley

Hamilton

Hammer-
schmidt

Hanley

Hanrahan

Hansen, Idaho

Hansen, Wash.

Harrington

Hawkins

Hays

Hébert

Hechler, W. Va.

Heckler, Mass.

Heinz

Helstoski

Henderson

Hicks

Hillis

Hogan
Holt
Holtzman
Horton
Hosmer
Howard
Hudnut
Hungate
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord

Jarman
Johnson, Calif.

Quillen

. Railsback
Randall

Rangel
Rarick

Johnson, Colo. Roe

Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn.
Jordan
Earth
Eastenmeier
Eazen
Keating
Kem|

P
Eetchum
Kuykendall
Kyros
Landgrebe
Latta
Lehman
Lent
Litton
Long, La.
Long, Md.
Lott
Lujan
McClory
McCloskey
McCollister
McDade
McEwen
McFall
McEay
McSpadden
Macdonald
Madden
Madigan

Mahon
Mailliard

Rosenthal
Rostenkowski
Roush
Rousselot
Royhbal
Runnels
Ruppe
Ruth

St Germain
Barasin
Sarbanes
Satterfield
Saylor
Schneebell

Schroeder
Seiberling
Shoup
Bhriver
Shuster
Sikes

Bisk
Skubitz
Slac!

K
Smith, N.¥.

Steiger, Ariz.
Steiger, Wis.

- Stokes

Minish
Mink

Minshall, Ohlo
Mitchell, N.Y.
Mizell
Moakley
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead,
Calif.

Moorhead, Pa.
Morgan
Moss
Murphy, 111
Murphy, N.Y.
Myers
Natcher
Nedzi
Nelsen
Nichols
Obey
O'Brien
O'Hara
O'Neill
Owens
Passman
Patman
Patten
Pepper
Perkins
Pettis
Peyser

Pike

Poage
Podell
Powell, Ohio
Preyer
Pritchard
Price, I11.
Quie

NAYS—1
Burton

Stratton
Stubblefield
Stuckey
Sullivan

Symms
Taylor, N.C.

Towell, Nev.
Treen
Udall

Ullman
Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Vanik

Veysey
Vigorito
‘Waggonner
Waldle

Zablocki

Zwach
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Alexander

Andrews, N.C.

Armstrong
Ashbrook
Badillo
Baker

Bell

Biaggl
Blatnik
Bolling
Bowen
Brademas
Brooks
Burke, Calif.
Camp
Carney, Ohilo
Chisholm
Corman
Clay
Conte
Cronin
Culver
Delaney
Dellums
Dingell
Dorn
Eckhardt

Gray
Green, Oreg.
Gubser
Guyer
Hanna
Harsha
Harvey
Hastings
Hinshaw
Holifleld
Huber
King
Kluczynski
Eoch
Landrum
Leggett
McCormack
McKinney
Mann
Maraziti

NOT VOTING—92

Reid
Riegle
Rodino
Rooney, N.Y.
Roy
Ryan
Sandman
Scherle
Sebelius
Shipley
Smith, Towa
Stanton,
James V.
Steele
Stephens
Studds
Symington
Talcott
Taylor, Mo.
Teague, Tex.
Thompson, N.J.
‘Wilson, Bob
Wilson,
Charles H.,
Calif.
Wilson,
Charles, Tex.
‘Wolff

Mitchell, Md.
Mosher
Nix
Parris
¥ Pickle
Goldwater Price, Tex.

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and

the bill was passed.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr. Thompson of New Jersey with Mr.
Marazitl.

Mr. Rooney of New York with Mr. King.

Mr. Biagg! with Mr. Cronin.

Mr. Holifield with Mr. Camp.

Mr. Kluczynskl with Mr. Hastings.

Mr. Delaney with Mr. Ashbrook.

Mr. Culver with Mr. Harsha.

Mr. McCormack with Mr. Gubser.

Mr. Hanna with Mr. Bell.

Mr. Pickle with Mr. Hinshaw.

Mr. Rodino with Mr. Sandman.

Mr. Shipley with Mr. Conte,

Mr. Charles H. Wilson of California with
Mr. Bob Wilson.

Mr. Wolff with Mr. McEKinney.

Mr. Blatnik with Mr. Huber.

Mr. Brademas with Mr. Guyer.

Mr. Brooks with Mr. Harvey.

Mr. Gray with Mr. Talcott.

Mr. Eoch with Mr. Clay.

Mr. Leggett with Mr. Mosher.

Mr. Matsunaga with Mr. Frey.

Mr. Dingell with Mr. Michel.

Mr. Nix with Mr. Bowen.

Mr. S8mith of Iowa with Mr. Goldwater.

Mr. James V. Stanton with Mr. Sebelius.

Mr. Stephens with Mr., Edwards of Ala-
bama,

Mr. Symington with Mr. Mayne.

Mr. Teague of Texas with Mr. Baker,

Mr. Wright with Mr. Parris.

Mr. Badillo with Mrs. Burke of California.

Mr. Alexander with Mr. Price of Texas,

Mr. Carney of Ohio with Mr. Steele.

Mrs. Chisholm with Mr. Corman,

Mr. Dellums with Mr. William D, Ford.

Mr. Dorn with Mr. Young of South Caro-
lina.

Mr. Fountain with Mr, Scherle.

Mr. Andrews of North Carolina with Mr.
Charles Wilson of Texas.

Mrs. Green of Oregon with Mr, Taylor of
Missouri.

Mr, Landrum with Mr. Zion,

Mr. Mann with Mr. Eckhardt.

Mr. Melcher with Mr, Metcalfe.

Mr, Milford with Mr. Mitchell of Maryland.

Mr. Reid with Mr, Mills of Arkansas.

Mr. Roy with Mr. Riegle.

Mr. Studds with Mr. Ryan,

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

Wright
Young, 8.C.
Zion
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GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
bill just passed.

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

There was no objection.

ENDORSING OBJECTIVES FOR A
JUST AND EFFECTIVE OCEAN
TREATY

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and agree to the reso-
lution (H. Res. 330) to endorse objec-
tives for a just and effective ocean treaty.

The Clerk read as follows:

Whereas the oceans cover 70 per centum
of the Earth’s surface, and their proper use
and development are essential to the United
States and to the other countries of the
world; and

Whereas Presidents Nixon and Johnson
have recognized the inadequacy of existing
ocean law to prevent confiict, and have urged
its modernization to assure orderly and
peaceful development for the benefit of all
mankind; and

Whereas a Law of the Sea Conference is
scheduled to convene in November-Decem-
ber 1973, preceded by two preparatory meet-
ings of the United Nations Committee on
the Peaceful Uses of the Seabed and the
Ocean Floor Beyond the Limits of National
Jurisdiction (hereinafter referred to as the
“Seabed Committee”); and

Whereas it is in the national interest of
the United States that this Conference
should speedily reach agreement on a just
and effective ocean treaty: Now, therefore,
be it

Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives endorses the following objectives, en-
visioned in the President’s ocean policy
statement of May 23, 1970, and now belng
pursued by the United States delegation to
the Seabed Committee preparing for the Law
of the Sea Conference—

(1) protection of (a) freedom of the seas,
beyond a twelve-mile territorial sea, for navi-
gation, commerce, transportation, communi-
cation, and sclentific research, and (b) free
transit through and over international
straits;

{2) recognition of the following interna-
tional community interests:

(a) protection from ocean pollution,

(b) assurance of the integrity of invest-
ments,

(c) substantial sharing of revenues de-
rived from exploitation of the seabed, partic-
ularly for economic assistance to developing
countries,

(d)y compulsory settlement of disputes,
ande

(e) protection of other reasonable uses of
the oceans beyond the territorial sea, in-
cluding any economic intermediate zone;

(8) an effective International Seabed Au-
thority to regulate orderly and just develop-
ment of the mineral resources of the deep
seabed as the common heritage of mankind,
protecting the interests both of developing
and of developed countries; and

(4) conservation and protection of living
resources, with fisheries regulated for maxi-
mum sustainable yleld, with coastal state
management of coastal species and host state
management of anadromous specles, and in-
ternational management of such migratory
specles as tuna.

Sec. 2 The House of Representatives com-
mends the United States delegation to the
Seabed Committee preparing for the Law of
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the Sea Conference for its excellent work, and
encourages the delegation to continue to
work diligently for early agreement on an
ocean treaty embodying the goals stated
herein.

The SPEAKER. Is a second demanded?

Mr. MATILLIARD. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand a second.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, a
second will be considered as ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 20
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia (Mr, MarLLiarp), pending which I
yield myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, Members of the House,
the resolution which is presently before
the body is simply a House resolution
which will require no action by the other
body.

What this resolution does is endorse
the principles laid down by President
Nixon with respect to the Law of the Sea
negotiations which will reach their cli-
max in a conference which will open in
New York this fall and continue in San-
tiago, Chile, next year. These negotia-
tions include matters of vital interest to
the United States, such as the question
of how far our territorial seas shall ex-
tend. At the present time, we claim 3
miles, but many nations claim 12 and
some up to 200.

There will be determined the question
of how much further than the territorial
sea the coastal States shall have right to
exploit the economic resources of the sea
bed and the fish stocks in the water col-
umn above.

There will also be determined what
shall happen to the deep seabed beyond
the limits of national jurisdiction, who
shall control it, and who shall have the
right of exploitation and further, how
benefits of that exploitation shall be di-
vided, that is, who shall gain the fruits
of the exploitation.

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

Mr. FRASER. I yield to the gentleman
from Iowa (Mr. Gross).

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman is not say-
ing that by virtue of this resolution there
will be a determination of who controls
what underlies the waters beyond what
now is the 3-mile limit? He is not saying
that, is he?

Mr. FRASER. I am glad the gentleman
from Iowa raised the question. The an-
swer is complex for it deals with a num-
ber of things among which is control of
seabeds minerals and oil beyond the 200-
meter isobath, that is generally beyond
the continental shelf, rather than what
is beyond 3 miles. This resolution simply
endorses the position of the President
which is being pursued by our negotiat-
ing team. This resolution has no force of
law. It is simply an expression of the
House in support of the negotiating posi-
tion of the U.S. delegation. i

Mr. GROSS. So that, if the territorial
limits should be, as a result of the work
of this committee and in combination
with other nations, a 12-mile territorial
limit, this would not mean that without
further action on the part of the Congress
that the coastal States would be entitled
to the offshore oil rights within that
12-mile limit? Is that not true?
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Mr, FRASER. You are correct. It would
not mean that the coastal States would
be entitled to the offshore oil rights with-
in the 12-mile limit. You are speaking of
the several coastal States of the United
States, I presume, rather than the
coastal nations of the world which are
referred to as states in the international
context. Let me take it step by step. As-
suming that there is a convention agreed
upon in the final meeting in Santiago de
Chile next year, that convention would
have to be ratified by countries in ac-
cordance with their constitutional proc-
esses. The United States could elect not
to ratify. If the U.S. position is sustained,
that is to say, if a 12-mile territorial
sea is established, among other things,
it is very clear that all of the resources
within that 12 miles would belong ex-
clusively to the United States. The 12-
mile zone would be the sovereign domain
of this country. The United States, in
turn, could apportion it among its own
States, under either present or new law.
It would belong to the people of the
United States.

Mr. GROSS. It would belong to the
people of the United States, but would
Congress have the authority to make a
determination as to the ownership of
those undersea deposits or resources or
whatever they might be?

Mr. FRASER. My understanding is
that the status of law today, based on
Federal legislation, is that our States
have the right to a claim that goes out
to 3 miles, with the exception of two
States—Texas and Florida, which by
reason of a historic elaim have a right
to go out to 9 miles. Agreement to a
12-mile territorial sea would not entail
any automatic change in this situation.
Any further yielding of rights to the
.t?.lhat,es would require congressional ac-

on.

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman.

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

Mr. FRASER. I am glad to yield to
the gentleman from New Hampshire.

Mr. WYMAN. Is it the gentleman’s
position that the resolution now before
us, to which he is addressing his re-
marks, endorses or takes any position
with regard to whether we should have a
3-mile limit, a 12-mile limit, a 200-meter
depth limit, or any other limit off our
coastal waters?

Mr. FRASER. The resolution supports
the U.S. position in the law of the sea
forum in several respects. In general, the
U.S. negotiating position, I can advise
the gentleman, is as follows: We are pro-
posing that there be a 12-mile terri-
torial sea. That would commence just at
the water’s edge on this chart on the
easel to my right. Beyond the 12-mile
territorial sea we would in our proposal
retain to the coastal nation exclusive
ownership and the right to exploit the
mineral resources, the sea bed resources,
out to the 200-meter isobath or depth
line, which is shown on this same chart.
That, standing alone, is no change from
the 1958 Convention which generally de-
fined the rights of coastal States to ex-
ploit out to the 200-meter isobath, but
it went further and provided rights to
depths beyond to the extent technology
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permits exploitation. In any event, we
would propose to maintain exclusive con-
trol from the 200-meter isobath in to-
ward the shoreline.

Beyond the 200-meter isobath out to
the beginning of the deep seabed, which
is at the end of the continental rise, we
are proposing a mixture of international
and coastal State—Nation—rights. The
coastal State would be the manager of
the resources, but the management of
those resources by the coastal State
would be subject to five principles, as
follows:

First is the protection of investment;

Second is the protection of the marine
environment,

Third is revenue sharing;

Fourth is the compulsory settlement
of disputes; and

Fifth is the protection for other uses,
such as scientific research.

Then, with respect to the deep seabed,
which is out beyond the continental rise,
there would be an international regime
which would have the right to license en-
terprises who want to go out and exploit
the seabed.

Mr. WYMAN. If the gentleman will
yield further, we have not, however, as-
serted, at least this body, our jurisdic-
tion to these coastal waters out to 200
meters in depth.

Mr. FRASER. Under the Truman dec-
laration of 1945 and the 1958 conven-
tion, we can exploit resources out to the
200-meter isobath and beyond as tech-
nology allows.

Mr. WYMAN. Aproximately how far
away from the shore, along the eastern
coast of the United States, does the 200-
meter depth figure extend?

Mr. FRASER. I am glad the gentle-
man asked that question. This map
which I have here shows in yellow the
extent of the continental shelf out to the
200-meter isobath. And you can, by closer
inspection, get some notion as to how far
out the 200-meter isobath is. But in any
case it would be some 12 miles or more off
New England I believe,

Mr. WYMAN. In any case, it is that
far?

Mr. FRASER. The gentleman is cor-
rect.

Mr. WYMAN. May I ask the gentle-
man, has he made any effort to stop the
Russian trawlers from fishing within
the 200-meter range?

Mr. FRASER. The 200-meter isobath
limit does not apply to fishing, but only
to exploitation of the seabed. Under
present international law, we have a 3-
mile territorial sea plus a 9-mile con-
tiguous fishery zone, and for fishing pur-
poses, beyond 12 miles is international
waters today.

Mr. WYMAN. I understand. But the
gentleman will agree, will he not, that if
Congress wanted to, it could unilaterally
assert jurisdiction of the United States
to exclusively control and use this 200
meters in depth, including the seabed as
well as the water?

Mr. FRASER. Well, the United States
could unilaterally assert jurisdiction to
200 miles or to a 200-meter depth or to
1,000 or to 10,000 miles, but do we want
to? We could make the assertion, but if
we did it unilaterally, this would provide
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a source of conflict with other nations
which would take the position that this
is not an accepted international stand-
ard. We have criticized other nations for
making unilateral claims to vast areas of
the international ocean, and we have
steadfastly refused fo recognize such
unilateral claims, believing such mat-
ters are properly a subject for interna-
tional agreement in precisely the kind of
forum which we have in the forthcom-
ing Law of the Sea Conference.

Mr. WYMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield further?

Mr. FRASER. I yield further to the
gentleman from New Hampshire (Mr.
WYMAN).

Mr. WYMAN. I understand that is why
we are going to the system on the inter-
national conference, because they are
going more than 200 miles out; is that
not so?

Mr. FRASER. Some States have as-
serted claims of 200 miles of territorial
sea of exclusive sovereign jurisdiction;
others have claimed 200 miles for the
richt of resource exploitation, without
claiming control over navigation, a zone
they call a patrimonial sea. And there
are a variety of other claims that exist
today.

Mr. WYMAIJ. Mr. Speaker, assuming
that they authorize or approve the 200-
meter depth, we would not have to go
very far, would we? Because we would
be pretty close to the shoreline in Ecua-
dor at 200 meters in depth.

Mr. FRASER. Ecuador has made a
claim of 200 miles, not to a depth of 200
meters. Ecuador is a good example of the
problem of the unilateral claim.

Mr. WYMAN. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to ask the gentleman further, in the
question of the seabed, on the offshore
claim as it relates to the energy crisis,
does the gentleman have any recommen-
dation, or is there anything in the
gentleman’s resolution before us today
as an implication of a provision by this
Congress on what would be done with
regard to oil from the continental rise on
in? Does that belong to us clearly?

Mr. FRASER. The proposal of the
United States is that very generally that
the area from shore to the 200-meter
isobath or depth would belong exclusive-
ly to the coastal nation for mining pur-
poses or for the extraction of oil and gas,
but not for fishing however; and from
the 200-meter isobath to the edge of the
continental margin, where the deep sea-
bed begins, the area would be managed
by the coastal nation under international
standards, with some revenue sharing;
and in the deep seabed, the exploitation
would be under international manage-
ment and control, again with revenue
sharing with the developing and the
land-lockea and shelf-locked nations. So,
to answer your question the U.S. position
would give the United States exclusive
right and control from the 200-meter
depth line back into the shore.

Mr. WYMAN. And this resolution then
would put this House on record as en-
dorsing that provision today, would it
not?

Mr. FRASER. Yes, that is correct. We
would be endorsing the President’s con-
cept of a national area, mixed inter-
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mediate zone, and an entirely interna-
tional deep seabead area, subject to inter-
national standards and mandatory dis-
putes settlement.

Mr, WYMAN. I thank the gentleman.

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

Mr. FRASER., I yield to the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. MACDONALD).

Mr. MACDONALD. Mr. Speaker, to go
along a little further, I did not quite un-
derstand the exchange between the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. Frasgr) and
the gentleman from New Hampshire
(Mr. Wyman) as to what effect this would
have on offshore drilling for gas and oil.

Would the gentleman explain that
further?

Mr. FRASER. This would have no ef-
fect, as drilling takes place today. Of
course, we do not know what the outcome
of the Conference will be, but our purpose
is to support the stated U.S. position.
There will be no effect on drilling within
the 200-meter isobath, which is where all
of our commercial developments have
taken place so far.

Mr. MACDONALD. Will the gentle-
man yield further for just one more ob-
servation and question?

Mr. FRASER. Yes, I yield to the gen-
tleman from  Massachusetts (Mr.
MACDONALD) .

Mr. MACDONALD. Mr. Speaker, I was
concerned as to what effect it would
have on the present rights for offshore
drilling. Would it expand the present
rights or deteriorate their position, or
would it close off any exploration past
that 200-meter range?

Mr. FRASER. Under the 1958 conven-
tion the right of coastal States to explore
or exploit for oil to the 200-meter depth
was clear,

In addition, under that convention
there was a right to go beyond the 200-
meter isobath to the extent that ex-
ploitability was possible, a continually
changing thing which caused and con-
tinues to cause impreciseness and con-
fusion.

Mr. MACDONALD. But that is not
clear,

Mr. FRASER. You are right. That is
not clear. Under the proposal of the
President, beyond the 200-meter isobath
out to the end of the continental margin
the coastal state or nation manages the
exploitation of those resources under a
kind of trusteeship and does so subject
to certain international standards. The
coastal states would have control and
management of those resources for the
international community, and would
likely be entitled to a management fee
of one kind or another.

Mr. MACDONALD. I thank you.

Mr. SIKES. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FRASER. I yield to the gentleman
from Florida.

Mr. SIKES. I think the gentlemen’s
bill is well founded and I intend to sup-
port it, but I would like to ask him one or
two questions in further clarification.

I would like clarification on the sub-
Jject of pollution control. Many of us are
concerned with pollution eontrol if it is
just offshore. Does this bill control Fed-
eral and State pollution control efforts?

Mr. FRASER. My understanding is
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that within territorial waters and for
some yet undefined further area it is the
domestic responsibility of the coastal na-
tion. There are pollution standards
which are being developed by the Inter-
national Maritime Consultative Orga-
nization on vessel pollution, and this may
be broadened. They have a meeting com-
ing up this fall in London.

Mr. SIKES. This bill then would do
nothing to discourage this type of effort?

Mr. FRASER. No, not at all. With re-
spect to pollution I think that for inter-
national waters there will be some gen-
eral statements about the problem of pol-
lution, but this will not have any signifi-
cant impact on territorial waters; and if
there is to be a spelling out of pollution
standards in the areas further out that
remains to be worked out. Incidentally,
the United States will make an interven-
tion on pollution this week at the U.N.
Seabeds Committee in New York. I will
try to provide a copy for the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD.

Mr. SIKES. With regard to the matter
of offshore drilling, there has been a con-
troversy for a number of years about who
controls the waters to what distance off-
shore in these jurisdictions. It was re-
solved between the States and the Fed-
eral Government in a generally satisfac-
tory manner. Does this bill change that
in any way?

Mr. FRASER. No, sir. The 3-mile rights
the States now have and the 9 miles that
Texas and Florida have established
would not be altered under the U.S. posi-
tion.

Mr. SIKES. Another item of concern
touched on a moment ago is the matter
of the claim of some countries to a dis-
tance of 200 miles of the waters offshore.
We in Florida have had serious problems
with some of our neighbors to the south
because of their seizure of fishing vessels
within the waters that they claim as
their own. Does this affect that sifuation?

Mr. FRASER. We hope it will. We do
not recognize the unilateral 200-mile zone
of Ecuador and Peru and other nations,
and that is where the trouble lies. With
respect to fisheries, the U.S. position is
that the fish should be managed on &
species basis. In general coastal state
fishing, that is, for fish found resident in
the coastal areas, would be reserved to
the costal states, subject only to the
concept that if they do not use all of the
resources, then other countries would
have a right to come in on a nondiscrim-
inatory Dbasis, so that harvestable
stocks would not go unused, or be wasted.
But the coastal state would have the first
right. For highly migratory species such
as tuna we are proposing international
management since they spawn in inter-
national waters and swim all over the
oceans, so that no single state should
have a rightful claim over them. For the
anadromous species, like salmon, which
spawn in inland waters, it is proposed
that the host state where the fish spawn
should have control over their entire life
cycle.

My understanding is that all of the
fishery groups in the United States are
generally in agreement with the position
of our Government on those matters, be-
cause it protects all our fisheries. The

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

problem the fishermen have is with the
time it takes to hammer out an interna-
tional agreement.

Mr. SIKES. One further question.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will advise
the gentleman he has consumed 18 min-
utes. He has 2 more minutes remaining.

Mr. SIKES, One further brief question
if the gentleman will yield further.

Mr. FRASER. I yield further.

Mr. SIKES. Has the gentleman’'s com-
mittee given thought to dealing more
specifically with separate legislation on
the problem of seizures of American fish-
ing vessels in South American waters?

Mr. FRASER. I can only answer the
gentleman that our subcommittee has
not been given the jurisdiction over that
problem. Hopefully, if the Law of the Sea
Conference comes to a fruitful conclu-
sion, we will have ended the problem.

Mr. PIKE. Mr. Speaker, will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr. FRASER. I will be glad to yield to
the gentleman from New York.

Mr. PIKE. Mr. Speaker, under the po-
sition of the United States the 200-meter
mark marks the limit of State's control
of the bottom, but not of the water; is
that correct?

Mr. FRASER. That is correct.

Mr, PIKE. Does the United States have
a position regarding who controls the
fishery resources out to the 200-meter
depth mark?

Mr. FRASER. No. The position of the
United States on fishing has nothing to
do with depth. As I have previously
stated, our U.S. proposal on fisheries is
that they can be dealt with according to
their natural habits, not by artificially
or politically defining a zone by mileage
or by depth.

Mr. PIKE. We are not going to claim
any jurisdiction at all, just on our own
Continental Shelf?

Mr. FRASER. The shelf really has very
little to do with our Continental Shelf.
Our position is that the fish found in
coastal waters are subject to the control
and use of the coastal state, as are anad-
ramous species. The highly migratory
oceanic species are subject to interna-
tional management and allocation.

Mr, PIKE, This has not been true in
the past, and it is certainly not true at
the present time.

Let me ask the gentleman one other
additional question: Is the lobster a sea
bed resource, or is that a fishery re-
source?

Mr. FRASER. I am not a fishery ex-
pert, but I think it would be a fishery
resource, since it is not regarded as a
creature attached to the shelf.

Mr., PIEKE. So we would not have any
control over what happens to the lob-
sters, unless there is international agree-
ment on it, according to the position of
the United States; is that correct?

Mr. FRASER. Well, if there is no in-
ternational agreement we are left where
we are today. If there is an international
agreement then presumably——

Mr. PIKE. I am trying to find out
what we are pushing for, trying to find
out what we are endorsing here.

Mr. FRASER. Under the species ap-
proach acdvocated by the United States,
the coastal state would have manage-
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ment jurisdiction and a preferential
right to that resource.

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

Mr, MAILLIARD. Mr. Speaker, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Min-
nesota.

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

Mr. FRASER. I yield to the gentleman
from New Hampshire.

Mr. WYMAN. Mr. Speaker, along the
lines the gentleman from New York has
just developed, and that was the intent
of the previous questions I addressed to
the gentleman from Minnesota, I was
just trying to find out whether by pass-
ing the resolution offered by the gentle-
man from Minnesota we are endorsing
the U.S. position that may be taken be-
fore the Conference, and generally ex-
actly what that position is. I understand
the question asked by the gentleman
from New York and the response given
by the gentleman from Minnesota, and
that is we are going to take a position
that we did not assert any control over
fisheries out to the 200-meter mark, not
the bottom, now, but the fish,

Mr. FRASER. No, that is not right.

Mr. WYMAN. This distresses me.

Mr. FRASER. So far as fisheries are
concerned the 200-meter isobath or depth
mark makes no difference. The position
of the United States is that fish found
along the coast, the so-called resident
species, are to be controlled, managed,
and utilized by the coastal state (na-
tion).

Mr. WYMAN. But we have not as-
serted that, have we?

Mr. FRASER. Yes, that is our position;
that is our negotiating position.

Mr. WYMAN. It may be our negoti-

ating position, but we have not excluded
foreign fisheries out to the 200-meter
indepth mark, as coastal waters of the
United States.

Mr. FRASER. Let me distinguish
again. The 200-meter isobath or depth-
mark has to do with mining, not with

fishes. Foreign fishermen today can
legally fish in international waters be-
yond 12 miles from shore.

Mr. WYMAN. Another thing, section
(2) (¢) of the resolution offered by the
gentleman from Minnesota describes a
substantial sharing of revenues derived
from exploitation of the seabed.

Is the gentleman proposing that we
should share revenues from offshore
areas with other nations in the world?
And I am talking about offshore of the
United States, not down at the bottom of
the continental rise.

Mr. FRASER. This proposition is that
the rights that we now have would re-
main, and that is out to the 200-meter
isobath, which is where virtually all of
the oil drilling is going on so far. But be-
yvond the 200-meter depth out to bottom
of the continental margin there would
be an intermediate international zone
with coastal state management, under
certain internationel standards. It is in
that area that it is suggested that any
licensing fees or royalties would be shared
between the coastal state and the in-
ternational regime, as well as in the in-
ternational deep seabed area.
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Mr, WYMAN. If we should vote for
this resolution today are we voting for
that position? Is there an implication
that we are voting for that position?

Mr. FRASER. Yes. This is the position
announced by the President as one of
many aspects of his oceans policy. The
answer would be “yes.” You are giving
general endorsement to that position.

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

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

Mr. WYDLER. Mr. Speaker, if I un-
derstand what the gentleman has stated,
we are going to take some sort of a po-
sition on the States’ individual control
of offshore waters for the purpose of pro-
tecting fishing resources in them, and
I am just curious, if that were in fact
to become the situation as to what degree
we would protect those waters. Would it
be the job of each individual State to
see that in its own territorial waters the
vessels of the Soviet Union did not fish,
or from some other foreign country?
‘Who would actually go out and board the
vessels or drive them away? How would
that be done?

If the gentleman will yield further, it
seems to me that we are going to end
up with a very peculiar situation where
somewhere offshore in the oceans the
State of Massachusetts and the State of
New York might be fighting about whose
rights are being violated, or the State of
Rhode Island, and that question could
become very confused in the high seas
hundreds of miles from land. In addition
to that, it might require the State of New
York to have some sort of a Navy to en-
force these rights and protect its waters,
and these ships in turn could get in all
types of jurisdictional disputes, I should
think, over whose rights are being vio-
lated.

Mr. FRASER. As the gentleman
knows, there are existing international
conventions dealing with certain fishing
resources in which there is now even a
right of boarding in which we have the
right to board Soviet vessels, and vice
versa. But, the individual States would
not enforce the agreement. The Federal
Government would have that respon-
sibility.

What we are dealing with here is the
rights of fishing nations, not individual
States of the United States. The ma-
chinery for enforcement remains to be
worked out. I should add that in the
fisheries area our position is that there
should be guick and effective machinery
for settlement of disputes, should they
arise.

Mr. MATLLIARD. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I should like to express
my support for this resolution. Let me re-
peat that is all it is—a House resolution.
It does not go to the Senate; it does not
become law. It is the belief on the part of
those of us who sponsoret. the resolution
that what is going on now in this U.N.
committee, which is intended to lead on
to another major Law of the Sea Inter-
national Conference, is a matter of very
great significance, far more significance
perhaps than some of the detailed ques-
tions that have been asked today. I
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realize there are many, many questions
that could be asked, but about as far as
we could go in this resolution was the
endorsement of certain principles which
have been taken as the U.S. position in
what is a preparatory meeting—one of
several leading up to a major conference
next year on the whole question of the
law of the sea.

I want to emphasize we are not voting
here on the terms of any treaty or agree-
ment. It is an expression of approval by
the House for the negotiating position of
our U.S. delegation to the United Na-
tions Seabed Committee. That is a little
bit of a misnomer because this is really
a preparatory conference to set up the
terms for the Law of the Sea Conference
which is of much wider significance than
just the question of the seabeds.

The committee is preparing for this
conference, and we hope that out of the
conference can come agreement on what
the international law of the sea will be.
The gentleman from Minnesota and I are
designated as congressional advisers to
this UN. committee. I believe that this
conference could be the most important
of the century.

During our hearings former Secretary
of State Dean Rusk told the subcommit-
tee this last week, and I will quote:

Unless the law of the sea is brought up-to-
date by general agreement among nations
within the next two or three years, we may
see a national race for the control of open
oceans and seabeds comparable to the race
for the control of land areas of the past
three centuries , , . it would be sheer in-
sanity for mankind to go down that fork of
the road.

President Nixon said in his 1970 ocean
policy statement that if the law of the
sea ‘“‘is not modernized multilaterally,
unilateral action and international con-
flict are inevitable.”

So the point I am trying to make here
is that whether we are successful and
can get international agreement on
reasonable rules and laws governing the
oceans and the resources of the oceans
and the resources under the oceans will
help to determine the question of war
and peace for the next century or sev-
eral centuries. Conflicts are developing
now, as the questions that have been
asked today indicate; and without some
generally accepted order conflicts are
going to become more and more acute
as the competition for the resources that
are involved becomes more important,
and as a matter of fact perhaps reso-
lution is vital with the energy crisis we
all know we face.

I think the U.S. position is reasonable
and constructive. It is a middle ground
between the extremists who have taken
hard line positions either for practically
the status quo or for territorial seas ex-
tending far out infto the oceans.

So what we are trying to do is to
assure protection of the freedom of the
seas beyond what we think will be a 12-
mile territorial sea of sovereign jurisdic-
tion. We also want to assure free transit
through and over international straits
that might otherwise become closed to
international traffic by the extension of
territorial waters from 3 to 12 miles. It
recognizes the mutual interests of na-
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tions in protection from ocean pollution,
the sharing of some revenues from the
exploitation of seabeds, and the prompt
compulsory international settlement of
disputes that may arise over interpre-
tations of the rules.

Our delegation has also supported an
effective international seabed authority
to regulate the development of the deep
seabed beyond any claim of national con-
trol, as well as for the conservation of
the fisheries resources.

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

Mr. MATLLIARD. I yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I am dis-
turbed by a couple of provisions in this
resolution. On page 2 it states:
the House of Representatives endorses the
following objectives—

And then it enumerates several, and I
read one:
assurance of the integrity of investments—

And then again I read:
substantial sharing of revenues derived from
exploitation of the seabed, particularly for
economic assistance to developing coun-
tries—

Now does this mean we would here
today be endorsing another foreign
handout program, another foreign aid
program?

Mr. MAILLTARD. I say to the gentle-
man, taking the second one first, no, it
would not be a question of a foreign
aid program. What we are attempting
to do is to get something the major na-
tions of the world can agreed on. We
all know certain nations are asserting
jurisdiction way out into the ocean for
various purposes. As a matter of fact, I
think the record will show we have here-
tofore asserted that a 3-mile territorial
sea is all a country is entitled to under
international law; however, in the pres-
ent law of the sea deliberations we have
indicated a willingness to go to 12 miles
provided there is a guarantee of free
transit through the international straits
that become enclosed in ferritorial wat-
ers. Some 29 nations now agree with us
on the existing 3-mile territorial sea, but
89 nations have made some other ter-
ritorial assertions. Thus, it is perfectly
clear we cannot get international agree-
ment on a 3-mile territorial sea.

We think it quite likely we can get
agreement on a 12-mile territorial sea,
although there are those who are claim-
ing as much as 200 miles. So what this
is aiming toward is a clear and realistic
arrangement among the nations which
would receive general acceptance.

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

Mr. MAILLIARD. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Illinois.

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from California for
yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I express my support for
the position the gentleman is advanc-
ing. It seems to me unilateral actions
many other nations have taken are det-
rimental to our interest, and the very
best hope for the U.S. position to be
equalized and promoted is through this
kind of international agreement.




10544

I think the gentleman answered a
further inquiry I had which is with re-
spect to these narrower waters where
there is no opportunity for a 9-mile or a
12-mile limit, where the water is nar-
rower than that, or where the seabed is
less than 200 meters in depth. Is it our
understanding that those waters should
be divided equally between the two
abutting countries?

Mr. MAILLIARD. The gentleman’s
question is not entirely clear; however, 1
will respond to the inguiry by stating
that in a situation where a narrow body
of water such as a strait separates the
national jurisdictions of two nations, I
would assume that a median line would
divide the waters to prevent overlapping
sovereignty. Of course, this is an over-
simplified answer. If a 12-mile terri-
torial sea were adopted internationally,
then any strait wider than 24 miles would
have international waters running
through it anyway. On the other hand,
if the width of the strait were less than
24 miles, the U.S. position is that there
would have to be a right of free tran-
sit through, over, or beneath the sur-
face of that strait for vessels or air-
craft, whether one or two nations had
sovereign jurisdiction over the adjacent
shores. One more point—the 200-meter
isobath or depth of the water column
has nothing to do with the breadth of
the territorial sea, or freedom of tran-
sit through straits, or with fisheries, or
freedom of scientific research, or with
pollution. It really only concerns the
matter of exploration and exploitation
of the remote areas of the continental
slope and the seabed; and it constitutes
a dividing line between national and in-
ternational jurisdiction for mining and
oil and gas extraction.

A very vital part of our position and
one, as far as I am personally concerned
that is really virtually nonnegotiable, is
the protection of the right to use those
international straits which are less than
6 miles under the existing 3-mile ter-
ritorial sea, we recognize, in which in-
ternational transportation can pass into
the open ocean. When we extend terri-
torial claims to 12 miles, the sfraits
which we now can transit under inno-
cent passage would be closed if we do
not maintain the right to free and un-
hampered transit of those straits.

To me, this is absolutely vital and not
a negotiable question. I think that if we
do not get that, it will be very dangerous
for the United States to sign any conven-
tion.

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

Mr. MAILLIARD. I yield fo the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania (Mr. SAYLOR).

Mr. SAYLOR. I think there are several
points that are bothering the Members
which might be cleared up with regard
to our own country so that we can under-
stand this.

The gentleman in the well comes from
the State of California. At the present
time, California is entitled to the oil
offshore for a certain limit. Beyond that,
the lands belong to the United States
and the United States leases those lands.

Mr. MAILLIARD. Correct.

Mr. SAYLOR. What would be the ef-
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fect of the 200-meter isobath that has
been referred to? Wowd California get
its rights extended out to that depth,
or would those, as between the rights of
the State of California and the Federal
Government, belong to the Federal Cov-
ernment?

Mr. MAILLIARD. In my opinion, this
resolution simply does not address itself
to this subject at all. This is a matter
between the Federal Government and the
States, not between the States and the
international community. If the gentle-
man will recall, this was a very contro-
versial item a few years ago. We had a
Supreme Court ruling and eventually
passed legislation here, the Submerged
Lands Act of 1953. This would not, in
my judement, alter any rights the States
now have without further legislation.

Mr. SAYLOR. Approximately 20 years
ago the International Court in the Hague
ruled that open seas did not extend
where there was 12 miles or less from
headland to headland. It was territorial
water.

Is there anything in this agreement
which would affect that court case?

Mr. MAILLIARD. I am not sure your
figure of 12 miles is correct, because that
would presume on internationally
agreed-upon territorial sea of 6 miles.
However, the answer to the gentleman’s
question is that the decision of the Law
of the Sea Conference might well affect
the ICJ decision and make it most.

Mr. SAYLOR. The third point is 2(b),
line 14, which says that we are going to
assure the integrity of investments.

Mr. FRASER. What we mean by that
is very simple.

The U.S. position is that we want to
insure that any investment made by an
individual or corporation or joint ven-
ture of whatever nature is fully recog-
nized and not subject to expropriation
without compensation.

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Speaker, will the
genleman yield? ;

Mr. MATLLIARD. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Speaker, I wonder if
the gentleman would elaborate on one
point on page 2, subparagraph (d),
speaking of the objectives of the inter-
national agreement and compulsory set-
tlement of disputes.

What does the gentleman envision
that would include, and to what extent
would this be permitted?

Mr. MAILLIARD. I say to the gen-
tleman from Texas that the U.S. position
envisions that there must be an end to
international litigation, some way to re-
solve differences or disputes. We envision
a different forum to finally settle dis-
putes where fisheries matters are con-
concerned from that where seabed ex-
ploration and exploitation are involved.
The former tend to involve local or re-
gional resolution, whereas the seabed
matters tend to be more truly interna-
tional. In any event the machinery for
resolving disputes will be created in the
Law of the Sea Conference.

We already have an international
agreement that the coastal state has
complete control out to the 200-meter
position as far as the seabed resources
are concerned.
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Now, between the 200 meters and the
end of the continental shelf is one of the
things that still has to be settled.

Mr., WHITE. I thank the gentleman.

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

Mr. MAILLIARD. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Virginia.

Mr. DOWNING. I thank the gentle-
man,

I am going to vote for this legislation,
because I believe a law of the sea is ab-
solutely necessary, and it should be done
by the United Nations. However, I am
concerned as to the time which is going
to be consumed in hopefully reaching
this solution.

As the gentleman knows, there is in-
terim legislation which is being consid-
ered by various committees of the Con-
gress. I should like to be assured that the
passage of this resolution will not pre-
clude any interim legislation the Con-
gress may desire to take up.

Mr. MATLLIARD. I say to the gentle-

man that obviously it does not preclude
it, because until we have a treaty, as to
which the United States is a participant,
we can assert anything we want to assert
unilaterally.
_ The gentleman knows that I have an
interest similar to his. I would hope that
we would be able to hold off a little bit,
until we see whether this international
agreement attempt is going to go on
schedule, If it becomes inordinately de-
layed, I can see that there may be an
absolute necessity for some kind of in-
terim legislation. At the moment I would
hope we would not have to take that kind
of step.

Mr. DOWNING. But this does not pre-
clude it?

N Mr. MAILLIARD. It does not preclude
it.

Mr. DOWNING. I thank the gentle-
man.,

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

Mr. MAILLIARD. I yield to the gentle-
man from Minnesota.

Mr. FRASER. I just want to reempha-
size a statement the gentleman made
about the importance of the right of free
t;'ansit. through and over the interna-
tional straits. The Strait of Gibraltar,
the Strait of Malacca, the Strait of Dover
will all be eclosed under the 12-mile ter-
ritorial sea unless there is expressly re-
served the right of free transit over in-
ternational straits.

I join with the gentleman in saying
that it really is absolutely necessary for
the United States to require in any kind
of international agreement that there be
freedom of transit for navigation
through infernational straits that be-
come overlapped by territorial seas if we
go to 12 miles.

Mr. MATLLIARD. I thank the gentle-
man. It is of tremendous importance.

Mrs. MINK, Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. MATLLIARD. I vield to the gentle-
woman from Hawaii.

Mrs. MINK. I should like to inquire
what concern and deliberations of re-
gard were given by the committee with
respect to the unique problem which we
in Hawaii face because Hawaii is an in-
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sular State and is completely surrounded
by ocean waters and without the Con-
tinental Shelf that has been made refer-
ence to this afternoon.

Also there is the additional factor that
the waters between the islands are all
international waters. It is now a pursuit
of our State to try to close off these wa-
ters, so as not to have any confrontation
with foreign vessels regarding those in-
ternational waters and having free ac-
cess to move in between the islands in
any way.

Mr. MAILLIJARD. As the gentleman
from Hawalii is no doubt aware, a num-
ber of ocean island nations such as Indo-
nesia, the Philippines, Fiji, and others
are insisting on a special treatment of
ocean archipelagoes to protect their na-
tional territorial integrity by some
straight base lines principle to give them
control of their “internal” waters with-
out regard to a 12-mile territorial sea
between islands. Resolution of that
problem should help Hawaii.

Mr. BURKE of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I wish to acknowledge my support of H.R.
330, the Law of the Sea Conference bill,
which endorses President Nixon’s ocean
policy statement of May 23, 1970, and
supports the objections now being pur-
sued by the U.S. delegation to the United
Nations Conference on the Law of the
Sea.

The great wealth of the sea has been
overlooked for many centuries by the
various nations of the world, because of
the past abundance and assessibility of
land resources. However, with the many
dire forecasts of" possible serious deple-
tions of many preclous minerals and fos-
sil fuels we must now look to the oceans
for new supplies. The United States is not
alone in this problem. It should be re-
membered that, until 1945, all countries
enjoyed unrestricted freedom of the seas,
and most nations observed only a 3-mile
territorial waters concept.

The objectives expressed in H.R. 330:
to establish a 12-mile territorial sea limit
for coastal States with recognition of
freedom of the seas for navigation, com-
munication, scientific research, and un-

impeded transit through international-

straits; to recognize the international
rights of protection from ocean pollution,
protection of investments, protection of
access to the oceans beyond the 12-mile
limits for reasonable uses, with interna-
tional sharing of revenues from exploita-
tion of waters beyond the territorial lim-
its; to create an International Seabed
Authority to regulate the development of
the deep seabed; and to conserve living
resources, and recognize coastal State
management of coastal and anadromous
fish areas, are laudable solutions to an
international hodge-podge of laws regu-
lating the sea.

As a representative, I sincerely hope
that the passage of this resolution will
lead to development and use of the
oceans by the nations of the world in an
orderly manner and will head-off bitter
feelings among friendly neighbors in the
vears ahead. Hopefully our future needs
will be our reward for a yea vote today.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker,
I am pleased the House has before it to-
day legislation endorsing the work of the
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U.S. delegation at the International Law
of the Sea Conference.

It is clear to all that growing tech-
nology, improved understanding of
oceanography, and the threats of man to
other forms of animal life have in recent
years made existing agreements on the
use of the world's oceans and the man-
agement of their resources outdated and
conflicting.

By approving this measure we are
taking a positive and constructive step
forward as the international community
begins to work together fto resolve the
serious problems and competing claims
of the various coastal nations.

I would like to comment in more detail
about one specific aspect of the legisla-
tion which is the endorsement of the
fisheries conservation and protection
portion of the position our negotiators
have adopted.

I expect to introduce legislation in the
near future to outline more specifically
the so-called three species approach to
the protection of fishery and marine re-
sources. This concept recognizes the in-
terests of coastal and fishing nations in
the preservation of fish and delineates a
guardianship philosophy for each kind
of species based upon its particular mi-
gration habits.

Those fish and/or bottom fish which
inhabit the coastal waters of a single
coastal state would be under the protec-
tion of that nation, and it would be ex-
pected to develop a program of protec-
tion and conservation of the species to
insure the maximum sustainable yield in
perpetuity.

Similarly, nations in whose fresh wa-
ter streams anadromous fish spawn
would have control over them irrespec-
tive of where their migratory travels take
them. This concept recognizes the cost
and responsibility of these nations in
making certain that fresh waterways are
available to the anadromous fish and
that spawning grounds are preserved and
enhanced.

In addition, this concept would act as
an incentive to build and operate anad-
romous fish hatcheries, fish conserva-
tion programs and to undertake flood
control and water conservation programs
in a way that would enhance anadromous
fish populations.

Finally, pelagic fish, such as tfuna,
whose migratory patterns are unpredict-
able and wide ranging, would be regu-
lated through separate international
agreements designed to prevent these
species from being exploited or decimated
by any one nation while off that nation’s
coast.

While these principles appear to be a
reasonable step toward a reasonable pol-
icy, there is no question that they will be
very difficult to obtain. Our negotiators
will need our total support and I hope
that our approval of the resolution we
are now considering followed by others
that will follow will demonstrate our
commitment to this goal.

Unfortunately, the fishing nations of
the world have a variety of fishing pol-
icies that have been seriously detrimental
to the world’s fishery stocks. Some na-
tions are “quick buck artists” whose fish-
ing fleets care not at all whether there
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will be future fish for them to obtain.
They catch only for today’'s market and
care less about making certain the
species they strike can survive their
plundering ways.

Other nations have become greedy and
inconsiderate. They carefully protect
their own stocks by concentrating on
sending their fleets to the shores of other
nations. This practice could not be con-
demned if these nations made a practice
of using accepted, modern conservation
methods but, in fact, they do not.

Devastating inroads into the stocks of
some species have focused the attention
of the world on these archaic practices
and most nations now have more con-
structive attitudes toward marine con-
servation.

We must now take advantage of their
growing awareness of the long-range im-
pact of their unconcern by advancing a
positive program with attainable, effec-
tive goals. I believe our position at the
International Law of the Sea Conference
is just such a program and I personally
will be following its progress carefully.

While this legislation is directed to-
ward our objective of establishing pro-
tective fishery and marine resource con-
servation zones contiguous to our coastal
States, I want to again remind you that
this is, in my view, an improvement over
our present situation, the 12-mile limit,
but it should be considered as a united
step toward what I believe should be our
ultimate goal.

Mrs. MINK. Mr. Speaker, House Resolu-
tion 330, in the guise of an innocent res-
olution of House support, would put the
stamp of approval on a Presidential
policy which I believe is unwise and in-
jurious to the State of Hawaii.

Basically the resolution endorses the
position of the Presidential negotiating
team with respect to the proposed Law of
the Sea Conference. The President’s posi-
tion was spelled out in his ocean policy
statement of May 23, 1970, and is now
being pursued by the U.S. delegation to
the Seabed Committee preparing for the
conference.

Unfortunately the President’s position
ignores the unique geographical status of
the State of Hawaii in two major re-
spects.

Free transit through and over inter-
national straits is a specific goal set forth
in the resolution. While this is commend-
able as a general policy, no attention is
given to the waters between the islands
of Hawaii. The distance between our
major islands far exceeds the 12 miles
specified in the resolution as the “terri-
torial sea” or 24 miles counting the
“territorial sea” between two islands.
These distances between islands range to
62.9 nautical miles.

The fact that the waters between
Hawaii's islands are deemed interna-
tional, and would continue to be so under
the President’s policy as endorsed by
House Resolution 30, causes problems
with respect fo communications and
security, In no other State is commerce
or communication between two areas of
the State deemed “international.” To
illustrate the type of difficulties this
ralses, currently we are seeking to amend
the Federal Highway Act to remove the
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restriction on ferry facilities over in-
ternational waters, as it affects Hawaii.

In addition, by classifying Hawaii’s
waters as “international” we lose control
over our security. Ships of any nation, in-
cluding warships, can cruise off the coast
between islands and there is nothing Ha-
waii or the United States can do about it
legally. In 1967 and 1968, groups of Japa-
nese destroyers conducted training exer-
cises in the Hawaii area. More recently a
Russian naval vessel passed around the
islands and nothing could be done be-
cause of the 3-mile limit.

The United States should insist on a
change in the territorial sea to recognize
all waters between the islands of Ha-
wali as within our national jurisdiction.
To construe these as international waters
entails risks over our ability to protect
the islands in any future incident. We
have only to recall the attack on Pearl
Harbor which precipitated World War
II to realize that Hawaii remains an im-
portant military position.

When we point out that the United
States should recognize Hawaii's status
in its policy at these Law of the Sea Con-
ference sessions, the reply is that other
nations such as Fiji which are composed
of islands will be raising this issue. Why
should Hawaii have to look to foreign na-
tions for protection, instead of its own
Government? Are we not part of the
United States? Certainly, the U.S. Gov-
ernment should afford equal recognition
to all of its States, and not tell Hawaii
that its interests will be represented by
a foreign government. The President
should revise his policy in this respect,
and Congress should not ratify his policy
until he does.

There is another failure of the exist-
ing Presidential policy in that it sets an
arbitrary standard of a 200-meter “iso-
bath” or depth for determining the ex-
tent of a coastal State’s exclusive control
over the surrounding sea bottom. The un-
dersea area from the shore to the 200-
meter depth would belong exclusively to
the coastal nation for mining purposes
or for the extraction of oil and gas, but
not for fishing. From the 200-meter iso-
bath to the edge of the continental mar-
gin, where the deep seabed begins, the
area would be managed by the coastal
nation under international standards,
with some revenue sharing: and in the
deep seabed, the exploitation would be
under international management and
control, again with revenue sharing with
the developing and the landlocked and
shell-locked nations.

This is fine for the continental United
States which has a broad Continental
Shelf, much of which is less than 200
meters beneath the ocean surface. The
shelf and its mineral resources would re-
main in our Nation’s jurisdiction. But
Hawaii's islands have no Continental
Shelf. They are the tops of underwater
mountains which rise steeply from the
bottom of the deep sea. Under the Pres-
ident’s proposal, we would have very
little right to the mineral resources of
the ocean around Hawaii since the 200-
meter depth is reached very close to
shore,

On June 16, 1970, in a letter to the
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President concerning his May policy
statement, the Honorable John A. Burns,
Governor of the State of Hawaii, set
forth reasons why the 200-meter stand-
ard should be revised to take account of
Hawali's needs. Governor Burns stated:

Hawalii, as you know, is the most interna-
tional of all the States of the Union, and we
fully recognize the vital role that we must
play in international efforts to assist devel-
oping countries, We congratulate you on
your vision and statesmanship in recom-
mending that developing countries be the
primary recipients of royalties derived from
mineral exploitation of the sea beds.

We in Hawaill, however, have a unique
situation in that much of our offshore areas
reach a depth of more than 200 meters very
close to our coastline. As an Island State,
our coast and the potential development of
the sea beds surrounding our coast are rela-
tively much more important to us than per-
haps any other State in the Union. We have
taken significant steps in the exploration
and development of the oceans surrounding
us, including the detailed study and recent
publication of a report titled “Hawaii and
the Sea.” I believe we are the first State to
undertake such a plan of development. In
the legislative session just concluded, the
Hawall State Legislature passed an omnibus
marine package which includes a series of
projects to explore and develop the oceans
surrounding Hawaii.

In addition to the State's current and
planned efforts, there is considerable defense
activity on and below the surface of the
oceans surrounding Hawall. For example, the
Navy's listening devices to detect foreign
submarines are located in many instances, I
am informed, at depths beyond 200 meters
but within a 3-mile limit of the coast,

We are aware that the International Con-
vention on the continental shelf defines the
continental shelf in terms of exploitation of
the sea bed and subsoil to a depth of 200
meters or “beyond that limit to where the
depth of the superjacent waters admits of
the exploration of the natural resources of
the sald areas . . .” As you know, this defini-
tion has been variously interpreted by a num-
ber of legal experts as going beyond the 200
meter depth.

We are also aware that the Commission on
Marine Science, Engineering and Resources
has recommended that the definition of the
continental shelf be fixed “at the 200 meter
isobath, or 50 nautical miles from the base-
line for measuring the breadth of its terri-
torial sea, whichever alternative gives it (the
coastal nation) the greater area .. ."

The definition recommended by the Com-
mission would be much more applicable and
acceptable to Hawall because of its unique
position in the ocean and the depths of the
ocean close to its shores.

I respectfully urge you to consider these
factors with respect to Hawall’s unique
coastal environment and our strong interest
in oceanic development and exploration, as
you further your plans for the implementa-
tion of your farsighted proposal.

Instead of endorsing a Presidential
standard of a 200-meter isobath, we
should press for a standard of 200-meters
or 50 nautical miles from the baseline,
whichever gives the greater area, as sug-
gested by the Commission on Marine
Science, Engineering, and Resources. Ry
adoption of this standard endorsed by
Governor Burns, all of the sea within
50 miles of Hawaii would remain in our
Jurisdiction.

Dr. John P. Craven, marine coordinator
for the State of Hawalii, has stated that
the United States should consider that
the Hawaii Island archipelago is 1,500
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miles long, and rich in resources of sea
life and minerals. In the last several
years there has been increasing attention
to the possibilities for “mining” of the
sea bottom near Hawaii by gathering
mineral deposits lying on the ocean
floor. I feel we would be surrendering a
valuable and vital national resource if we
fixed an arbitrary measure for our sea
jurisdiction that did not take account
of the waters around Hawaii.

Because of this inattention to the State
of Hawaii interests, I oppose the adop-
tion of House Resolution 330.

The SPEAKER. All time has expired.

The question is on the motion offered
by the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
Fraser) that the House suspend the rules
and agree to the resolution House Reso-
lution 330.

The question was taken.

Mr. DAVIS of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I object to the vote on the
ground that a quorum is not present and
make the point of order that a quorum
is not present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is
not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 303, nays 52,
not voting 78, as follows:

[Roll No. 64]
YEAS—303

Conyers
Cotter
Coughlin
Daniels,
Dominick V.,
Danielson
Davis, Ga.
Davis, Wis.
Dellenback

Abdnor
Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Anderson,
Calif.
Anderson, Ill.

Andrews,
N. Dak.
Annunzio

Bennett
Bergland
Blester
Bingham
Blackburn
Boggs

Boland

-Bolling

Brasco

Bray

Breaux
Breckinridge
Brinkley
Brooks
Broomfield
Brown, Callf.
Brown, Mich.
Browmn, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burke, Fla,
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton
Byron

Carey, N.Y.
Carter

Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clancy

Clark
Clausen,

Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Cohen
Collier
Conable
Conlan

Ford, Gerald R.
Ford

William D.
Forsythe
Fountain
Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Frenzel
Froehlich
Fulton
Fuqua
Gaydos
Gettys
Gilaimo
Gibbons
Gilman
Ginn
Gonzalez
Goodling
Gray
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Grifiths
Gubser
Gude
Gunter

Horton
Hosmer
Hudnut
Hungate
Hunt
Hutchinson
Jarman
Johnson, Callf.
Johnson, Colo.
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jordan

Eart]

h
Kastenmeier
Eeating
Eetchum
EKuykendall
Eyros

Latta
Lehman
Litton
Long, La.
Long, Md.
Lott
Lujan
McClory
McCloskey
McCollister
cDade
McEwen
McFall
McEay
Madden
Madigan
Mahon
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Madilliard
Martin, Nebr.
Martin, N.C.
Mathias, Calif,
Mayne
Mazzoll

Meeds
Mezvinsky
Miller
Mills, Md.
Minish
Minshall, Ohio
Mitchell, Md.
Mitehell, N.¥.
Mizell
Moakley
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead,
Calif,
Moorhead, Pa.
Morgan
Moss
Murphy, Il

Powell, Ohio
Preyer

Archer
Bafalis
Bevill
Burke, Mass.
Butler

Evins, Tenn.
Fish
Flynt

Price, Ill.
Pritchard
Quie
Quillen
Rallsback

Rangel
Rees

Regula

Reuss
Rhodes
Rinaldo
Robison, N.¥.
Rodino

Roe

Rogers
Roncalio, Wyo.
Rooney, Pa.
Rose
Rosenthal
Rostenkowski
Roush
Roybal
Ruppe

Ruth

Ryan

8t Germain
Barasin
Sarbanes
Saylor
Scherle
Schneebell
Schroeder
Beiberling
Shoup
Shriver
Bhuster
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Steele
Steelman
Steiger, Ariz.
Stephens
Stokes
Stratton
Stubblefield
Stuckey
Studds
Sullivan
Taylor, N.C.
Teague, Calif.
Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Thornton
Towell, Nev.
Treen

Udall
Uliman

Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Vanik
Veysey
Vigorito
Waldie
Walsh
Wampler
Ware
Whalen
Whitehurst
Whitten
Widnall
Willlams
Winn
Wyatt
Wylie
Wyman
Yates
Yatron
Young, Alaska
Young, Ga.
Young, Il
Young, Tex.

NOT VOTING—78

Alexander
Andrews, N.C.
Ashbrook
Badlllo

Baker

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and

Goldwater
Guyer
Hanna
Harsha
Harvey
Hastings
Hinshaw
Huber
King
Eluczynski

Riegle
Rooney, N.X.
Roy

Sandman
Sebelius
Shipley
Smith, Iowa
Stanton,
James V.

Taylor, Mo.
Teague, Tex.

Thompson, N.J.

Wiggins

Wilson, Bob

Wilson,
Charles H.,
Calif,

Wilson,
Charles, Tex.

Wolft

Wright

Young, 5.C.

Zion

the resolution was agreed to.

The Clerk announced the following

pairs:

Mr. Thompson of New Jersey with Mr.

Maraziti.

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
M.
Mr.
Mr.

Rooney of New York with Mr. King.
Biaggl with Mr. Hastings.
Matsunaga with Mr. Ashbrook.
Kluczynski with Mr. Guyer.
Delaney with Mr. Conte.
Culver with Mr. McKinney.
McCormack with Mr. Symington.
Mr. Hanna with Mr. Sandman,
Mr. Charles H. Wilson of California with
Mr. Burgener.
Mr. Shipley with Mr. Camp.
Mr. Bowen with Mr. Milford.
Mr. Blatnik with Mr. Baker.
Mr. Brademas with Mr. Huber.
Mr. Koch with Mrs. Burke of California.
Mr. Leggett with Mr, Goldwater.
Mr. Nix with Mr. Steiger of Wisconsin.
Mr. Smith of Iowa with Mr. Brotzman.
Mr. Teague of Texas with Mr. Frey.
Mr. Reid with Mr. Mosher.
Mr. Dingell with Mr. Andrews of North
Carolina.
Mr. Badillo with Mr. Harvey.
Mr. Carney of Ohio with Mr. Harsha.
Mrs. Chisholm with Mr. Corman.
Dellums with Mr. Eckhardt.
Landrum with Mr. Sebelius.
Mann with Mr. Edwards of Alabama.
O'Hara with Mr. Clay.
James V. Stanton with Mr. Michel.
Wolff with Mr. Metcalfe.
Wright with Mr. Price of Texas.
Dorn with Mr. Hinshaw.
Melcher with Mr. Riegle.
Mills of Arkansas with Mr, Cronin.
. Roy with Mr. Talcott.
. Alexander with Mr. Taylor of Missourl.
- Charles Wilson of Texas with Mr. Wig-

E

Mr.
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. Bob Wilson with Mr. Young of South
Carolina.
Mr. Bell with Mr, Zion.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr., FRASER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on
House Resolution 330, which was just
agreed fto.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Min-
nesota?

There was no objection.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. BAKER. Mr. Speaker, I was ab-
sent today when the vote was taken on
House Resolution 330, endorsing objec-
tives for a just and effective ocean treaty,
and on H.R. 3153, technical and con-
forming changes in the Soucial Security
Act. If I had been present I would have
voted “yea’ on both.

PERSONAL STATEMENT

Mr. STUDDS. Mr. Speaker, I was de-
layed coming from my district and
missed rollecall No. 63. I should like to
have the Recorp reflect that had I been
present, I would have voted “yea.”

HARRY M. LIVINGSTON

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

and include extraneous matter.)
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Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Speaker, it is my sad
duty to inform the House of the passing
yesterday of one of our longtime em-
ployees in the House of Representatives.

Harry M. Livingston, a finance officer
in the House of Representatives for the
past 24 years, died Sunday at George-
town University Hospital following a
brief illness.

Most of the Members of the House had
come to know Mr. Livingston through
his role in the Finance Office beginning
in February 1949. He served under three
Speakers of the House in addition to
yourself. They are former Speakers John
McCormick, the late Sam Rayburn, and
the late Joseph W. Martin, Jr. For the
past 4 years he had served as budget
and operations officer in the Office of the
Doorkeeper.

Although he had been in Washington
for the past quarter of a century, Harry
had continued to maintain his voting
residence in my district in Buffalo, N.¥Y.
He had long been active in affairs of the
Democratic party and for many years
was a ward chairman in Buffalo.

Since coming to Capitol Hill, Harry
Livingston had made his mark in several

. areas in addition to the day-in and

day-out assistance which he provided to
the Members and congressional staffs in
connection with their official duties.

In 1961, he was named to the board of
directors of the Congressional Employes
Federal Credit Union and 2 years later
was named its president, an office to
which he had just been reelected sev-
eral weeks ago. During his years at the
helm of the Credit Union, its develop-
ment was significant, because of his de-
dication and concentrated effort.

Although born in Rochester, N.Y., he
spent most of his life in Buffalo until
being named to his position in the House
of Representatives.

Born April 24, 1909, he was the son of
the late Richard E. and Charlotte Mc-
Leod Livingston. He was a graduate of
Lafayette High School in Buffalo and
took up the trade as a carpenter, later
being employed by the City Parks De-
partment. He was a member of Carpen-
ters Union Local No. 9, one of the oldest
in the country and had retained his
membership.

He was a member of the Kenwood
Country Club of suburban Bethesda, Md.,
and recently was elected to the board of
governors. He was active in the Kenwood
Men’s Bowling League and had been
chairman of the Arthritis Ball for the
last 2 years.

He is survived by his wife, Loretta T.,
at home, 5401 Christy Drive, Chevy
Chase, Md.; two daughters, Mrs. Francis
G. “Joyce” Monan, of Alexandria, Va.,
and Mrs. Theodore “Patti Anne” Mor-
gan, of Wurzburg, Germany; nine grand-
children; and two brothers, Richard E.
Livingston, of Bethesda, secretary-treas-
urer of the United Brotherhood of Car-
penters and Joiners of America, and
Donald M. Livingston, of North Tona-
wanda, N.Y.

Mr., Livingston was active in church
affairs and had been an usher at the
Little Flower Roman Catholic Church
for many years. He was a member of
Council 184, Knights of Columbus.
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Harry Livingston was a good friend
and a fine public servant. His cheerful
disposition and friendly nature were well
known to all who had the pleasure of
working and dealing with him over the
years. He will be sorely missed.

CONGRESS SHOULD OVERRIDE THE
VOCATIONAL ACT VETO PROMPTLY

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

Mr. WON PAT. Mr. Speaker, on be-
half of the handicapped people of this
great country of ours, and in particular
the offshore areas—Guam, American
Samoa, and the U.S. Trust Territory—I
urge my colleagues in Congress to imme-
diate override the President’s veto of the
Vocational Rehabilitation Act of 1973,
and thus insure that compassion for our
fellow man will continue to be one of our
fundamental legislative goals.

When the Congress voted unanimously
several weeks ago for S. 7, the 1973 Voca-
tional Rehabilitation Act, careful consid-
eration was made by the House and
Senate conferees of what impact the
spending allocations in the measure
would have not only on the Federal budg-
et, but on the existing handicapped aid
programs as well.

So great was their just concern for
the shape of the Federal budget that
$930 million were slashed from the bill’s
funding level.

But the 327 Members of the House and
70 Members of the Senate, who voted for
the final version, were also concerned
that inflation and the growing demands
for training for the handicapped would
hamper nationwide efforts to assist these
people to earn an honorable living.

Despite the best efforts of Congress
to safeguard both the economy and the
needs of the handicapped, S. 7 was still
rejected by the White House as being too
overzealous in the spending area.

I cannot believe that the American
people want programs which have proven
their worth many times over hampered
by lack of sufficient funding. After all,
the goal of helping the handicapped is
not one of a free handout, but instead
follows the American tradition of help-
ing our neighbors to help themselves.

Nor can I believe that this adminis-
tration wants to make the handicapped
pay for our budgetary sins.

But unless we act soon to restore the
full level of funding called for in S. T,
many projects to aid the handicapped in
the territories and those in many urban
areas across the United States will un-
doubtedly be forced to operate at a sub-
stantially reduced level.

In the case of Guam, failure to over-
ride the veto would be extremely injuri-
ous to local efforts to train the handi-
capped. Were the present funding levels
maintained, Guam would be denied the
benefit of the significant increases which
S. 7 authorizes—almost $100,000 during
fiscal 1975. As our program on Guam is
still in the development stages, the pro-
posed funding increases would be doubly
helpful at this time.
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None of us wishes to see inflation rear
its ugly spector once again. Congress
must assure us that the spending which
we authorize the administration to carry
out is within a sensible limitation, a lim-
itation that will keep our economy at a
safe level and still provide our people
with the services that are desperately
needed.

But is there no other place to seek fiscal
relief than from the pockets of the handi-
capped, the school children, or from the
veteran who has served his country with-
out question during our most trying pe-
riods?

Surely it is the unspoken duty of a
legislator to legislate both wisely and
compassionately. Without wisdom our ef-
forts would be meaningless, and we
would be rendering our countrymen an
ignominious disservice. Yet, without the
quality of compassion behind our actions,
would we not be doing our countrymen
an equally great disservice?

The legislation which Congress enacts
is more than a mass of dollar signs for
the accountants to ponder and from
which the taxpayers seek relief. Hope-
fully, much of this legislation will serve
to lift our fellow man out of the problems
which circumstances and life have forced
on him.

While we learned from our past mis-
takes in legislating for social relief, let
not the noble goals of President Kennedy
and President Johnson's Great Society
be left withering in our quest for fiscal
balance,

PRESCRIBING MORE POISON

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

Mr. DENNIS. Mr. Speaker, I insert in
the Recorp a recent editorial from the
Wall Street Journal, which I commend
to the serious attention of my colleagues
who would cure all our economic ills by
continuing to bust the budget on the
one hand, while imposing all sorts of
artificial controls on the other:

PrESCRIBING More PolsonN

Congressional Democrats apparently be-
lleve, judging from recent words and actions,
that the best remedy for a bad case of pois-
oning is more of the same poison.

Or more specifically, when economic con-
trols aggravate problems, they would cure
them with more controls. Senate Democrats
last week pushed through a bill that would
slap rent controls on apartments in 60 cities.
Other Democrats in Congress are pushing
for a 60-day freeze on all prices and interest
rates; some even favor, so we gather, trying
to control the wind and the rain and other
factors that determine raw food prices.

All this will hardly be good news for the
nation’s Independent bakers, who are going
out of business in droves because the indus-
try’s glants have been forced to keep a lid
on prices at a time when flour costs have
been rising. And it should be disturbing, but
maybe isn’t, to the building industry, which
has had all sorts of trouble with lumber since
Phase 2 set lumber price cellings at arti-
ficially low levels.

When demand shot up, lumber producers
naturally concentrated on the most profita-
ble items. Shortages developed in items least
profitable. Now, the controllers are trying to
restrict log shipments to Japan, which of
course works fjust counter to the efforts of
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those other federal officials who are trying
to restore trade equilibrium with Japan.

And everyone traveling the streets of New
York can see that rent controls are some-
thing less than a great idea. The city has
block upon block of decrepit housing that
could have been malntained and properly
valued had not a long period of rent con-
trols distorted the city’'s real estate values.

As for interest rates, they were held down
quite successfully last year by a liberal Fed-
eral Reserve monetary policy and the activi-
ties of the Committee on Interest and Divi-
dends. This has helped us get a dollar that
buys increasingly less in foreign markets and
at home, simply because the policy entailed
excessive money creation.

And then there are the fuel shortages, past
and future, which Congressmen think can
be cured with new controls, jawboning and
all those other marvelous gimmicks of mod-
ern government. As we've noted before here,
there's nothing like holding down the price
of a commodity artificially when you are try-
ing to entice someone to increase production
of that item.

Agriculture Secretary Butz, who isn't al-
ways right but is usually forthright, recently
described those who want raw food price
controls as “damn fools,” Department secre-
taries aren't supposed to say things like
that about Congressmen, but sometimes a
man can get so exasperated he can't control
himself. And when Congressmen have so
little understanding of an economic malaise
that they persist in policles that can only
make it worse, it is easy to become ex-
asperated.

The year 1972, with controls in place, the
Fed printing lots of money and Congress
merrily overspending the budget by $11 bil-
lion, may have seemed like an economic
paradise. But as the events of early 1973
have shown, it was a fool's paradise, If there
is any wisdom left in Washington, we won't
return to that world of illusion but will
instead concentrate on the fundamentals of
fiscal and monetary restraint as the only
route back to stability.

PRESIDENT THIEU, THE PANHAN-
DLER AND THE PIRATE

The SPEAKER. Under a previous or-
der of the House, the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. DriNaN) is recog-
nized for 1 hour.

Mr. DRINAN. Mr. Speaker, today at
San Clemente, President Thieu of South
Vietnam, opens a 3-day visit in Ameri-
ca designed to deceive the people of
America and to panhandle from the
Congress of the United States.

President Thieu's authoritarian re-
gime has no legitimacy in international
law. He is the creation entirely of the
U.S. military, the State Department, and
the last three or four Presidents of the
United States.

In June 1969, I spoke for almost an
hour with President Thieu in his heavily
fortified imperial palace in Saigon. At
that time he was just as cunning and
crafty as he will be in the next 3 days
during his tour of the United States.
It is typical of the Machiavellian tactics
of President Nixon and General Thieu
that the President of South Vietnam will
visit the widow and the grave of Pres-
ident Johnson in Texas. We can sim-
iliarily wonder about the legitimacy of
the motives of President Thieu in visit-
ing the Pope in Rome on his way back to
South Vietnam.

Mr. Speaker, during the next 3 days
the Nixon administration will do its best
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to persuade the American people that the
South Vietnamese Government is one
worthy of our continuing support. I re-
ject that contention and assert and will
continue to assert that the United States
had no interest in intervening in the
Indochina war years ago and that the
only possible policy consistent with law
and reason is for the United States to
withdraw right now, as Senator Mans-
FIELD has put if, “lock, stock, and barrel.”

There are many reasons, Mr. Speaker,
why this government does not deserve
the continuing support of the U.S. Gov-
ernment. I will expand on a few of those
reasons.

BEOUTH VIETNAM IS NOT A DEMOCRACY IN ANY
WAY

In June 1969, I spent more than an
hour in the jail cell of Mr. Dzu, the run-
nerup in the election that brought Gen-
eral Thieu to the presidency of South
Vietnam, Mr. Dzu ran on a platform that
urged a coalition government in South
Vietnam as the only possible and fair way
to bring about a cessation of hostilities.
After a good deal of harassment during
the campaign by his opponents, Mr. Dzu
was arrested immediately after the elec-
tion and charged with a violation of the
mandate of the Constitution of South
Vietnam which, quite literally, forbids
anyone stating anything favorable to the
Communists,

Two days before President Thieu
boarded in Saigon a luxurious jet rented
for him by the U.S. Government he freed
Mr. Dzu from jail after 5 long years of
imprisonment for the “crime” of teach-
ing that the people of North and South
Vietnam must reconcile their differences
by means short of war.

Since the jailing of Mr. Dzu, President
Thieu has also imprisoned up to 200,000
individuals suspected of being in dis-
agreement with General Thieu. I visited
in June 1969, with hundreds of these per-
sons. The number of political prisoners
in June 1969, came to at least 30,000.
That number has now escalated so that
virtually any person in South Vietnam
who might form a “third force” or some
political opposition to President Thieu
has been incarcerated.

Several months ago the U.S. Govern-
ment acquiesced in a pretense of an elec-
tion in South Vietnam with President
Thieu as the only candidate on the ticket.
And the U.S. Government similarily ac-
quiesced in the virtual abolition of any
meaningful governmental power and all
provincial elections at the local level.
Once again, just prior to President
Thieu’s departure for the United States
an announcement has been made that
some form of local provincial elections
will now apparently be permitted in the
future.

The suppression of newspapers in
South Vietnam has long been a familiar
phenomenon in this country. President
Thieu in his hour long talk with me more
than 3 years ago expressed his disdain for
any criticism for his regime when he
simply stated that the 40 newspapers
then publishing in South Vietnam were
too numerous because they simply con-
fused the people.

During the 3 days of the state visit
to America by President Thieu the Nixon
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administration will seek to create in the
minds of the American people the illu-
sion that President Thieu is an ally of
the United States in Asia and that this
Nation should give considerable aid of
all kinds to this dictatorship. Mr. Speak-
er, I resist every premise and every con-
clusion in that line of argumentation.
The people of South Vietnam do not
have the right of self-determination un-
der the regime of President Thieu. He
has done everything in his power to pre-
vent any form of real or true democracy
in that land. I am certain that he will
continue to prevent any emergence or
development of any government which
does not guarantee his own perpetuation
in power.

President Thieu is also apparently
seeking a reassurance from the U.S. Gov-
ernment that this Nation will reenter
South Vietnam with ground forces if, in
the judgment of President Thieu, this
becomes necessary.

Some may say that the United States
should at this time continue to protect
President Thieu because such a course
appears to be the most likely way by
which we can guarantee economic and
political stability in Southeast Asia.
Once again, Mr. Speaker, I reject every
assumption and every conclusion im-
plicit in the line of reasoning which ends
in that judgment. How can we say that
President Thieu is the choice of the peo-
ple of South Vietnam when we have ab-
solutely no evidence to substantiate that
conclusion? All of the evidence points
rather in the other direction and is in-
deed overwhelming for the proposition
than unless there is some from of coali-
tion government in Saigon within the
near future we will have either a much
more repressive regime still led by Presi-
dent Thieu or a takeover outside of the
political processes by a coalition of dis-
sidents opposed to President Thieu.

We will be told this week that “peace
with honor” means the perpstuation of
the virtual dictatorship of President
Thieu. I reject that thesis. I reiterate that
there is nothing in international law,
nothing in American tradition and noth-
ing from the mandates of the Congress
of the United States that allows, much
less requires that the U.S. Government
perpetuate in Southeast Asia a regime
which in all candor can be called a pup-
pet government of the U.S. military
forces in Vietnam.

The terms of the treaty signed by the
United States in Paris allow both sides
to maintain the level of armaments by
giving replacements. Prior to the signing
of this treaty the United States poured
planes and arms into the South Vietnam-
eése army and air force on an unprece-
dented scale. In a 1-month period in
November and December 1972, the United
States sent Saigon over 10,000 tons of
military equipment—tanks, personnel
carriers, artillery, rifies, ammunition, and
bombs. In addition the United States gave
Saigon af least 868 aircraft.

This fantastic arsenal is of course but-
tressed by the presence of at least 45,000
American troops in Thailand to be on
hand to support America’s apparent con-
tinuing air war. Furthermore the admin-
istration has revealed no plans to reduce

10549

the size of the Tth Fleet in the waters off
Vietnam or the Air Force personnel on
Guam who have been engaged in B-52
bombings.

This administration assumes that a
Congress that declined to withhold fund-
ing from a war which it never declared
can be relied upon to continue in another
form a war which the administration will
make as invisible as possible. The pomp
and ceremony to be extended to Presi-
dent Thieu this week will seek once again
to legitimate and legalize something
which has been illegal and wrong from
the very beginning

This administration will never con-
cede that the entry of the United States
into the civil war in Southeast Asia was
a mistake. It will, therefore, seek to
perpetuate the status guo of political
power in the four devastated nations of
Indochina. The administration will cam-
oufiage military aid in the form of ad-
visers or humanitarian relief. In addition,
the Pentagon and the administration will
continue to give away vast millions of
dollars in equipment or personnel.

What would happen if the United
States insisted that any further aid to
President Thieu would be conditioned
upon that public official making avail-
able in his country those basic liberties
inherent in a free society? More specifi-
cally what would happen if the United
States demanded that President Thieu
offer a fair and impartial hearing to the
200,000 political prisoners now being de-
tained only because of their political con-
victions? When I asked these questions
of State Department officials in Saigon
and in Washington 315 years ago, they
offered the ridiculous reply that the
United States would not be justified in so
invading the domestic issues involved in
the nation of one of its allies. That I
suppose is the answer that this adminis-
tration would give at this time.

If this Congress is to give nonmilitary
aid to South Vietnam, I hope that we will
insist in the law granting such aid that
the assistance will be given only on the
condition that no persons are placed in
jail or retained in prison simply, because
of their political convictions. The Con-
gress of the United States could fashion
an amendment to a bill along the lines
of the conditions precedent in the
Jackson-Vanik amendment designed to
withhold the status of a most favored
nation from Russia until the U.S.S.R.
eliminates the exorbitant fees which it
charges for Soviet Jews who desire to
emigrate.

The cease-fire agreement signed by
the United States gives President Thieu
almost a blank check to demand renewed
American bombing, Obviously the deci-
sion has been made by the Nixon admin-
istration to keep U.S. air power in Indo-
china for at least a few more years. Dur-
ing this period President Thieu can wipe
out his domestic opposition while the
United States keeps the military balance
in his favor. This strategy is designed to
accomplish what has been an obvious
and consistent American aim since the
Geneva Conference of 1954. In other
words the Nixon administration is still
out to win politically what they failed to
win militarily.
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The cease-fire, quite literally gives
President Thieu more power than the
Congress to decide when the United
States shall be drawn back into the war
again. The power of the Congress would
be strengthened in this regard if the
Church-Case amendment passed in the
Senate and if the bill proposed by our
colleague, Congressman JONATHAN BING-
HAM, were enacted in the House.

The coming of President Thieu to the
United States this week could well be the
beginning of another Indochina war.
This war will be waged by the Nixon ad-
ministration to force the other side to
accept the Thieu regime. We are back in
1954. There is, however, one difference:
The Congress of the United States hope-
fully is able and willing to assert its
power and to state that it will not per-
mit the United States to attempt once
again to solve a political problem by
military means.

The Congress and the people of
America have slept while the U.S. Gov-
ernment has given to President Thieu the
fourth or fifth largest air force in the
world. President Thieu can carry on the
terror bombing which Vietnamese pilots
have learned from their American ad-
visers. But President Thieu cannot exe-
cute this new savagery if the U.S8. Con-
gress states today and every day during
the visit to our Nation of this pan-
handler that we will no longer allow this
self-appointed dictator to sabotage the
hopes that we have for our people or to
deceive this country to believe that the
political regime which he has formed is
worth a single more dollar of our invest-
ment.

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

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

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to commend my distinguished col-
league, the gentleman from Massachu-
setts, and associate myself with his re-
marks.

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. DRINAN. I yield to the gentle-
woman from New York.

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Speaker, I want to
compliment the Congressman from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. DrinaN) for arranging
this special order. I think perhaps that
our joy at seeing the return of our pris-
oners and the beginnings of the end of
this war has dulled our senses or our
reactions.

Mr. Speaker, the Thieu regime has
never been anything but the shadow of
U.S. substance in South Vietnam. Now
that our troops have been pulled out,
what possible justification is there for
the United States to continue military
support for this regime?

Yet this week, Mr. Nixon is meeting
with this dictator who has stripped his
people of all civil rights, closed down the
newspapers, warned foreign reporters
they might be shot for exposés; who uses
soldiers, civil servants, and public equip-
ment to promote his own power, reelect-
ing himself with no semblance of demo-
cratic process; who has put the army in
control of every level of village adminis-
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tration; is the man the administration
asks us to support.

Recently, Dictator Thieu's shocking
treatment of political prisoners has come
to light in the report of two young
Frenchmen, who themselves were im-
prisoned in South Vietnam for months.
They report from firsthand experience
the savage beatings, torture, mutilation,
and Killing of prisoners. Estimates of
their number run from 150,000 to 300,-
000. They are not enemy soldiers, who
are usually killed on capture. They are
arrested in dragnet raids, Communist
and non-Communist alike, Buddhist and
Catholic, men, women, even children.

When the infamous tiger cages at Con
Son were exposed by two U.S. Congress-
men, we believed that the situation was
remedied. On the contrary, the Navy De-
partment recently gave a $400,000 con-
tract to a U.S. company to build new
tiger cages, that former prisoners say are
smaller and in every way worse. Human
beings are jammed into cramped posi-
tions and left untended; if they com-
plain, the guards throw blinding lime on
them.

President Thieu has no intention of
releasing these prisoners: they now un-
derstand his regime and might unite in
a third force against him. Many are peo-
ple whose views would be listened to
with great respect. To avoid releasing
them, the young Frenchmen say, he is
now stepping up the frequency of execu-
tions and torture-deaths. He transfers
prisoners far from their homes and
labels them all as “criminal” rather than
“political,” to avoid compliance with the
protocol on prisoners.

We are as horrified by these revela-
tions as we are by the stories our return-
ing prisoners of war relate. Torture can-
not be condoned, wherever it appears.
Certainly it cannot be continued with
U.S. tax dollars.

Yet Mr. Nixon is proposing to give
another $4 billion in military assistance,
direct and indirect, to this regime. Some
of the money already spent there is dis-
guised as aid for humanitarian reasons.
Last year, my Committee on Government
Operations held hearings and reported on
U.S. assistance programs in Vietnam. Mr.
ConyeErs and I stated in our separate
views that there was great discrepancy
between the stated purpose of the Agen-
cy for International Development and
the programs it finances in Vietnam. We
said that—

A program that ignores and subverts its
stated alms deserves no support from the
U.S. Congress. Such Is the case with the
bulk of the USAID programs in South Viet-
name. We should eliminate, certainly, all the
police, the political, and the paramilitary aid;
the economiec aid, which is a very small part
of what we are sending, should be chan-
neled through international organizations.
It requires a msjor rehauling of the whole
ATD program. As it is now, the Vietnamese
hate us for our aid.

That statement is even more true fo-
day, when the hundreds of thousands
of political prisoners, their families, and
friends, know that the United States paid
for the police force that arrested them
and the prisons that contain them. They
are still barbarously interrogated by in-
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dividuals trained and advised by the U.S.
Government. Due fo public pressure, di-
rect funding for police activity was
ended on March 28; but it appears that
the usual sleight-of-hand will enable
Thieu to use unrestricted funds as he
pleases.

Basically we must ask, “What is the
purpose of the continuing commitment
of this administration to the Thieu re-
gime? Are we still clinging to a base of
operations, if the President decides to re-
sume bombing in North and South Viet-
nam?” He has repeatedly threatened to
do so. And the Cambodian bombings con-
tinue, again without purpose or justifi-
cation. Even the President’s lawyers can-
not come up with a convincing rationale
for this continuing military operation,
after all of our troops are out and a
cease-fire agreement signed.

When the 93d Congress convened, I
introduced H.R. 3578, a bill providing for
an immediate halt to our bombing in
Indochina and a cutoff of all military
funds—including funds for Mr. Thieu
and for civilians paid by the Department
of Defense, or any other military or par-
liamentary personnel under the control
or in the pay of the United States—
which would cut off illegal activities of
such agencies as the CIA and AID.

This, I believe, is the step we must
take if we would respect the wishes of
the American people, who want this war
really ended. It is the step we must take
to comply with article 9 of the peace
agreement, which states that—

The South Vietnamese people's right to
self determination is sacred, inallenable, and
shall be respected by all countries.

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

Mr. DRINAN. I would be happy to yield
to the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. SEIBER-
LING) .

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, on
that score, I would like to add a little bit
more to what the gentlewoman from New
York said about the two young French
schoolteachers who were here 2 weeks
ago and who spoke to a group of us about
the conditions that they met with in
South Vietnam where they were prison-
ers of the Thieu regime.

Now, what was their offense? They
were sent to Indochina, to Vietnam, un-
der the French equivalent of our Peace
Corps. They were teachers—one taught
French, and the other mathematics—in a
school there. They went there in 1968.
Their names were Pierre Debris and An-
dre Menras. They were age 27 and 24,
respectively.

Although they had no political precon-
ceptions, after 2 years in Vietnam they
were so repelled by the atrocities and
the corruption of the Thieu regime that
they unwisely, as it turned out, took part
in one of the political demonstrations
against the regime. They were immedi-
ately thrown in jail and subjected to un-
speakable conditions, until finally the In-
ternational Red Cross came in, and there
was such a hue and cry raised in France
that the regime finally, in December 1972,
released them and they were sent back
to France.

Now, they spoke of some of the condi-
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tions that they witnessed with their own
eyes, and I want to dilate on that, if I
may, for just a minute.

Mr. Speaker, we have all been out-
raged, and rightly so, at the stories of
the atrocities and the acts of torture that
were committed against our POW’s by
the people who were put in charge of
them in North Vietnam. There can be
no excuse for that kind of treatment of
prisoners of war, or any other prisoners,
by any regime that lays any claim to
respect on the part of mankind.

Unfortunately, however, our own
country’s position against such atrocities
has been undermined by the aid and sup-
port that we are giving to the very same
kind of oppression on the part of the
Thieu regime.

The two young Frenchmen Interna-
tional were themselves placed in leg
irons, beaten so badly they have per-
manent scars, made to live in unspeak-
able conditions. But their treatment was
mild compared to that imposed on Viet-
namese prisoners.

Mr. Speaker, let me just read to you
a description that these two young
Frenchmen made of the day of the last
Tet holiday, when for the day the prison
that they were located in were allowed
to come out of the cages and down into
the yard to celebrate the holiday.

They said:

These were political prisoners who had
been brought back from the tiger cages in
Poulo Condor.

Normally, they were never allowed to go
out into the sunlight; but were kept in soli-

confinement, in cells without windows
or light. But that day. the first day of Tet,
they could come down into the prison yard.
Bo we saw, the whole jail saw, for the first
time these hundred prisoners from the tiger
Cages.

And in what condition! They had to crawl
down, because they couldn't walk anymore;
their knees had been broken. They dragged
themselves along the ground with little
wooden benches they had made. In the
sun they had to close their eyes completely
because they'd been blinded from so many
years of darkness. Their faces were haggard
and lined, their bodies gaunt and emaciated.
They were wearing tattered prison uniforms,
the standard black pajamas.

Now, Mr. Speaker, they went on to
point out that they had seen these cages
and talked to the prisoners that were in
them. The cages were too low for the
prisoners to stand up. They put 3 to 5 in
each one, so there was not enough room
for them to sleep. They had to take turns
lying down while the others crouched.
The cages were completely dark rooms,
without ventilation. Most of those who
managed to live through the experience
were completely blind afterwards.

Now, the significant thing, Mr.
Speaker, is that these cages were being
built with dollars supplied by the United
States of America and, furthermore,
more cages, as the gentlewoman from
New York has pointed out, are being
built with American dollars, $400,000
worth, by American contractors, accord-
glg to ?tereport gghlished by the House

ommittee on vernment O
last October. oo

Mr. Speaker, these two French gentle-
men went on and made a lot of other
statements describing the tortures and
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the privation and the violation of all
sorts of human decency by the regime
against prisoners, political and otherwise.

The sad thing is that between 1967 and
1972, according to the U.S. Agency for
International Development, the United
States has spent $77,800,000 to support
the police and jail systems of the Thieu
regime.

That is not counting other forms of
economic support and support coming
through the defense assistance program.

I am now looking at the AID congres-
sional presentation for the fiscal year
1973. 1 find there is an additional amount
of approximately $11 million for this fis-
cal year, 1973, and it is expected that
by the time the program is completed,
we will have spent in AID funds alone
$103,472,000 to support this type of ac-
tivity on the part of the Thieu regime.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to mention
one other thing. Last fall the House Com-
mittee on Government Operations made
a study of the U.S. assistance programs
in Vietnam. One of the things they
brought out was that we were supporting
the international police force in Vietnam
and the police telecommunications sys-
tem and “support for Government of
Vietnam corrections centers.” The AID
personnel were interrogated as to the
need to expand the capacity for existing
prisons in Vietnam and the need for U.S.
support.

Mr. Nooter, who was the representa-
m;((el of AID in charge of the programs,
said:

It is our objective in the AID program to
help the police force and the corrections cen-
ters to run both more efficient and more
humane operations.

Mr. Speaker, our Government has the
power to shut down the Government of
South Vietnam tomorrow. With a snap
of the fingers, we can demand that the
Thieu regime create humane conditions
or else they will receive no more U.S.
economie support. Yet we have not done

Imight add that of the total amount of
money that has been spent up to now and
is projected to be spent for all public as-
sistance, the $103 million I talked about
before, $1,918,000 is projected to support
improvements in the Vietnam prison
conditions. All I can say is this is a poor
record for us to face the world with, and
it is time we did something about it.

Mr. DRINAN. I thank the gentleman
from Ohio, and I am now happy to yield
to the gentleman from California.

Mr. WALDIE. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

On the very issue that the gentleman
from Ohio is relating to, it might be
useful if I recount some personal experi-
ences I had when I visited Vietnam in
1971 with Congressman McCLOSKEY.

During that trip I selected as my own
area of interest the Phoenix program.
When the final history of American in-
volvement in Vietnam is ultimately re-
vealed. our participation in the Phoenix
program may end up to be one of the
saddest and blackest and most shame-
ful events in which we have participated
in that sad and unhappy country.

As a brief measure of the extent of our

participation I have in my files a di-
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rective from the Military Assistance
Command in Vietnam, in Saigon, that
was directed fo all American military
personnel who are engaged in the Phoe-
nix program.

Although I do not have it before me
as I speak. the most startling phrase in
that directive was to the effect, “You
are hereby directed not to engage fur-
ther in assassinations.” An incredible
statement contained in the directive from
the highest military command in South
Vietnam to American military person-
nel that from that date forward you are
not to engage in assassinations in im-
plementing the objective of the Phoenix
program. I think that is a fair indication
of the nature of the program that we
have in fact established to leave for the
South Vietnamese as we depart their
country. The Phoenix program was de-
signed by American personnel and ini-
tially was staffed by American person-
nel. When I was there in 1971, although

.it took a while to penetrate the cover,

the essential component of the Phoenix
program was the interrogation centers
located in every Province to which pris-
oners who were picked up in the nets
that were operating for the Phoenix pro-
gram would be taken for interrogation.

These Province interrogation centers
were built by the American Central Infel-
ligence Agency. Even in 1971, the Ameri-
can advisors to the South Vietnamese
personnel that were operating the in-
terrogation centers at the Province levels
for the Phoenix program were in fact
employed by the CIA, And that issue is
not in doubt, that issue is clear, and it is
correct.

The Phoenix program in the literature

. that the American personnel developed

to leave with the South Vietnamese who
were to man the Phoenix program says
that its primary objective is to root out
the Vietcong infrastructure and its sec-
ondary objective is to prepare the coun-
try—and this is almost a literal transla-
tion of this document—for the political
struggle that is impending at the conclu-
sion of military hostilities and, therefore,
it was assigned by American authorities
in 1971 as the primary pacification pro-
gram with the highest priority in South
Vietnam—to prepare the country for the
political struggle that would ensue at the
conclusion of military hostilities.

Now, what type of preparation were
they seeking to prepare the country for
the political struggle? The type of prep-
aration that the Phoenix program em-
bodied was that the South Vietnamese
who would be picked up by the South
Vietnamese police, whether they be local
or national police—although literally
there are no local police, it is entirely a
national police system—would be cate-
gorized in three categories. Category A—
and those would be dead, because they
would be killed or assassinated. Cate-
gory B, which were the lower level Viet-
cong leaders identified as such by people
in the community organization and,
most trobulesome of all, category C.
Category C as identified in the manual
prepared by American personnel and
distributed to South Vietnamese person-
nel who would be running the Phoenix
program, was identified as a person who
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would, in order to fit into category C, be
a person who was deseribed as one who
would stand aside from the rest of the
village and engage in conversations with
one or two people, someone who by their
suspicious demeanor you could tell were
disloyal to the government. In short,
anyone—and I am paraphrasing now my
own words—in short, anyone whom the
government felt may be a trouble in the
political struggle to come.

What happens to these people once
they are identified as category A, B or C?
If they are identified as category A they
are killed. If they are in the B category,
they go to the tiger cages. There are no
trials in the Phoenix program. You do
not have trials in the Phoenix program.
You have no representation, no public
confrontation by witnesses or accusers.
The accused is not even permitted to
come before the people who judge his
guilt or innoecence—and it is usually
guilt. Category C people do not go to the
tiger cages, they are not killed, they are
put in detention camps, and they are
held there for periods up to about 6
months, usually, sometimes up to a year,
but generally up to 6 months.

What really happens to a poor soul
who is picked up in this dragnet under
the Phoenix program and labeled a cate-
gory C detainee is if he is held for only
a few weeks, the message is very clear:

You are now in our dosslers, You have
been pointed out as one disloyal to the Gov-
ernment, and if you are to be free from this
sort of situation, you had better be suppor-
tive of the Government.

Category C has, by far, the largest
number of detainees. Category C is the
evil of the Phoenix program. It also is
the means by which the primary objec-
tive of pacification during the 1971-72
years was to be attained, and that pri-
mary objective was to prepare the coun-
try for the political struggle to ensue at
the conclusion of military hostilities.
That gives an absolute lie to any pos-
sible contention that self-determination
of the South Vietnamese people could
ever become & reality. When we have set
up the program, developed the manuals,
and trained the people, to assure that in
fact no honest self-determination, no
honest political decision can be made at
the termination of hostilities, that, if the
gentleman will permit me to conclude, is
in my view one of the saddest involve-
ments of American knowledge, American
power, and American immorality that
will result as far as the full history of
our involyement in Vietnam is con-
cerned.

For those who believe there will ever
be an honest political decision made in
South Vietnam. I can only suggest to
them they are being greatly misled. It
was never our Nation’s leader’s intention
that an honest political decision be made
by the South Vietnamese, and it will
never be permitted to be made by either
our prezent leaders or our clients who are
in power in South Vietnam now.

I thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. DRINAN. I thank the gentleman
for his remarks.

It is my intention to file as soon as
possible a bill which will provide that if
this country is going to give nonmilitary
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aid to South Vietnam, then we must in-
sist that such assistance will be given
only on the condition that no person
may be placed in jail or retained in jail
or otherwise deprived of any of his rights
simply because of his political convic-
tions. The Congress could fashion an
amendment to a bill along the lines of
the conditions precedent in the Jackson-
Vanik amendment. That amendment is
designed to withhold the status of the
most favored nation from Russia until
or unless the U.S.S.R. eliminates the ex-
orbitant fees which it charges for Soviet
Jews who desire to emigrate. The least
we can do to protect the political pris-
oners of South Vietnam is to insist upon
the incorporation of such a proviso in a
bill that would give nonmilitary aid.

The cease-fire agreement signed by the
United States gives, I am afraid, to Presi-
dent Thieu almost a blank check to de-
mand renewed American bombing.

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

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

Mr. BINGHAM. First of all, I thank
the gentleman for yielding. I want to
compliment him on arranging for. this
special order.

I think it is appropriate that we here
in the Congress protest the reception,
the official top-level reception, that is
being given today to President Thieu.

As the gentleman has pointed out, he
is anything but a leader who should be
given the accolade of a leader of the
free world. He is a general who has pre-
sided over a dictatorship now these many
vears and who has no intention, as
other speakers have pointed out, of al-

Jowing true self-determination in South

Vietnam.

I should also like to compliment the
gentleman from Ohio on his statement
about the treatment of the political
prisoners in South Vietnam. As he said,
one of the aspects of this tragic situa-
tion is that it makes it virtually impossi-
ble for us as Americans effectively to
protest the treatment that was accorded
to our prisoners of war in North Viet-
nam, as recently reported by many of
those returnees.

I do have a question that I should like
to discuss with the gentleman about the
statement that he has just made in that
the cease-fire agreement signed by the
United States gives President Thieu al-
most a blank check to demand renewed
American bombing.

Frankly I do not read the agreement
that way. I think that the agreement to
the extent it speaks at all of the enforce-
ment of those provisions seems to call for
some kind of vague international sanc-
tions, some sort of international agree-
ment, an international commission. and
so on. I do not feel that there is anything
in the agreement which would in any way
Justify the United States renewing hos-
tilities in Indochina.

As the gentleman has kindly re-
marked, I am the principal sponsor in
the House of a bill which would make
that impossible without official congres-
sional approval, and recently the gentle-
man has joined me and others in urging
that there be hearings on that legisla-
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tion and other legislation in the House
Foreign Affairs Committee, but even ab-
sent that legislation I see no justifica-
tion, legal or otherwise, for the President
to renew hostilities, and I certainly do
not find it in the terms of the agreement.

This agreement has some good terms
in it. Among other things it has in it the
requirement that the parties in South
Vietnam establish democratic freedoms.
I think much of what the gentleman has
said here today and as has been said by
others indicates that aspect of the agree-
ment has been grossly violated already
by the Government of South Vietnam,
but that is a pretty good provision that
is in the agreement, There are other good
things in the agreement.

I hope the gentleman would agree with
me that there is really nothing legiti-
mately in the text of that agreement that
would give Thieu or anyone else the right
to call on the United States to come back
én regardless of what North Vietnam

0es,

Mr. DRINAN. I would agree with the
gentleman, whose knowledge of that leg-
islation is of course greater than mine. I
would say that President Thieu “almost"”
has a blank check. I hope the gentleman
is correct and if the Bingham legislation
or something similar passes I hope it
would eliminate that as a possibility.

Mr. BINGHAM. If I might, I would
say I know for myself and others on the
Foreign Affairs Committee, we will be
going over with a very careful eye the
request the administration may make—
they have not submitted their request
yet—for the aid program to be carried
out in Vietnam, both South and North,
if such proposal is made. Certainly I
would agree that there should be condi-
tions imposed that the aid not be mis-
used, as it has been in the past, as the
gentleman suggests. I think it is impera-
tive we see to it that our aid, if indeed
it is to be extended at all, is to be ex-
tended for legitimate constructive pur-

poses.
I am disturbed by the fact that the

President’'s budget for 1974 includes
an item of $1.7 billion for military assist-
ance to South Vietnam and this in a time
which is supposed to be an era of peace. I,
for one, will certainly try to see that aid
is eliminated from the authorization bill
or any legislation that this Congress will
enact. I am sure the gentleman will agree
with me on that.

I have further remarks to make, but in
the interest of time I will ask unanimous
consent to revise and extend my remarks.

We must now recognize, Mr. Speaker,
that short of recommitting our ground
and air combat forces to Vietnam, we will
have quite limited power to enforce the
terms of the peace agreement that has
enabled us at least to extricate ourselves.
That is as it should be. Many of the terms
that remain to be implemented have to
do with settling the very same disputes
between North and South that first got
us into Vietnam. It was a mistake for us
to have intervened militarily to try to
settle those disputes then, and it would be
a mistake for us to intervene militarily
again now.

Possible future financial assistance to
Vietnam, both North and South, raises




April 2, 1973

the prospect that we may continue to
have some influence on the policies par-
ticularly of the government in the south,
and it is incumbent on the Congress to
assure that that influence is employed
not to meddle further in the internal
political affairs of Vietnam, but rather
try to assure within our limited influence
adherence to internationally accepted
standards of humanitarianism and politi-
cal freedom.

Reports from South Vietnam on the
number of civilian prisoners being held
and the treatment being given them by
the Saigon government, as well as the
reports of our own released prisoners of
war, indicate that neither the north nor
the south is adhering to such internation-
al standards. In the case of the South
Vietnamese, at least some of the prison-
ers being held are innocent children, The
conditions of imprisonment in many in-
stances are brutal.

Mr. Speaker, a report of the House
Foreign Affairs Committee, of which I
am a member, contained detailed de-
seriptions of the treatment accorded po-
litical prisoners by the Saigon govern-
ment. That report, issued in the last
Congress, was based on eyewitness ac-
counts of several members of the com-
mittee, There is little doubt that such
treatment and widespread imprisonment
of eivilians, is continuing in the south.

The proposals for U.S. assistance to
North and South Vietnam will come be-
fore the Foreign Affairs Commitiee as
soon as they are submitied by the Presi-
dent. I have no doubt that, under the able
leadership of the chairman of our com-
mittee, the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. MorGaN), the committee will
give long and careful scrutiny to those
proposals and that extensive hearings
will be held. I certainly intend, Mr.
Speaker, in the course of those hearings,
to raise many questions and probe deep-
ly into the matter of South Vietnamese
activities and policies with regard to
political prisoners, My purpose in doing
so will be to seek to assure, through an
appropriate amendment to the legisla-
tion if necessary, that no American
funds or other assistance to Vietnam in
any way supports or contributes to the
continued imprisonment and brutal
treatment of Vietnamese civilians whose
only crime, if any, has been to express
political views that are unpopular with
the Thieu regime.

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield if he is interested in
an extension of this discussion?

Mr. DRINAN. I yield to the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, it
would seem to me that the effect of this
state visit by President Thieu is that the
President of the United States seems to
be embracing th> Government of South
Vietnam and underwriting in effect our
continued commitment to that govern-
ment., This was the same mistake that
Lyndon Johnson made when he embraced
President Ky and it just got us in deeper.

I thought one of the virtues of the
peace agreement was that we now had a
graceful way of extricating ourselves
from further involvement in the Gov-
ernment of South Vietnam. I would like
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to ask the distinguished gentleman if he
agrees with that position.

Mr. DRINAN. I agree thoroughly. One
of the reasons I called this special order
is to discuss what may well be another
Black Monday.

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DRINAN. I yield to the gentleman
from California (Mr. BROWN).

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Speak-
er, many years ago the President of South
Vietnam came to America and was hailed
as a man history would judge one of
the great figures of the 20th century. Un-
fortunately, history instead considers
this man a psychotic, petty tyrant, whose
ruinous policies led to the Vietnamese
war. This Winston Churchill of Asia was
Ngo Dinh Diem.

Today America is welcoming another
Vietnamese President, Nguyn Van Thieu.
Already Mr. AeNEw has trumpeted him
as a distinguished, decent man, a patriot
and a scholar, Perhaps history will also
erode Mr. AGNEW’s fine words.

In President Thieu's kind of democ-
racy, what is good for Mr. Thieu is good
for the country. Likewise, what is not
good for Mr. Thieu is not good for the
country.

A critical press is not good for Mr.
Thieu. So this means there is no free-
dom of the press. Mr. Thieu required
newspapers to post an exorbitant bond as
security against fines. Since only the
wealthy, progovernment papers could
afford this bond there is no more opposi-
tion press.

Since Mr., Thieu equates his own re-
gime with anticommunism, to make a
speech critical of President Thieu is to
undermine the resolutior of the people’s
will against communism. The speaker
will find himself in jail.

There is no freedom of assembly. An
antigovernment demonstration also
weaken the people’s will, so there are no
legal demonstrations.

There is no right to a trial—fair or
unfair. Under Thieu ‘aw a person con-
sidered dangerous can be placed in pris-
on for 2 years without a warrant or a
trial. And that sentence is renewable un-
til the man dies.

For the good of Mr. Thieu one must
not practice any religion that holds as
a commandment “Thou shalt not kill.”
There is no pacificism in Vietnam. In
Government Newspeak, pacifism is neu-
tralism, and neutralism is communism.
Mahatma Ghandi, Martin Luther King,
and Jesus Christ would all be in prison
or dead with bullets in their brains if
they were born in Vietnam.

But South Vietnam is a democracy,
and it does have elections. However,
when Mr. Thieu holds an election, he
outlaws or arrests his main opponents.
He does try to leave a dummy candidate
or two to keep the White House happy,
but in 1971 he could not even do that.

He keeps from voting anyone who
has expressed sentiments against his gov-
ernment, or anyone who has someone in
his family who has done the same. Or
anyone who has spoken for peace or neu-
trality.

And when it comes to election day, it is
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one thing to vote in secret, but to have
your own men count the votes in secret?

Even at that he only received 34 per-
cent of the vote in 1967. But Thieu knew
all along he would only need a plurality
to win. After all, he wrote the election
law.

Mr. Speaker, I have been flippant with
Mr. Thieu, and I believe the whole world
would be flippant with this man if it
were not for the fact that he has bought
himself respect with the blood of more
than a quarter million Americans, and a
million of his countrymen.

And now that the conflict is slowing
dowa, Mr. Thieu is buying his respect
with the bodies of 200,000 men, women,
and children he keeps locked away as
political prisoners.

Admittedly some of these prisoners can
bribe their way to luxury status behind
bars. But for most it means torture, beat-
ings and mutilation. It means a state
of constant deprivation.

It is just becoming known the torture
our own men were put to. But horror
and anger at this criminal, and wanton
mistreatment, should not be used as an
excuse to turn away from what is being
done in South Vietnam today.

The horrors of the Con Son tiger cages,
where men drank their own urine for
liquid, is well known. The methods of
torture still in use throughout govern-
ment prisons should be known as well:
Simple beatings, electric shocks applied
to the genitals, pins driven into the fin-
gers, liguid mixtures consisting of .lime
forced down the throat. This is not pleas-
ant, nor is it all. But the most important
thing to understand is that President
Thieu could stop it tomorrow if he
wished.

But he has no desire to do so. Instead
he is subverting the peace agreement
in order to keep these people in prison.
Thousands of prisoners, arrested on
charges of a political nature are being re-
classified as common criminals., As such
they need not be released, now that the
war is officially over. President Thieu
wants these prisoners safely tucked away
in prisons when time for the next election
comes around.

But why talk about political prisoners?
There are political prisoners across the
globe. Is not that, regrettably perhaps,
an internal affair that is none of our
business? In this case, no. These people
are rotting away in prisons built with
American dollars by American techni-
cians and with American material. They
are staffed by personnel paid for with
American tax moneys.

Mr. Thieu has come to America for
more money. If we give him this money
without a demand that his Stalinist-
style politics halt, we will become acces-
sories once again to this man's crimes.

At a time when America is rejoicing
over the release of 600 countrymen, it
indeed will be a shame to rise up and
honor a man responsible for the impris-
onment of 200,000 others.

I would like to insert in the REcorp
at this point am article entitled *“The
Treaty and Thieu” from a document by
the Indochina Resource Center, Viet-
Nam: What Kind of Peace?

The article follows:
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THE TREATY AND THIED
THIEU BANS PRG POLITICAL ACTIVITY

Even before the treaty was signed, Thieu
had issued orders to his army and police
forces which in effect forbade any kind of
political activity by the PRG. These orders,
and many of the laws, edicts and even the
constitution of the Saigon government, for-
bid the very kind of political contest spelled
out by the Parls Agreement.

Only days before the public announcement
of the cease-fire, Thieu reiterated his long-
standing ban on any pro-Communist or
neutralist activity. In spite of the fact that
the new agreement guarantees freedom of
speech, meeting and organization, Thieu's
laws forbid such acts as distributing “Com-
munist” leafiets, displaying the PRG flag, or
organizing public meetings or demonstra-
tions in favor of any political force other
than Thieu. Anyone found organizing vil-
lagers to return to their native villages, in
short, anyone found informing refugees of
thelr rights under the Paris Agreement to
“freedom of movement' or “freedom of resi-
dence,” will ‘be shot, according to BSaigon
newspapers quoting official Saigon sources
(Wash. Post, Jan. 23, 1973). Refugees who
attempt to return to their villages will be
arrested. And although the treaty guarantees
freedom of the press, strict Salgon govern-
ment censors will continue to white out areas
of newspapers that will be considered “dan-
gerous to the national securlty.”

Editions of newspapers will be conflscated,
severely fined or closed down for similar vio-
lations of Saigon laws. Writers will be ar-
rested If they write articles or books that are
viewed as a challenge to Thieu's manner of
governing, As a most recent example, on
January 19 four Catholic priests were sen-
tenced in Saligon to five years in prison and
were fined VN$300,000 each for publishing a
paper entitled “Justice in the World,” which
they had presented at a recent Southeast
Aslan Bishops' Conference.

THIEU'S REPRESSION

During the five and a half years that Thieu
has been president of the Saigon govern-
ment, he and his police forces have relled
on widespread and often indiscriminate po-
1itical arrests to maintain the survival of his
regime. Mass arrests followed the Tet Offen-
slve of 1968 and the Cambodian Invasion of
1970. Students and others were arrested by
the thousands in the weeks that preceded
Thieu's one-man election in October, 1971,
In the wake of the Spring Offensive of 1972
thousands more were arrested. Under South
Vietnamese law, persons can be detained
without benefit of trial or lawyer for a perlod
of up to two years, which can be renewed at
two year intervals.

As news of the cease-fire approached, in
particular in the period after the announce-
ment of the draft agreement in October, the
number of arrests increased sharply. Hoang
Duc Nha, Thieu's nephew and closest advisor,
announced on November 8, 1972 that the
Thieu government had arrested or killed 50,-
000 “Communist civilian and military cadre”
since October 31, 1972 (CBS News, Novem-
ber 8, 1972).

THIEU'S POLITICAL PRISONERS

As Hanol and the PRG pressed for the re-
lease of these political prisoners through the
months of November and December, they
charged that.Thieu had a “security plan” to
assassinate the political detalnees as well as
suppress democratic freedoms in case of a

signing of a cease-fire agreement.
The charges of Hanol and the PRG were

soon glven corroboration by reports that
appeared in the Western press. Two French-
men who had just been released from
Thieu's Chi Hoa prison near Saigon returned
to Paris and were quoted by Agence France
Presse on January 2, 1973 as saying that
“South Vietnamese authorities were reclas-
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sifying political prisoners as common prison-
ers to avold releasing them when a cease-fire
comes into force.” Reports smuggled out of
Salgon's prisons and published by Dispatch
News Service reported that many political
prisoners were being shifted to other prisons
in an effort to hide them, and that in some
cases prison authorities were inciting the
common-law prisoners *“to provoke, some-
times kill political prisoners.” George Mac-
Arthur of the Los Angeles Times reported on
January 1 that U.S. official sources confirmed
to him that “Thieu has ordered the arrest
and ‘neutralization’ of thousands of people
in the event that cease-fire negotiations with
Hanol are successful. . .. The term ‘neutrall-
zation’ can mean anything from covert exe-
cution to a brief period in detention.” And
the Washington Post reported on January 18
that “President Thieu has given his province
chiefs wide latitude to make political ar-
rests after the coming cease-fire and has also
empowered them to ‘shoot troublemakers’ on
the spot.” In addition, the Post reported,
“Those arrested are to be charged with com-
mon crimes instead of political ones,” so
that the prisoners will not fall into the cate-
gory of political prisoner, whose release is
provided for in the Agreement. To handle
the new arrests Thieu has reportedly em-
barked on a crash p to increase his
police force from its present level of 122,000
to 300,000 (Le Monde, Sept. 8, 1872).

The Paris Agreement calls for the release
of “Vietnamese civilian personel captured
and detalned in South Vietnam" and ad-
monishes Salgon and the PRG merely “to do
their utmost to resolve this question within
ninety days after the cease-fire comes into
effect.” This weak wording of the text of the
Agreement hardly ensures that the prisoners
will be freed in the suggested time frame-
work.

Thieu has made it no secret that he plans
to avold the release of all the political pris-
oners. To Thieu the prisoners are a political
threat which he can best handle by keeping
them in jail. Thieu claims to hold only two
political prisoners, although the PRG as-
serts that he holds 300,000 in his jails.

On February 5, the Thieu government re-
ported that it had released 10,000 to 20,000
political prisoners, adding further confusion
to the earller Salgon claim to hold only two.
The Salgon report added further that “those
freed had been designated ‘New Life Cadres,’
meaning that while in captivity they re-
nounced the Communist cause and pledged
to support the Saigon government.” (NY
Times, Feb. 6, 1973) Those released, therefore,
are considered to represent no threat to
Thieu.

The Agreement 1s explicit In profecting
prisoners “against all violence to life and
person, in particular against murder in any
form, mutilation, torture and cruel treat-
ment, and outrages agalnst personal dignity."”
But torture has been common in Thieu's
prisons and Interrogation centers, and has
continued in spite of the international furor
that arose following revelation of the “tiger
cages" in 1970.

In spite of his recalcitrance, Thieu will be
faced with pressures to release the political
prisoners. The Two-Party Joint Military
Commissions provided for in the Agreement
are charged with arranging for these pris-
oners’ release. The commissions are to ex-
change lists of the civilian detainees within
fifteen days of the cease-fire and are physi-
cally to observe return of the prisoners. Two
or more “national Red Cross socleties” shall
be deslgnated, if Saigon and the PRG can

e, to wvisit the political prisoners and
“contribute to improving the living condi-
tlons of the captured and detained.” There
will be seven teams, or a tota] of 56 members,
of the ICCS who will visit each place of de-
tention and release of the political prisoners,
if Saigon and the PRG can agree on arrange-
ments for these visits.
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In obtalning the release of the political
prisoners, world opinion will play an im-
portant role. Already, Amnesty International
and other groups have launched campaigns
for the prisoners’ release. Furthermore, as the
cease-fire goes from weeks into months,
familles with sons, daughters, fathers, neph-
ews and nieces in jail will try again ahd agaln
to obtain their lease.

In all likelihood, the PRG will appoint to
the third component of the National Coun-
cil neutralists who are now in jail. If Salgon
refuses to release these prisoners it will hold
up the functloning of the National Council
and draw international attention to the whole
political prisoner issue. On the other hand,
if Thieu complies and releases these jalled
neutralists, they will be powerful spokes-
persons in the highly visible arena of the
National Council to press for the release of
the other prisoners,

The mneutralists, once successfully ap-
pointed to the Councll, can be an important
element in making the Council work. If they
organize among themselves, they may be able
to act as a buffer and mediator between Sai-
gon and the PRG, and will be a strong force
in stimulating the reconciliation and concord
that is the very purpose of the Natlonal
Council.

THIEU'S POLITICAL WEAKNESS

In preparation for the political struggle,
Thieu has taken other drastic measures
which he hopes will strengthen him in the
post cease-fire period. But these measures
are only more intense applications of meas-
ures that have falled In the past and, more
importantly, reveal the nervous desperation
of a regime all too consclous of its basle
weakness.

Following soon on the decree made last
August that abolished all hamlet and village
elections, Thieu is now planning to place his
own military officers in control of all hamlets
and villages (Wash. Post, Nov. 18, 1972). The
army would thus be in charge of every level
of the Salgon government outside of Saigon
itself, where former generals, like Thieu,
are in charge. To the Salgon government, the
only people they feel they can trust in the
face of a challenge from the PRG, are their
army officers.

If villagers' support for the SBaigon govern-
ment was weak when they elected their own
officlals, their support can hardly be expected
to be more enthusiastic when they are under
the surveillance of a totally unfamiliar army
officer. Successive Salgon regimes have al-
ways been plagued by the problems that arise
when government officers try to win support
in an area where they are unfamiliar with
the local dialect and customs and are easily
branded as outsiders by the local villagers.
The elitist and urban ways of the army offi-
cers are unlikely to sit well with the villagers,
either.

By contrast, the army and political cadre
of the PRG are mostly farmers themselves.
They usually operate near the region of their
origin where they are familiar with the coun-
tryside, the local dialect and other local cul-
tural idiosyncracies. In many of the “Salgon-
controlled” villages of South Vietnam the
farmers and even some of the hamlet chiefs
have associations with the PRG. Such a situa-
tion is no doubt what prompted Thieu to
begin putting his own officers at the head of
every hamlet. But these officers are unlikely
to reverse this arrangement which has been
going on for years. ARVN officers will see
their loyalty to the cenfral command above
them much more than to the people in the
hamlet. Popular alienation against these
Saigon-appointed officers will only lead to
further village cooperation with the PRG.

ELECTIONS

General elections are provided for in the
Agreement, But the offices and bodies for
which the voting will take place and the
date of the elections are not specified. These
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matters and other “procedures and modali-
ties” are the responsibility of the three-part
National Council.

Saigon and the PRG are unlikely to agree
on these procedures and modalities, and the
prospect of elections seems distant indeed.
Salgon may offer to hold elections, but only
within the framework of the present Salgon
constitution under which the National Lib-
eration Front functioning as a political party,
and not the PRG functioning as a rival gov-
ernment, could participate in an election for
the office of president. The PRG, on the other
hand, noting the legendary unfairness of
Baigon-organized elections in the past, will
likely wish to hold elections for a new con-
stitutional assembly which would write an
entirely new constitution.

THIEU'S “DEMOCRATIC" PARTY

The strongest sign that Thieu expects elec-
tions to take place is his defensiveness in the
face of that possibility. Thieu has formed his
own political party, the Demoecratic Party,
which he hopes will out-politic the PRG in
any pre-election situation in the months
ahead. Almost all army officers and civil serv-
ants right down to the hamlet level have
been given the choice of joining the party or
risking losing their jobs. Some officials report
that they were "“ordered” to join the party
(NY¥Y Times, Nov. 18, 1972). The party claims
nearly 200,000 registered members already
(Wash. Star-News, Dec. 17, 1072).

To assure that its strength would not be
weakened by the existence of other parties—
there were twenty-four last year in Saigon—
Thieu issued an edict on December 27, that
effectively ellminates all political parties but
is own. By the new edict any party that
wishes to continue to exist must establish
branches in every city and in at least a quar-
ter of the villages In half of South Vietnam's
44 provinces. In addition, a party must win
20 percent of the total natlonal vote cast for
either house of the legislature and 25 percent
of the presidential vote if that party wishes
to put forth a presidential candidate. Thieu's
new party is nothing more than an extension
of his government. Like that government, it
is coercive, urban and elitist. Saigon Deputy
Tran Van Tuyen, leader of the opposition yet
staunchly anti-communist, commented that
Thieu’s new political moves “will drive the
people underground and into the Communist
slde” (NY Times, Dec. 29, 1972). In another
interview he commented, “The majority of
the people are looking for peace, and Thieu
is the main obstacle to peace. Most people
are looking for his departure” (Christian Sci-
ence Monitor, Nov. 17, 1972).

To be sure, the PRG is in contact with
those who are left out of Thieu's increasingly
isolated political apparatus. And it won't be
the first time the people joined the PRG be-
cause they saw no other acceptable political
route.

THIEU'S INFORMATION CONTROL

In the months that follow, press coverage
of Vietnam in the United States will decrease.
With a smaller and less visible U.S. involve-
ment, newspapers will judge the events in
Vietnam to be of less interest to Americans.
And the Thieu regime will be likely to refuse
entrance visas to foreign correspondence if
the turn of events worsens from their point
of view, or If they have something to hide
from the eyes of the rest of the world. Al-
ready, according to Le Monde (Nov. 16, 1972),
“correspondents can only obtain visas that
must be renewed each month (three months
for bureau chiefs); some journalists have
already been limited to renewing their visas
every two weeks or even more often.” And on
January 29 when the first North Vietnamese
and PRG delegations arrived in Salgon to
take their places on the Joint Military Com-
missions, six U.S. reporters were arrested by
Balgon police while covering the delegations’
arrival. The PRG, on the other hand, will
open up its areas and welcome foreign cor-
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respondents. They will want to demytholo-
gize themselves, to show that they enjoy pop-
ular allegiance, control territory, and have
& viable government in operation.

Thieu will want to control information dis-
seminated to people In South Vietnam as
well. He will suppress any mention of the
PRG in order to deny any legitimacy to that
government. But the people of South Viet-
nam will still be able to keep abreast of
events by listening to the PRG radio and the
Vietnamese-language broadcasts of such for-
eign stations as the BBC. In an ironic twist,
many of the Sony transistor radios provided
through previous American commodity im-
port programs will serve to evade restric-
tions set forth by an American-imposed
regime,

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr.

Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DRINAN. I yield to the gentleman
from California (Mr. EDwARDS).

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr.
I thank the genileman for

Speaker,
vielding.

I compliment the gentleman from
Massachusetts for taking this time today
for this very important message to the
American people.

I would hope that many people are
listening and will pay attention to what
is said here today, because, as the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts said earlier
in his remarks, President Thieu is here
in the United States on a panhandling
expedition. He wants, according to the
President’s budget, $1.7 billion in mili-
tary assistance for next year, and in ad-
dition, another $2 billion in economic as-
sistance, which comes to somewhere
around $4 billion. That is money right
out of the American taxpayer’s pocket,
and I think we ought to look at it very,
very carefully.

I am not at all sure from my limited
experience in being in Vietnam how well
the money would be spent if it were au-
thorized and appropriated by the Con-
gress. I was in Vietnam in August 1971,
and like the gentleman from California
(Mr. WaLpre) wanted to visit some of
the Operation Phoenix establishments.
After a great deal of difficulty, I was
finally permitted to visit one compound
on the outskirts of Saigon. This com-
pound consisted of 40 or 50 small cells
where the prisoners had to sleep on the
deck with a small hole in the center for
sanitary facilities.

Each month, the Vietnamese who ran
this particular operation were told by
the Thieu government to meet a given
quota of persons they had captured and
who they had either incarcerated or put
through a period of rehabilitation to
make them better Vietnamese.

I visited an orphanage there, too. It
was an orphanage of children with Viet-
namese mothers and American GI
fathers. It was a lovely place, run by two
Australian nurses. However, I was sur-
prised and shocked to find out, in talking
with the nurses, that not one cent of
American AID money was being spent
there. All the money was contributed by
the Australian nurses themselves, by local
inhabitants, or, in some cases, by Amer-
ican GI's who would come occasionally
to visit.

I thought then, as I think now, that if
we are going to spend these billions of
dollars General Thieu came over to get
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on this trip which starts today—this
“Black Monday" as described by the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts—it should be
spent on something really worthwhile,
rather than, as in the past, lining the
pockets of high-ranking officials of the
Thieu regime. We do not need more U.S.
money going into Swiss banks, buying
estates on the Riviera for the retirement
of South Vietnamese officials. That is
historical. That is what has happened to
American AID money in the past.

I should like to have someone explain
to me, if we are to vote more money for
South Vietnam, what safeguards there
will be to prevent the continuing misuse
of American tax dollars.

I hope the American people will ob-
serve and consider what transpires in the
next several days. I believe, as a result of
this visit, we are going to be asked in this
Chamber to vote for a lot of money with
no strings on it whatsoever.

I would think we should do what the
gentleman from Massachusetts suggests
with regard to strings on the money. For
example, the International Red Cross
should have total access to the 150,000
or 200,000 prisoners who are incarcer-
ated under unspeakable circumstances
in Saigon and elsewhere.

I believe we should also require audits
and general reports to the American
people. I know that I am not going to
vote for any of it unless there are pro-
visions for accounting and other safe-
guards attached to the bill so that I can
be proud I voted for it, and not
ashamed.

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

Mr. DRINAN. Yes; I yield to the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. SEIBERLING).

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, I
think we are all in the debt of the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. DriN-
an) for taking this occasion to point out
the very serious and possibly calamitous
effects for our country of the visit, the
very ill-advised visit, of General Thieu
to the United States, and I wish person-
ally to commend the gentleman for his
efforts in this regard and say that I will
be glad to support legislation of the type
the gentleman has indicated he is going
to prepare.

Mrs. SCROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I want
to thank my colleague from Massachu-
setts for making available this opportu-
nity to discuss the implications of our
continued aid to the regime of South
Vietnamese President Thieu. Gen., Ed-
ward G. Lansdale, speaking of an earlier
U.S.-supported South Vietnamese Gov-
ernment, said:

I cannot truly sympathize with Americans
who help promote a fascistic state and then
get angry when it doesn't act like a democ-
racy.

The suppression of political liberties by
the Thieu regime should make us ques-
tion the propriety of continuing the mas-
sive aid which administrations past and
present have deemed necessary to shore
up his narrowly based and dictatorial
government. This question is of partic-
ular concern at a time when the adminis-
tration, in the name of fiscal responsi-
bility, is imposing drastic cuts on our own
domestic social welfare programs.
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The occasion of President Thieu’s cur-
rent visit to the United States presents
an opportunity for the administration at
least to use its influence with Mr. Thieu
to press for needed internal reforms in
his government. One area which should
be of especial concern to us all is the
presence in South Vietnamese prisons of
approximately 200,000 political prisoners.
Most of these people are in prison simply
because they dared to be critical of the
policies of President Thieu. We should be
concerned about their plight because the
United States, through the USAID and
the Department of Defense, has financed
the construction of many of the prisons
and continues to pay for their mainte-
nance and to train and advise the police
foree which runs them.

Since the exposé of the subhuman
conditions of the Con Son Island tiger
cages in 1970, there have been increas-
ing reports of the starvation, incredible
tortures, and summary execution of po-
litical prisoners. While we abhor the
sometimes brutal treatment of American
POW'’s by the North Vietnamese and the
Vietcong, we should in no way counte-
nance or subsidize equally brutal acts by
our ally.

We have also heard of the massive ar-
rests, prior to the cease-fire agreement
and after, of persons who might be sym-
pathetic to an alternative government.
Article 11 of the peace agreement specif-
ically prohibits such acts of reprisal and
calls for a guarantee of the democratic
freedoms of speech, press, and political
activity.

It is unconscionable that the United
States can provide the financial support
that enables President Thieu to carry
out policies in direct contradiction to the
principles for which this Nation stands.
The cease-fire agreement is tenuous at
best. It will certainly fail if the present
regime in South Vietnam does not be-
come more responsive to the needs of its
people.

Mr. HARRINGTON. Mr. Speaker, it
has been more than 2 months since the
United States signed an agreement in
Paris ending United States intervention
in South Vietnam. Just last week, the
last planeload of U.S. prisoners of war
were released by the North Vietnamese
and the PRG—oprovisional revolution-
ary government. Still, the involvement
of our country is not yet concluded.

The United States is party to several
commissions and conferences that seek
to make the Paris agreement a reality.
In addition, the United States has pledged
itself to provide assistance for North
and South Vietnam, as well as the other
countries of Indochina.

With this dual responsibility, the peo-
ple of the United States should now con-
cern themselves with the fate of the
many civilian prisoners held by the
South Vietnamese Government.

The exact number of civilians held in
South Vietnamese prisons is a matter of
some dispute. The South Vietnamese
Government reports that it has jailed
30,000 prisoners, while other estimates
run as high as 400,000. Under the emer-
gency powers assumed by President
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Thieu on May 9, 1972, several sweeping
and ambiguous decrees have been issued.
For example:

Those persons considered dangerous to the
national defense and public security may be
interned in a prison or designated area or
banished from designated areas for a maxi-
mum of two years which is renewable.

Another provision states that—
shall be considered as pro-communist neu-
tralist a person who commits acts of propa-
ganda for incitement of neutralism. These
acts are assimulated with the act of jeopard-
izing public safety.

Many people in this country are con-
cerned about the prison conditions in
South Vietnam. The exposure several
vears ago of the “tiger cages” has created
good reason for concern. It is a sign of
the severity of the problem that officials
of the International Red Cross—the
IRC—were told that they might inspect
the prisons only in the company of a
South Vietnamese Government official.
Objecting to such intimidation, the IRC
refused.

I received a letter from a constituent
a month ago, similar to the many others
that I have received, seeking information
on the status of eight individuals be-
lieved to be held in South Vietnamese
prisons. My office contacted the appro-
priate desk at the Vietnam Working
Group at the U.S. Agency for Interna-
tional Development—USAID. My office
was told that the request would be proc-
essed, and was told, further, that there
had been many similar requests. Several
weeks later, I received a reply. Mr. Speak-
er, I insert it in the RECORD:

DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, D.C., March 5, 1973.
Hon. MI1cHAEL J. HARRINGTON,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DEar MRr. HARRINGTON: I have received your
letter regarding the concern of one of your
constituents about a number of Vietnamese
citizens.

The Agreement of January 27 speclfically
provides that the matter of South Viet-
namese civillans detained in South Viet-
namese jails should be resolved through
negotiations between the South Vietnamese
parties to that Agreement. Pending resolu-
tion of the problem, the Agreement provides
that all those detained 'shall be treated
humanely at all times and in accordance
with international practice.” The Agreement
further prescribes all forms of torture and
cruel treatment and provides that those
detained be given “adequate food, clothing,
shelter, and the medical attention required
for their state of health.” The problem In-
volves not only the prisoners held by the
Government of the Republic of Viet-Nam
but also the thousands of South Vietnamese
civilians abducted by the other side during
the course of the war. This issue is compli-
cated and not readily susceptible to outside
influence or solutions.

With regard to your constituent's inquiry
on Vietnamese citizens, we do not feel it
appropriate for the US Government to in-
Ject itself into matters that under the terms
of the January 27 Agreement are now to be
settled among the South Vietnamese them-
selves. Buch inquiries should be directed to
the Government of the Republic of Viet-
Nam. However, recent charges of general
repression, torture and mass incarceration
of so-called “political prisoners” by Republic
of Viet-Nam authorities have, as often in
the past, proved grossly exaggerated.

Please continue to call upon me when-
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ever you believe that we may be of assistance
to you.
Sincerely yours,
MarsHALL WRIGHT,
Acting Assistant Secretary for Congres-
sional Relations.

This response is unacceptable.

Because of U.S. involvement in the
Vietnam war, because of U.S. political,
military, and diplomatic support of the
Thieu government, and because of, at
least partial, U.S. funding of the police
and prison network of South Vietnam—
this problem is not an “internal” matter
for the South Vietnamese alone. The var-
ious ways this country has supported and
continues to support the South Vietnam-
ese prisons and police should be brought
to publie attention.

First, the Public Safety Division of the
USAID has provided funds for a whole
range of security programs. Second, part
of the foreign assistance authorization
for South Vietnam is in the form of sup-
port assistance—a special category of aid
that allows Government expenditures on
items that cannot otherwise be afforded
while maintaining the Military Estab-
lishment. Third, some members of the
South Vietnamese police force are
trained at the International Police Acad-
emy in Washington. Finally, it should be
recognized that any foreign assistance—
economic, military, support, even human-
itarian—indirectly supports government
operations by allowing the South Viet-
namese to shift their own resources be-
tween whichever projects they consider
most useful.

As a signer of the Paris Agreement on
Ending the War and Restoring Peace in
Vietnam and its attendant protocols, the
United States has a responsibility to in-
sure that South Vietnam fully meets the
requirements regerding Vietnamese civil-
ian rrisoners. Further, it has been sug-
gested that by supporting the imprison-
ment of these civilians, many of whom
might constifute a viable, neutralist
force, the United States may be violating
the agreement which stipulates that—

Foreign countries shall not impose any

political tendency or perschality on the
South Vietnamese people.

Two important issues are involved in
the failure of the U.S. Government to
accept and deal with the consequences
of its policies and its refusal to provide
requested information.

First, the U.S. Congress has the con-
stitutional responsibility for the formu-
lation of public policv and for legislative
oversight. The President seeks not only
to strip the Congress of its role in the
former, but also to deny its role in the
latter.

Second, the track record in humanitar-
ian affairs of this country under the pres-
ent administration has been a sorry one.
While the Government has responded
quickly and generously, as it should, to
natural disasters, such as those in the
Philippines and in Nicaragua, it has
failed to respond to the political tragedies
in Biafra and Bangladesh. The present
state of affairs in South Vietnam is all
the more intolerable because of the un-
breakable link between the United States
and South Vietnamese policy.
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The administration must not be al-
lowed to shirk its clear responsibility.
The administration has the power to
help persuade the Government of South
Vietnam to release these prisoners or
improve the conditions of the prisons. We
in the Congress, if we will speak out, can
help persuade the administration to ex-
ercise its influence in this direction.
Therefore, I call upon the President of
the United States to use his good offices
to urge the Government of Souti Viet-
nam to release those political prisoners
who are unjustly held and to improve the
conditions of the prisons for others. And
further, to insure that action is taken, the
administration should press the South
Vietnamese Government to allow inspec-
tion of its prisons by the International
Red Cross.

Mr. METCALFE. Mr. Speaker, reports
concerning political prisoners from indi-
viduals familiar with conditions in South
Vietnam are very disquieting.

In 1969 a U.S. study team on religious
and political freedom went to South Viet-
nam. The distinguished gentleman from
Massachusetts who has arranged for this
special order was a member of that
group. The committee which sponsored
that group defined the objectives of the
group as:

First they will seek to identify the varlety
of religious forces in South Vietnam and the
range of pollticai expressmn extsting there.
They will seek to investigate the situation of
religious groups and the extent of the im-
prisonment of leaders of nonaligned groups
who represent potentially important politi-
cal sentiment . . . Second, the team will seek
to investigate the situation of all prisoners
in South Vietnam.

The findings of this group in 1969 in-
dicated that many thousands of persons
arrested in South Vietnam were denied
procedural protection. This study team
further stated that repression was per-
vasive and brutal. The report continues
that—

The large majority of those imprisoned in
Bouth Vietnam are held because they oppose
the government; they are “political prison-
ers."

Toward the end of the report we note
that—

The Study Team has reached the conclu-
slon that the Thieu-Ky Government has,
through the extensive and increasing use of
the extra-constitutional military Fleld Courts
imprisoned thousands of persons without the
most fundamental element of a fair hearing
and, in a shocking number of instances, with-
out even apprising the imprisoned persons of
the charges against them.

Reports in the New York Times for
November 3, 1972, qnote Sean McBride,
chairman of Amnesty International and
former Prime Minister of Ireland, who
estimated the number of political prison-
ers in Indochina at 200,000. Most of these
he said were held by the Government of
South Vietnam.

The Department of State in July 1971
conceded that the number of persons
confined for political reasons is small.
The fact is that prisoners are confined
for political reasons. I strongly urge the
President to discuss this issue with the
South Vietnamese President during his
visit to this country and to ask the Presi-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

dent to guarantee the right of trial and
guarantee minimal care to these men.

We have committed men and finan-
cial support to this government. To ask
the Government of South Vietnam to
permit its citizens to exercise rights
which the Constitution of South Vietnam
provides is not to ask the impossible. It is
consistent with the announced purpose
of the American Government's involve-
ment. To do less than protest the freat-
ment of these political prisoners is to fail
in our own commitment to international
standards of law and justice. I strongly
condemn the activities of a government
which attempts to stifle ideas by force
and is unwilling to test its own viability
in a free exchange of ideas. I call upon
the President of South Vietnam to com-
mit himself to safeguard the rights of the
citizens of his country.

Ms. HOLTZMAN. Mr. Speaker, the
purpose of the meeting between Presi-
dent Nguyen Thieu of South Vietnam
and President Nixon in San Clemente
has not been fully explained by either
government. Yet, one does not have to
be a seer to know that Mr. Thieu is
seeking assurances of American military
support as well as additional economic
assistance for his government.

However, Mr. Thieu should be made
aware, and President Nixon should be
reminded, that this country's military
resources should not be recommitted to
prop up the South Vietnam regime and
certainly not by Executive fiat. Now that
the last prisoner of war has come home
and our military troops have been with-
drawn, there is not one shred of constitu-
tional authority remaining for the Presi-
dent to reintervene militarily in that
country.

Nonetheless, the President seems in-
tent to support Mr. Thieu. The Presi-
dent- has conducted extensive daily
bombing raids to protect the faltering
Lon Neol government in Cambodia. The
President also has warned that further
violations of the cease-fire agreement
will lead to renewed bombing of North
Vietnam. Just yesterday Secretary of De-
fense Richardson suggested that the ad-
ministration also would not rule out re-
mining the Haiphong harbor and “other
military actions.”

It is painful and tragic to remember
that the war has cost Americans $110
billion, the lives of over 45,000 fighting
men, as well as the scarring of bodies
and minds of many of those who served
in Vietnam. We have also paid the price
of a riotous inflation here at home.

If we cannot afford meat and we can-
not afford full Federal commitments to
the elderly, housing, education, and
health care, then we cannot afford Mr.
Thieu either.

And we should not support him. He
came to power in an election that makes
a mockery of that word. And he remains
in power through the brutal confinement
of thousands—perhaps hundreds of
thousands—of political prisoners.

The cease-fire accords—under which
our prisoners of war were returned—pro-
vide for the release of “Vietnamese civil-
ian personnel captured and detained in
South Vietnam"—Article 8. Yet, news re-
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ports from South Vietnam estimate that
up to 300,000 civilians have been impris-
oned there for political reasons. They
indicate also that the number of political
arrests has increased substantially within
the past year. There are also reports,
from released prisoners, letters smuggled
out of jails, and non-Communist politi-
cians opposed to the Thieu regime of the
unspeakable tortures these prisoners are
suffering.

It is clearly the responsibility of the
United States as a signatory of the
cease-fire accords to press for the
prompt release of political prisoners in
South Vietnam. And our failure to seek
their release would be a bitter comment
on the sacrifices Americans have made to
bring about freedom in that country.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. DRINAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days in which to extend
their remarks on the subject of my spe-
cial order today.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

STEELE DECRIES JANE FONDA’'S
ATTACK ON U.S. POW'S

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Connecticut (Mr. STEELE) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. STEELE. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to nominate Academy Award-win-
ning actress Jane Fonda for a new
award: the rottenest, most miserable
performance by any one individual
American in the history of our country.

Miss Fonda has said the returning U.S.
prisoners of war are “hypocrites and
liars."”

She has never met the men she has
branded, yet in a sweeping statement
says they are “hypocri‘es and liars.”
Never met them. Never talked to them.
Never asked what happened to them.
Just branded them, “hypocrites and
liars."”

Our returned prisoners of war have
served our Nation with honor and cour-
age under the most difficult circum-
stances imaginable, and most Ameri-
cans have been moved and appalled by
their reports of mistreatment and tor-
ture.

Can this pampered, privileged young
actress who influences so many of our
young people be so egotistical and naive
as to think that her brief guided tours
of North Vietnam qualify her fto speak
with more authority on how our POW’s
were treated than the men themselves?
Where does she get this colossal gall?

It is one thing to make these charges
in a glamorous television studio. I won-
der, though, if she would dare to make
her charges to the faces of those men
who were beaten with rifle butts in the
jungle or to the captured airman who
was tied down with wire while ants
swarmed over his body until he thought
he would be eaten alive? Or would she
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dare to face the man who had a piece of
iron slammed into his teeth so he could
not scream while he was being tortured?

I would be more charitable to Miss
Fonda then she has been to our returned
men. I do not think she is a liar. I think
she is a spoiled brat.

Jane Fonda's greatest performance
lies ahead. Not in 2 motion picture where
every word is scripted for her. Not in a
press conference where her brattiness is
gobbled up by the media. But in that
confrontation where she says “‘Liar,” and
the accused POW tells her the truth.

If a camera could catch the look on
her face it would win 10 Academy
Awards.

It would also permanently etch on the
public mind who is telling the truth.

Jane Fonda, you do not know what you
are talking about. Fortunately, most
Americans know this.

ONE'S RIGHT NOT TO PARTICIPATE
IN ABORTIONS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Massachusetts (Mrs. HECK-
LER) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mrs. HECKLER of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I have today introduced a bill
aimed at respecting an individual's or a
hospital’s right not to participate in
abortions, sterilizations, or related pro-
cedures if such procedure is contrary
to the individual’s moral code or the
institution’s traditional policy.

The bill extends beyond the terms of
similar legislation (HR. 4797) that I
introduced earlier in this session. That
bill, known as the Right of Conscience
in Abortion Procedures Act, make Fed-
eral financial assistance to any hospital,
clinic, or medical institution contingent
upon proof that employees be allowed
to decline participation in the procedure
of abortion or the disposition of any
aborted fetus. The bill was cosponsored
by 44 of my colleagues, and has been re-
ferred to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

The legislation I propose today would
broaden the scope of H.R. 4797; it in-
corporates features of a bill introduced
in the Senate by Senator CHURCH of
Idaho, which was passed by that body,
92 to 1, as an amendment to the Public
Health Service Act Extension of 1873
(8. 1136).

The expanded bill which I have pro-
posed today retains the protective fea-
tures of my initial bill. Hospitals or other
health-care institutions shall be pre-
cluded from discriminating on the em-
ployment, promotion, extension of staff
or other privileges—or termination of
employment of any personnel—on the
basis of their personal religious or moral
convictions regarding abortions or sterili-
zation or their participation in such
procedures.

At the same time, the new legislation
offers protection to the institutions them-
selves. There are many hospitals and
similar facilities operated by dedicated
devoted groups of individuals to whom
the concept of interference with life is
totally repugnant. The legislation that
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I have introduced today would allow
such institutions to post notice of their
policy in a public place, and the eligi-
bility of each such institution to apply
for Federal financial assistance shall be
in no way affected by such a policy.

While it might appear that hospitals
are presently free to determine how their
facilities are to be used, this is not pres-
ently the case. A Federal district court
in Montana, in the case of Mike and
Gloria Taylor against St. Vincent Hos-
pital, issued a temporary injunction
compelling a Catholic hospital, contrary
to Catholic beliefs, to allow its facilities
to be used for a sterilization operation.
The court based its jurisdiction upon the
fact that the hospital had received Hill-
Burton funds. I might also point out that
this decision was in no way related to the
Supreme Court’s holding in Roe against
Wade.

A few points of fact are in order here:
19 percent of the Nation's hospitals are
affiliated with one or another church. Of
this 19 percent, 29 percent of the church-
affiliated hospitals are Protestant, 64
percent are Catholic, 2 percent are Jew-
ish, and 5 percent are of other religious
denominations. This legislation, then,
adresses itself to a distinet minority of
our hospitals. With most of our hospitals
not under church ownership, it is obvious
that the legislation would in no way
affect sterilization or abortions in pub-
licly owned hospitals.

The bill does not establish any re-
quirement on any hospital as to what it
may or may not do. Rather, it is directed
at what the Federal Government may or
may not do.

It is a bill that protects the inalienable
rights of conscience of a minority of
those involved; and the right of con-
science is part of our national tradition.

This is not a matter of concern to any
one religious body to the exclusion of all
others, or even to men who believe in a
God to the exclusion of all others. It has
been a traditional concept of our society
that the right of conscience—like the
right to life from which that conscience
is derived—is sacred.

I urge my colleagues to support me on
this matter, and welcome any and all
who wish to cosponsor this legislation.

TRIBUTE TO EDWARD STEICHEN

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Connecticut (Mr. Sarasin) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. SARASIN. Mr. Speaker, recently
my district and the world were saddened
by the passing of Mr. Edward Steichen of
Redding, Conn., the great artist, pho-
tographer, and humanitarian.

Due to his distinction in his chosen
field and the professional accomplish-
ments known throughout the world, his
death was noted and mourned here and
abroad. There have been many accounts
of his artistic triumphs, particularly his
renowned “Family of Man” exhibition.

While these worldwide tributes were
appropriate and well deserved, I would
like to at this time offer for ineclusion in
the ReEcorp a different type of tribute to
this exceptional man.
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1, therefore, submit this editorial from
the Danbury News-Times, a daily news-
paper serving the area of my district in
which Mr. Steichen long made his home,
paying tribute to this outstanding man
as a neighbor and friend.

EDpwWARD STEICHEN OF UMPAWAUG FARM

Edward Steichen, the noted photographer,
had made his home in Redding for a little
less than half his extraordinarily productive
lifetime. Death came to him at his Redding
home Sunday, less than 48 hours before he
would have reached his 94th birthday.

The world knew him as the man who had
made photography an art form, for his por-
traiture of the great In the arts, in business
and in other flelds in the early decades of
this century, as Captain Steichen, the over-
all director of combat photography in the
Navy during World War II, and as director of
photography and mastermind of *“The Family
of Man” exhibition at the Museum of Modern
Art in New York City.

Redding knew him as a good neighbor, in-
terested In education, conservation and other
matters bearing on the quality of life in his
adopted town.

He established a plant breeding program,
with emphasis on delphiniums, at Umpa-
waug Farm in West Redding back in the
1930s.

It was here also, close to the home he had
designed, where he planted a shadblow, whose
growth and flowering he captured on film to
produce what has been described as a start-
lingly beautiful chronology of its moods and
seasons.

A few years ago, he made 270 acres of his
farm avallable for purchase by the town as
open space, with another 140 acres acquired
by Redding Open Land, Inc., to be preserved
in its natural state.

Mr. Steichen’s professional honors were
many. So where the tributes from his own
government and those of France and his
native Luxembourg. But these probably
meant less to him than the respect of his fel-
low townsmen in Redding. They looked upon
him simply as a good neighbor and a good
man,

THE ROLE OF CONGRESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from California (Mr, McFaLL) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr, McFALL, Mr. Speaker, at one of
the recent Time, Inc.-sponsored sym-
posia on “the Role of Congress” Dr. Nel-
son Polsby stated that Congress has the
capacity to know whatever it needs to
know. Reactions to his opinion that Con-
gress has access to all necessary infor-
mation on which to base sound legisia-
tive decisions made by distinguished
Members of Congress Senator ROBERT
Packwoop of Oregon, and Morgis UpALL
of Arizona and others are inserted below.
Louis Banks of Time, Inc., was mod-
erator:

Sen. Packwoop. To focus on the House of
Representatives, don't forget Henry Clay left
the Senate because he thought it was quite
a stale and morbid place, ran for the House
and on the first day he was elected Speaker
of the House.

Mr. Banxs, It would never happen today.

Sen. Packwoobp. That's correct.

Rep. Upain. I ran for the Speaker of the
House in 1969. I was 47 years old, at an age
when wmany of my contemporaries were
grandparents, and sald if I would just be
patient and sit around 15 or 20 years, I might
be ready for leadership in the House. My
God, you know this is the only institution
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on earth where you can lead the youth re-
bellion, as I am accused of doing, at age 47.

Mr. Banks. Let me ask you one, Dr. Polsby.

I am surprised that you say that Congress
knows enough to do what It's doing and
everything is more or less all right. I re-
member a time in the mid '60s when Con-
gress did not know what the Viet Nam War
was costing, It was appropriating blindly, and
at the same time was encouraged to enact
large soclal welfare programs at the rate of
$25 billion a year. This is largely responsible
for a good many of the problems we have
around us now. Can you come up with some
reassurance on that?

Dr. PoLsey. I thought what I sald was that
Congress has the capacity to know whatever
it is they want to know. It seems to me I was
glving a multi-syllablc version of Senator
Packwood's speech, and I tried to glve some
examples of things they want to know, and
therefore, do know.

There are other things obviously they don't
want to know, and for good and sufficient
reasons, I suppose. It was at those points it
seems to me that some of us outside felt like
putting a little heat on them. I am more or
less in agreement with the premise of your
question, but I don't think it contradicts
anything I've sald.

Mr. Banks. All right. We'll invite questions
from the audience. If you would just rise to
the microphone behind you and state your
name, sir, we will be off and running.

Mr. SaLvATORI. My name is Henry Salvatorl.
I am very much interested in the discussion
of this topic. I am amazed that no one has
even mentioned what I consider to be the
most important facet of the discussion. That
is, whether a Congressman is not very much
concerned about the knowledge he has, par-
ticularly on what his district is thinking. I
can't conceive of a Congressman in a Catho=-
lie district, for example, who would vote for
abortion, even if he had the facts proving
that abortion is the thing to do.

It seems to me this is the crux of the mat-
ter. How can Congress rule with 435 people
when each man has to be re-elected? Almost
immediately after he’s elected, election cam-
palgning starts all over again, A Congressman
must consider his constituents. He can't vote
for something even though he thinks It’'s a
good thing to do if his constituents are op-
posed to it. I would like to to see some dis-
cussion of that problem.

Mr. Banks. We will let Senator Packwood
answer that one.

Sen, Packwoobp, Mr. Salvatori, I didn't have
a chance to meet you before and I appreclate
the money you sent me in the 1968 campaign.

Rep. UpaLr, I don't recall him on my list.

Sen. Packwoopn. Your point is well taken,
because as opposed to almost any European
situation, we in Congress are geographically
oriented. In England, you are assigned to
whatever district the party wants you to run
from, and you toe the party line, and to heck
with the district.

On the other hand, I go back to Oregon
time after time. But the system works be-
cause normally the total of our districts are
s0 diverse that on any particular issue—you
mentioned abortion—probably is not more
than 20 or 25% of the districts where & per-
son would absolutely vote the district re-
gardless of the facts, regardless of conscience.
‘There is still a majority of congressional dis-
tricts and states where a particular vote is
sufficlently unimportant that you can vote
the way you think facts lead, rather than
the way you think a particular district is
oriented. But your point is well taken. All of
us are quite oriented towards a geographic
district when it is a matter of something that
that district feels very strongly about.

Mr. Sarvarorr. I would like to suggest that
regarding the Tonkin Gulf Resolution, I
doubt that any Congressman who had voted
against that and then went back to his dis-
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trict a year later, would get re-elected. This
is the basic problem of Congressmen.

Rep. UpaLn. I agree. My thesis earlier was
that we would have been a lot better off as
& country if we had had a big debate about
Viet Nam before we slipped in, when we
didn't have all the information we needed
about the Gulf of Tonkin. There may be two
ways to do it. One way unites the country and
the other one doesn't. I think the point Bob
Packwood is making is that there aren’'t 10
issues a year where the ordinary machinist,
bricklayer or housewife in my district really
is concerned. Abortion is one, and the war
another. But these are the highly visible is-
sues. The fact is this government is a huge
government, there are little nooks and cran-
nies of public policy that vitally affect peo-
ple that the ordinary citizen doesn't know
or care about, I worked on the Post Office
Committee. There is hardly a person in the
room that gives a damn about junk mail or
slow mail service. I can do almost anything
I want to on the realm of postal policy.

Teddy White, In his 1960 book, compare
soclety to a wagon train moving across un-
charted country. It struggles out over 100 or
200 miles and its advance stops without see-
ing the promised land. There are the hangers
back, those that don't want to go on, and
they stay where they are. Then there is the
main body of troops. The job of the leader is
to listen to all these, place himself a little
forward of the main body where he can as-
sess the advance reports from the scouts and
yet not lose contact with what the people
are thinking,

Mr. UNrvH. My name is Jess Unruh. I real-
ly think what is developing here is a gnat-
swatting situation. That comes from the
saying that sometimes we are guilty of stalk-
ing gnats while bears are at large. I think
that's where we really are now.

You know, as long as we have the kind of
divided authority and fragmented authority
that we have, what Mr. Salvatori says here
is bound to happen. Each member of the
opposition party is responsible not to a party,
not to a central authority, not to someone
with any kind of ongoing discipline whatso-
ever, except his district, and I think if you
look back historlically this is demonstrable.
You will find that constantly the press wor-
ries about the party out of power. In 1965
the press was terribly worried that the Re-
publican Party was not going to survive after
the Johnson landslide. Now we are worried
that the Democratic Party may not survive.
I really don’t think that any kind of doc-
trine, elimination of the seniority system or
the centralization of authority in Congress
going back to Joe Cannon or Thomas Brack-
ett Reed or anyone else, is golng to materially
affect the situation there.

I think there are two things we probably
ought to do:

One is, I think, that we should either be
prepared to go to some sort of parliamentary
system where there is some sort of central
ongoling authority for the party out of power,
s0 people have some chance of saylng what
the non-power party is. I think the U.S. Sen-
ate today is a disgrace. What is the Demo-
cratic Party? Is it George McGovern or Ed
Muskie or Hubert Humphrey or Ted Eennedy
or someone else? Really, there is no way of
telling. The House is sort of Inconsequential
mainly because there aren't 435 Congress-
men, there are 400 on business and 35 Con-
gressmen, and most of the Congressmen are
concerned with their casework to get elected
again.

Either you go to a system where the op-
position party has a focal point, someone
or some group that speaks for the party as
a whole, or else you continue to have this
sltuation, and I think that 1s the choice
that we have.

At the local level, I suggest the press is
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probably the worst enemy we have in devel-
oping some sort of opposition to the party
in power because they seem to be terribly
afrald of any concentration in power. Any-
thing that develops out of the Legislative
Branch that looks like a concentration of
power immediately gets press opposition to
it. I think at the state level the first and
most important thing we could do is to get
rid of one house of the legislature. We ought
to do that at the congressional level. I sug-
gest that the ingrained traditions of Amer-
ica are too great to do that, but at the state
level we can certainly do that. All the rest of
it seems to be like swatting flies when we
ought to be concerned about the huge mas-
todons that are pressuring our democratic
Congress.

Mr. MacNemw.. You laid down a fascinating
thesis; it’s not a new one. Woodrow Wilson,
as a young historian of federal government,
in his book, Congressional Government in
1885, laid down much the same idea of es-
tablishing the parliamentary system. He had,
however, made a slight error on the British
Parliament. He had never seen it, he had
only read about it. The same thing was true
about Congress, he had never seen Congress.

It is a neat and tidy suggestion. But the
whole question of who is the Senate—is it
Ted Kennedy or Senator Packwood—or who
is the Congress is not tidy, it's not that neat
and it's not efficlent. And it's not supposed
to be. I think when we go to efficlency and
economy in the Government, we run into
areas that are not contemplated in the sys-
tem. Earlier we were talking about the prob-
lem of parochialism In Congress. I don’t
think the members are as bad at represent-
ing the people as you suggest. Congressman
Udall suggested very clearly a Congress in
which members attend to their home baili-
wicks, answer the mail, bring home a little
bacon. His district will leave him alone on
most of the questions across the board. The
members of the Congress, those who care
to be knowledgeable about it and gutsy
about it, are free to act on the national
interest and not on a parochial basis.

Mr. BANKs, Dr. Polsby, & moment on this.

Dr. PorLsey. I guess I will have to say that
I am in favor of chasing real gnats rather
than imaginary bears, and I regard the aboll-
tion of the U.S. House of Representatives as
an imaginary bear. That is to say, I don't
think that it is a likely alternative. I do
think there's another point that ought to be
made. I think we will find that If we asked
members of the out party of most of the
parliamentary systems of the world, we will
discover that they are fairly dissatisfled too.
And they just tend to have their scraps at
party conferences; I know Democrats don't
do that—

Rep. UpArr, Oh, no.

Dr. PorLseY. —except in Washington.

There is one other reason why I would
personally like to see the U.S. House of Repre-
sentatives survive for perhaps another season,
and that’s this:

Other than the fact that 1t gives employ-
ment to some quite outstanding public serv-
ants, the House of Representatives is the seat
of more expertise about what 1s going on In
government than any other place in the
country outside of the Executive Branch it-
self. The House has got a powerful, terribly
significant role to play In the process of
checking and balancing the Executive
Branch. The members know more and they
do more. They can, of course, know even
more and do even more. Nevertheless, cer-
tainly the academic community doesn't
know more about what is going on in the
Government. I don't think the press knows
more about what is going on than that group
of Congressmen who have made themselves
expert about public policy. That, it seems to
me, is one very good reason for hanging on
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to the House of Representatives just a little
longer,

Dr. HorN, Stephen Horn. I would like to
ask two questions. I would agree that we are
trying to seek responsiveness and respon-
sibility in terms of elected representatives.
It seems to me there are several problems.
One is that you have oldtimers in Congress
that do acquire a monopoly of subject mat-
ter and expertise as Dr. Polsby has pointed
out. Another is, there is a need to break that
expertise, not only for the good of the coun-
try to get a change of values from time to
time, but for the good of the junior members
who need to be strengthened.

I wonder what the members of the panel
would think of the following two suggestions
to try to earn a little responsibility and re-
sponstveness. That is, instead of worrying so
much about internal seniority, that we think
more in terms of the total limit of years of
service, such as two terms for the U.S. Sen-
ator and six terms for the member of the
House of Representatives. And beyond that,
getting at what is really the basic flaw In
the system, that is how we finance people in
public office where we ask them how to de-
cide on behalf of a total constituency or a
nation. It costs a milllon dollars to run a
contested primary in the State of California.
In 1966, a contested race in Michigan for
Congress was budgeted for $180,000. Isn't it
time that we face up, not only to a limita-
tion of term, but also face up to the public
responsibility for financing both primary and
general elections? Let’s say to anybody who
gets X number of signatures: “Great, you
run for office. The public pays your bills up
to a certain amount. No other money can
get involved.”

It seems to me we have to face up to cer-
tain basic reforms if we are going to achieve
what you gentlemen are talking about,
whether we chase gnats or bears.

Sen, Pacewoop, We haven't scratched the
surface of money that is avallable in small
contributions in this country. The Red Cross
has done it; the YMCA has done it; the Pres-
byterian Church has done it. They run ba-
sically on small donations from a lot of peo-
ple and politicilans can do the same thing.
The money is there. You rap on doors, ask
for a dollar or two for your party and you'll
get it. But we don't do it. I don’t like the
idea of public financing of campalgns and I'd
do everything I could do to avoid it until you
could prove to me there is no other concelv-
able way to do it.

Rep. Uparr. I totally disagree with Bob
about public finaneing. Teddy Roosevelt ad-
vocated it BO years ago and I advocate it
today. I think it's the answer, Although If
we are golng to have the present system,
clearly we ought to have limits. We ought to
rely on small contributions, that's the one
thing we didn't get in the last bill. The
Nixon Administration and the great Demo-
cratic Party didn't want a limit. We Iimited
what I spent on my own campalgn, $15,000,
but there is no limit on what Henry Salva-
torl can give me if he wants to.

CHURCH PROJECTS ON U.S. IN-
VESTMENT IN SOUTHERN AFRICA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. Dices) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DIGGS. Mr. Speaker, the interest
of church groups in the general gques-
tion of U.S. business involvement in
Southern Africa particularly in the em-
ployment practices and policies pursued
by U.S. businesses in these minority-
ruled areas with respect to the African
majority continues. 8Six Protestant
groups have now renewed their cam-
paigns for disclosure by certain com-
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panies doing business in Southern
Africa. I would like to insert in the
Recorp at this point two articles report-
ing on new developments in this area on
actions taken by church institutional
investors for the thoughtful attention of
my colleagues. I also wish fo insert a
description of the “Church Project on
U.S. Investment in Southern Africa—
1973.”
The items follow:
CHURCH ProJECTS ON U.S. INVESTMENT IN
SOUTHERN AFRICA

New Yorr, N.Y—The Episcopal Church
has filed a stockholder resolution with In-
ternational Business Machines Corporation
(IBM), asking the company “to provide
basic data for thoughtful consideration by
shareholders concerning the Corporation’s
South African investments, activities, and
employment practices.”

The Episcopal Church, through its Com-
mittee on Social Responsibility in Invest-
ments, filed a similar resolution for inclu-
slon in IBM's 1972 Proxy Statement, but
withdrew it prior to the annual meeting
when representatives of IBM and the
Church's committee reached an agreement
on a draft report.

In a letter to IBM, Mr. Paul M. Neu-
hauser, chairman of the committee, in-
dicated that the company’'s answer in 1972
“omitted much of the factual material
which IBM had promised to supply.” He
sald that about 80 percent of the material
in last year's draft report upon which agree-
ment had been reached was omitted from
the printed report of the annual meeting.

Further, he said, “of IBM's agreement to
provide nine categories of information in
response to the stockholder resolution,” only
one “was fully complied with and in each of
the other eight instances efther the prom-
ised information was not supplied at all or
it was supplied in an inadequate fashion."

The Episcopal Church holds 8,496 shares
of IBM stock, worth approximately $3,275,-
208,

The Episcopal Church is a member of
“The Church Project on U.S. Investments
in Southern Africa—1973,” a coalition of six
religlous organizations which has filed re-
solutions at stockholders’ meetings ex-
pressing the churches’ concern about apar-
theid in Southern Africa.

STOCKHOLDER RESOLUTION FrLEp Wrire
10 CORPORATIONS

NEw Yomre, N.Y.—The largest Protestant
church cooperative effort to date to challenge
American corporations’ Investments in
Southern Africa was announced here today.

Bix Protestant church organizations, one
of which is the Episcopal Church, sald they
have filed stockholder resolutions for place-
ment in annual meeting proxy statements
with 12 corporations. The purpose of their
action, they sald, 1s to bring to the companies’
attention church ‘concern about apartheid
in the Republic of South Africa and oppres-
sive conditions for Africans In other South-
ern African countries.

The resolutions ask the companies to dis-
close the history of their involvement in
Bouth Africa, to provide comparative sta-
tistics on numbers of workers, wages pald,
trade union contracts with African, Asian,
colored and white workers, and to describe
compliance with apartheid laws and any ef-
forts by corporations to have the government
modify the laws.

Three church leaders announced the joint
action for the Church Project on U.S. Invest-
ments in Southern Africa—1873, at a press
conference at the Church Center for the
United Nations. The project is a cooperative
venture of boards and agencies of the Ameri-
can Baptist Churches, the National Council
of Churches, the Episcopal Church, the

April 2, 1973

United Methodist Church, the United Pres-
byterlan Church in the US.A. and the Uni-
tarian-Universalist Association. All are sub-
stantial institutional investors.

Stockholder resolutions asking for facts
about their involvement in South Africa
have been filed with 10 companies. They are
Caterpillar Tractor Co., Chrysler Corp., East-
man Kodak Co., First National City Bank,
General Electric Co., International Business
Machines Corp., International Telephone &
Telegraph Corp., Minnesota Mining and
Manufacturing Co., Texaco Inc. and Xerox
Corp.

Church groups filing the resolutions, with
a combined total of 118,639 shares, are the
Domestic and Forelgn Missionary Soclety of
the Protestant Episcopal Church in the
U.8.A.; American Baptist Home Missions
Socleties and Board of Education and Pub-
lication; National Council of Churches;
Board of Christian Education, Commission
on Ecumenical Mission and Relations, and
Board of National Missions, all of the United
Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A, and the
Women’s and World Divislons of the Board
of Global Ministries, United Methodist
Church.

A separate resolution has been filed by the
Unitarlan~-Universalist Association with Ex-
xon Corp. asking the company to establish a
special committee to investigate implications
of a proposed investment in the Portuguese
colony of Angola. UUA holds 6,000 shares of
Exxon at an approximate value of $486,000.
In addition, a separate resolution has been
filed by the Episcopal Church with Phillips
Petroleum Co. which asks Phillips not to go
into Namibia (South-West Africa). The Epis-
copal Church holds 15,600 shares of Phillips
stock, worth approximately $685,000.

The Rev. W. Sterling Cary, newly elected
president of the National Council of
Churches, said that the joint action was be-
ing taken because “United Btates churches
have long been concerned about the oppres-
sion of millions of black people by a white
minority in Southern Africa. We have spoken
out against apartheid in South Africa, colo-
nialsm in Angola, Mozambique and Guinea-
Bissau, the fllegal declaration of independ-
ence In Rhodesia and the illegal occupation of
Namibia by South Africa.”

He added, “We believe it iIs our respon-
sibility as Christians not only to actively
fight racism in America but to also battle it
in Africa, the continent from which black
America has sprung. The fight against
racism is not divisible.

“The time is past when U.S. companies
can operate without questions being asked
about their role and their operations in
South Africa. Hard guestions are now being
pressed from many sectors of the American
publiec,” the NCC leader said.

The Rev. Dr. Gene E. Bartlett, president of
the American Baptist Churches, speaking in
support of the resolutions, said that ques-
tions of racism and colonialism in Souhern
Africa “are our questlons—not simply be-
cause the Christian gospel demand our cos-
cern for the hungry, oppressed and suffering
but because world peace rests on the brink
there."

Miss Florence Little, treasurer of the
Women Division of the United Methodist
Church, said today's actions were a way of
“translating into action” the churches’' ex-
pressed opinions regarding colonialism and
racism in Southern Africa. The church coali-
tion will solicit supporting proxy votes from
universities, foundations, mutual funds,
unions, other churches and individual stock-
holders, she said.

The Church Project on U.S. Investments
in Southern Africa was formed in 1971. In
1972 it filed stockholder resolutions request-
ing full disclosure of the involvement of
Mobll, Goodyear, IBM and General Motors
in South Africa and Gulf Oil in Angola.
Mobil agreed to voluntarily disclose this in-
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formation and sent it to all shareholders.
IBEM made a similar agreement, but in the
end disclosed only a portion of the informa-
tion. Gulf, after a proxy contest, finally dis-
closed data.

Announced at the press conference was an
agreement between the Episcopal Church
and GM in which the company agreed to
mail to all stockholders a booklet on cor-
porate responsibility, including full disclo-
sure of the company’s involvement in South
Africa.

The Rev. Stewart MacCell, of the United
Presbyterlan Church in the U.BS.A., an-
nounced that the United Presbyterian
Church has withdrawn its resolution filed
with Burroughs Corp., after that company
indicated it planned to publish a report
which would outline and explain to share-
holders and others their program in areas
involving soclal issues of public concern in-
cluding South Africa.

Goodyear refused to provide any informa-
tion and the disclosure resolution was de-
feated at the company’'s 1972 stockholders’
meeting.

STATEMENTS BY CHURCH LEADERS FOR THE
CHURCH PROJECT ON U.S. INVESTMENTS IN
SOUTHERN AFRICA—1873

(A cooperative venture of boards and
agencies of the American Baptist Churches,
the National Council of Churches, the Prot-
estant Episcopal Church, the TUnited
Methodist Church, the United Presbyterian
Church in the US.A, and the Unitarian-
Universalist Association.)

STATEMENT OF FLORENCE LITTLE

I am here today as treasurer of the
Women's Division of The United Methodist
Church. I come to lend support to the Church
Project on U.S. Investments in Southern
Afriea—1973. The Church Project is a
cooperative venture of Protestant Church
agencies who are deeply concerned about the
situation in Southern Africa and the role
of U.S. corporations in that area.

The Church Project was formed in 1971
and in 1972 announced its plans to file
stockholder resolutions with five corporations
investing in Southern Africa. Five Protestant
denominations were participants in the Proj-
ect at that time. Today participation has
increased to agenciles of six Protestant
Church bodies, all of whom are substantial
institutional investors. Participants in the
Church Project on U.S. Investments in
Southern Africa—1973 Include agencles of
the American Baptist Churches, the Na-
tional Couneil of Churches, the United Pres-
byterian Church, U.S.A., The United Metho-
dist Church, the Protestant Episcopal Church
in the US.A, the Unitarian-Universalist
Association.

Within the denominations specific boards
or agencies which are the formal stockhold-
ers in these companies have been the filers
of the stockholder resolutions we are an-
nouncing today.

These actions by the churches in the area
of corporate responsibility in Southern
Africa represent a major concern of Pro-
testant denominations. In various meetings
the churches have made pronouncements
expressing their position regarding colonial-
ism and racism in Southern Africa. Today we
are translating some of those pronounce-
ments into action,

I might state that the concern of Churches
about corporate responsibility encompasses
other issues as well as Southern Africa. You
might be interested in knowing that through
& Church coalition called the Interfaith
Committee on Social Responsibility in In-
vestments which I chair, we co-ordinate
Church actions on corporate responsibility
related to other issues such as ecology, em-
ployment practices vis a vis minorities and
women, the war in Southeast Asla, and posi-
tive social investment options.
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The Church Project—1973 will formally
seek proxy votes for these stockholders resolu-
tions from stockholders in these companies
large and small. We will actively solicit votes
from universities, foundations, and mutual
funds, Churches and unions, and of course
from the concerned individual investors. A
proxy statement necessary for formal solici-
tation will be ready in the near future.

STATEMENT OF THE REV. STERLING CARY

I am here today as President of the Na-
tional Council of Churches to join in the an-
nouncement of an unprecedented action by
a broad coalition of Protestant denomina-
tions. We are announcing today the filing of
13 stockholders resolutions with U.S. corpora-
tions investing In Southern Africa. Never
before has such a broad-based coalition of
Churches filed so many stockholder resolu-
tions of this kind. We believe this Increase In
activism mirrors the deepening concern in
this nation in the Churchs, minority com-
munities, unions, universities, and Congress
about U.S. economic involvement in South-
ern Africa.

U.S. churches have long been concerned
about the oppression of millions of black
people by & white minority in Southern Af-
rica. We have spoken out against apartheid
in South Africa, coloniallsm in Angola,
Mozamblque and Guinea-Bissau, the lllegal
declaration of independence in Rhodesia and
the illegal occupation of Namibia by South
Africa. We believe it is our responsibility as
Christians not only to actively fight racism
in America but to also battle it in Afrieca,
the continent from which black America has
sprung. The fight against racism is not
divisible.

Therefore U.S. Churches have joined in
the fight for self-determination, independ-
ence and dignity for black people in South-
ern Africa. Many denominations have con-
tributed funds to the humanitarian work
of liberation movements fighting in Southern
Africa. We have worked in Washington to
change U.S. government policies which sup-
port white minority rule in Southern Africa.
And today we announce another chapter in
our pressure on U.S. corporations investing
in Southern Africa.

For decades U.S. companies have Invested
in South Africa where apartheid is the law
of the land. These operations have been vir-
tually unscrutinized. They have made huge
profits there while paying their black workers
pitifully inadequate wages. They have run
their plants like plantations because they
felt no one cared. They have provided prod-
ucts for the white government and military,
thereby strengthening white control. They
have helped create a flourishing economy—
for whites,

The time is past when U.S. companies can
operate without questions being asked about
their role and their operations in South
Africa. Hard questions are now being pressed
from many sectors of the American public.

Today we are flling a basic resolution ask-
ing for a full disclosure of the facts of the
involvement of eleven U.S. corporations in
the Republic of South Africa. A similar res-
olution was flled last year with five cor-
porations. Mobil Ofl responded voluntarily
without a proxy battle and sent such a
report to all shareholders. We belleve Mobil's
response was & responsible one and ask for
the same response from these companies. We
see this as a legitimate request so that share-
holders will have all the facts before them
to evaluate the role of thelr corporation in
South Africa. This resolution has been filed
with Burroughs Corporation, Caterpillar
Tractor Company, Chrysler Corporation,
Eastman Kodak Company, First National
City Bank, General Electric, International
Business Machines, International Telephone
and Telegraph, Minnesota Mining and Manu-
facturing Co., Texaco Inc., Xerox Corpora-
tion.

A separate resolution has been filed with
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Exxon Corporation urging them to establish
& special committee to investigate the im-
plications of a proposed investment in the
Portuguese colony of Angola. It seems clear
to me that an investment in Angola at this
time can only strengthen Portugal which
has over 150,000 troops in Africa fighting in-
dependence. In fact Portugal has more troops
per capita in Africa than the U.S. had In
Vietnam at the height of the ground war,
This badly strains Portugal's budget and
every dollar from an investor helps relieve
that strain. Exxon needs to take a long care-
Tul look at this proposed investment. This is
the purpose of the resolution.

Finally a separate resolution has been filed
with Phillips Petroleum Co. which would
prevent it from golng into Namibia (South
West Afriea). This territory is illegally oc-
cupied by South Africa in deflance of num-
erous United Nations resclutions. The Pres-
ident of the United States has announced
through the former Ambassador to the UN.
that it is official U.S. policy to discourage
investment in Namibia. However, Phillips
has proceeded to join a consortium which
will explore for oil offshore Namibia, It is an
investment in direct opposition to the posi-
tion of the U.N. and the interests of the
black people of Namibia.

We believe these resolutions will spark
discussion and debate not only in this coun-
try but in many areas around the globe. In
every case management of these corporations
has been contacted and discussions have
taken place or will take place between the
company and the Churches. It iIs our expecta-
tion that these resolutions will appear on
the proxy statements of these corporations
which are sent to all shareholders and will
be debated In universities, foundations,
Churches which hold stock throughout the
country. Today marks the beginning of the
1978 debate on U.S. investment in South-
ern Africa.

(Rev. Cary, an administrator with the
United Church of Christ, was elected pres-
ident of the National Council of Churches at
its triennial General Assembly last Decem-
ber in Dallas, Texas. He is the first member
of his denomination and the first black to
be elected to the presidency of the nation’s
largest ecumenical body with its 33 Protes-
tant, Orthodox and Anglican communicants,)

STATEMENT OF DR. GENE BARTLETT, PRESIDENT
OF THE AMERICAN BAPTIST CHURCHES

I am pleased to be here on the.occaslon of
the announcement of the filing of thirteen
stockholder resolutions by participants of
the Church Project on U.S. Investments in
Southern Africa—1973. As you may be aware
there is considerable concern in Christian
churches about the whole issue of corporate
responsibility. Denominations which are
multimillion dollar shareholders in corporate
Amerlea, are looking beyond dollar returns
on investments and are exercising their re-
sponsibilities as shareholders to make cor-
porations more responsive to the needs of
people.

Churches have a number of concerns:
ecology, minority employment, the war, and
investment in Southern Africa. Denomina-
tlons are meeting with management, writing
letters of inquiry or support for certain pro-
grams, speaking out in public about indus-
trial irresponsibility, attending stockholder
meetings, and filing stockholder resolutions
to raise issues.

I believe our denomination, the American
Baptist Churches, may reflect this growing
sentlment In the churches. In November,
1972, our Home Mission Soclety passed a set
of “Guidelines Relating to Social Criteria for
Investments.” The Guidelines argued that
soclal values and social justice should be
given consideration in investing the Soclety’s
funds. The Guidelines authorized a serles of
action responses, including introducing
stockholder resolutions, joining in share-
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holder litigation and discussions with man-
agement. In fact, a special committee was set
up in our church to pursue this work.

Guidelines such as these are being passed
in numerous church bodies now. More than
ever, the church is asking hard questions of
government and business as we try to change
systems to provide greater justice to our
fellow human beings.

Through our appropriate agencies the
American Baptists plan to be vigorous mem-
bers of this coalition, raising questions with
these corporations and others about their
investments in South and Southern Africa,
interpreting these actions to our national
constituency and asking for their support,
and distributing educational materials so
that American Baptists will have a deeper
knowledge of colonlalism and racism in
Southern Africa and U.S. corporate involve-
ment there.

The American Baptist Churches, in their
annual meeting on three occasions, have
adopted resolutions expressing their deep
feeling about racism in Southern Africa. In
May 1972 the A.B.C. protested “the willing-
ness of some American corporations and their
investors to operate in Bouth Africa in a
manner largely uncritical of the apartheid
system and in fact profiting from the low
wages pald to black workers."”

The questions of racism and colonialism
in Southern Africa are international ques-
tions; they are .our questions—not simply
because the Christian Gospel demands our
concern for the hungry, oppressed, and
suffering but because world peace rests on
the brink there. Fighting for independence
has been going on in the Portuguese colonies
for a decade now. It is imperative that we do
not support the opponents of independence.

Apartheld in South Africa is our concern.
If our corporations make some of the highest
profits in the world while doing business
there, and we as Institutional Investors
benefit from those profits, we then directly

profit from apartheid. Our obligation is also
clear. We cannot profit from injustice with-
out challenging injustice. Today is one step
in making that challenge a reality.

SOUTH VIETNAMESE POLITICAL
PRISONERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Massachusetts (Mr. HARRING-
ToN) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HARRINGTON. Mr. Speaker, it
has been more than 2 months since the
United States signed an agreement in
Paris ending U.S. intervention in South
Vietnam. Just last week, the last plane-
load of U.S. prisoners of war were re-
leased by the North Vietnamese and the
PRG—Provisional Revolutionary Gov-
ernment. Still, the involvement of our
country is not yet concluded.

The United States is party to several
commissions and conferences that seek
to make the Paris agreement a reality. In
addition, the United States has pledged
itself to providing assistance for North
and South Vietnam, as well as the other
countries of Indochina.

With this dual responsibility, the
people of the United States should now
concern themselves with the fate of the
many civilian prisoners held by the South
Vietnamese Government.

The exact number of civilians held in
South Vietnamese prisons is a matter of
some dispute. The South Vietnamese
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Government reports that it has jailed
30,000 prisoners, while other estimates
run as high as 400,000. Under the emer-
gency powers assumed by President
Thieu, on May 9, 1972, several sweeping
and ambiguous decrees have been issued.
For example:

Those persons considered dangerous to the
national defense and pubklic security may be
interned in a priscn or designated area
or banished from designated areas for a
maximum of two years which is renewable,

Another provision states:

Shall be considered as pro-communist neu-
tralist a person who commits acts of pro-
paganda for incitement of neutralism. These
acts are assilmulated with the act of jeopard-
izing public safety.

Many people in this country are con-
cerned about the prison conditions in
South Vietnam. The exposure several
years ago of the “tiger cages’ has cre-
ated good reason for concern. It is a
sign of the severity of the problem that
officials of the Internal Red Cross—the
IRC—were told that they might inspect
the prisons only in the company of a
South Vietnamese Government official.
Objecting to such intimidation, the IRC
refused.

I received a letter from a constituent
a month ago, similar to the many others
that I have received, seeking information
on the status of eight individuals be-
lieved to be held in South Vietnamese
prisons. My office contacted the appro-
priate desk at the Vietnam working
group at the U.S. Agency for Interna-
tional Development—USAID. My office
was told that the request would be proc-
essed, and was told, further, that there
had been many similar requests. Several
weeks later, I received a reply. Mr.
Speaker, I shall insert it in the REecorbp.

This response is unacceptable.

Because of U.S. involvement in the
Vietnam war, because of U.S. political,
military, and diplomatic support of the
Thieu government, and because of—at
least partial—U.8. funding of the police
and prison network of South Vietnam—
this problem is not an “internal” matter
for the South Vietnamese alone. The
various ways this country has supported
and continues to support the South Viet-
namese prisons and police should be
brought to public attention.

First, the Public Safety Division of the
USAID has provided funds for a whole
range of security programs. Second, part
of the foreign assistance authorization
for South Vietnam is in the form of sup-
port assistance—a special category of aid
that allows government expenditures on
items that cannot otherwise be afforded
while maintaining the military establish-
ment. Third, some members of the South
Vietnamese police force are trained at
the International Police Academy in
Washington. Finally, it should be recog-
nized that any foreign assistance—eco-
nomie, military, support, even humani-
tarian—indirectly supports government
operations by allowing the South Viet-
namese to shift their own resources be-
tween whichever projects they consider
most useful. -
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As a signer of the Paris agreement on
ending the war and restoring peace in
Vietnam and its attendant protocols, the
United States has a responsibility to in-
sure that South Vietnam fully meets the
requirements regarding Vietnamese civil-
ian prisoners. Further, it has been sug-
gested that by supporting the imprison-
ment of these civilians, many of whom
might constitute a viable, neutralist
force, the United States may be violating
the agreement which stipulates that
“foreign countries shall not impose any
political tendency or personality on the
South Vietnamese people.”

Two important issues are involved in
the failure of the U.S. Government to
accept and deal with the consequences of
its policies and its refusal to provide re-
quested information.

First, the U.S. Congress has the con-
stitutional responsibility for the formula-
tion of public policy and for legislative
oversight. The President seeks not only to
strip the Congress of its role in the
former, but also to deny its role in the °
latter.

Second, the track record in humani-
tarian affairs of this country under the
present administration has been a sorry
one. While the Government has re-
sponded quickly and generously, as it
should, to natural disasters, such as those
in the Philippines and in Nicaragua, it
has failed to respond to the political
tragedies in Biafra and Bangladesh. The
present state of affairs in South Vietnam
is all the more intolerable, because of the
unbreakable link between the United
States and South Vietnamese policy.

The administration must not be al-
lowed to shirk its clear responsibility. The
administration has the power to help
persuade the Government of South Viet-
nam to release these prisoners or im-
prove the conditions of the prisons. We
in the Congress, if we will speak out, can
help persuade the administration to ex-
ercise its influence in this direction.
Therefore, I call upon the President of
the United States to use his good offices
to urge the Government of South Viet-
nam to release those political prisoners
who are unjustly held and to improve
the conditions of the prisons for others.
And further, to insure that action is
taken, the administration should press
the South Vietnamese Government to al-
low inspection of its prisons by the Inter-
national Red Cross.

The reply referred to follows:

DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, D.C., March 5, 1973.
Hon. MIcHAEL J. HarrINGTON,

House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear MR, HARRINGTON: T have recelved your
letter regarding the concern of one of your

constituents about a number of Vietnamese
citizens.

The Agreement of January 27 specifically
provides that the matter of South Vietnam-
ese clvilians detalned in South Vietnamese
jails should be resolved through negotiations
between the South Vietnamese parties to
that Agreement. Pending resolution of the
problem, the Agreement provides that all
those detained “shall be treated humanely
at all times and in accordance with interna-
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tional practise.”” The Agreement further pro-
scribes all forms of torture and cruel treat-
ment and provides that those detained be
given “adequate food, clothing, shelter, and
the medical attention required for their state
of health.” The problem involves not only
the prisoners held by the Government of the
Republic of Viet-Nam but also the thou-
sands of South Vietnamese civilians abducted
by the other side during the course of the
war. This issue is complicated and not read-
ily susceptible to outside influence or solu-
tions.

With regard to your constituent’s inquiry
on Vietnamese citlzens, we do not feel it
appropriate for the U.S. Government to in-
ject itself Into matters that under the terms
of the January 27 Agreement are now to be
settled among the South Vietnamese them-
selves. Buch inquiries should be directed to
the Government of the Republic of Viet-
Nam. However, recent charges of general re-
pression, torture and mass incarceration of
so-called “political prisoners” by Republic of
Viet-Nam authorities have, as often in the
past, proved grossly exaggerated.

Please continue to call upon me whenever
you belleve that we may be of assistance to
you.

Sincerely yours,
MARSHALL WRIGHT,
Acting Assistant Secretary for Congres-
sional Relations.

URBAN MASS TRANSPORTATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under &
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New Jersey (Mr. MinisH) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. MINISH, Mr. Speaker, I rise to
protest an intrusion on the longstanding
legislative jurisdiction of the House Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency over
urban mass transportation,

Since at least 1960, when a bill au-
thorizing loans for the Nation’s mass
transit systems was referred to the House
Committee on Banking and Currency,
the committee has exercised jurisdiction
in this area.

The committee is justly proud of its
record of support for urban mass transit,
including the landmark Urban Mass
Transportation Act of 1964 and the 1970
amendments, both of which greatly in-
creased the scope of Federal involvement
in the urban mass transit field.

Recognizing that the Nation's mass
transit systems are in a crisis situation
and that there exists a need for greater
balance in overall Federal transportation
policy, the Banking and Currency Com-
mittee decided last month to establish a
new subcommittee to deal with the prob-
lems of urban mass transportation. I am
proud to have been selected chairman of
this newly created subcommittee,

Our subcommittee has already com-
pleted hearings and markup on legisla-
tion to provide $800 million in Federal
operating assistance grants over the next
2 years to the country's mass transit sys-
tems. In addition, the measure would in-
crease capital grant authority of the Ur-
ban Mass Transportation Administration
by $3 billion and raise the Federal share
for capital grants from a discretionary
two-thirds to a mandatory 80 percent.

It is expected that this legislation will
come before the full Banking and Cur-
rency Committee in short order and be
reported for floor action prior to the
Easter recess.
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Despite the clear jurisdiction of the
Banking and Currency Committee over
this legislation, it is my understanding
that certain members of the House Com-
mittee on Public Works have incor-
porated sections of the same measure
into a proposal to be offered as an
amendment to the pending highway leg-
islation.

In a desperate attempt to prevent
“violation" of the bloated highway trust
fund, it apparently has been decided to
attempt to ride roughshod over the legis-
lative prerogatives one of the great
committees of this Congress.

Mr. Speaker, I intend to fight this un-
warranted intrusion into the legislative
jurisdiction of my subcommittee and of
the entire Committee on Banking and
Currency. In the interest of fairness and
of the orderly legislative processes of this
House, I ask your support and the sup-
port of every Member.

At this point, I insert a letter sent by
the distinguished chairman of the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency, WRIGHT
Parman, to the distinguished chairman
of the Committee on Public Works, JouN
A, BLATNIK:

Hon. JoaN A, BLATNIE,

Chatrman, Committee on Public Works, U.S.
House of Representatives, Washington,
D.C.

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: It is my understand-
ing that the Committee on Public Works will
begin markup on H.R. 6288, the Federal Aild
Highway Act of 1973, beginning on Tuesday,
April 8, Title III of the bill, H.R. 6288, would
amend the Urban Mass Transportation Act of
1964; this act falls within the jurisdiction
of the Committee on Banking and Currency.
As you may know, the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency has set up a separate sub-
committee on Urban Mass Transportation
chalred by our distinguished colleague from
New Jersey, Joseph Minish, This Subcommit-
tee has already conducted hearings on a
number of urban mass transportation pro-
posals and has already concluded its markup
session on a 1973 urban mass transportation
package, and has already submitted its pro-
posals to the full Committee on Banking and
Currency.

The Subcommittee proposals would make
substantial changes in the operations of the
urban mass transportation program, among
which are an increase In the amount of funds
authorized for the capital grant program and
an increase in the Federal grant ratio to a
flat 80 percent Federal grant. Both of these
proposals, I note, are contained in Title IIT
of HR. 6288. I would strongly urge your
Committee to forego any legislative action
which would amend the Urban Mass Trans-
portation Act.

The uUrban Mass Transportation program
was Initiated by the Committee on Banking
and Currency in 1964 and the Committee, as
early as 1959, was conslidering a number of
urban mass transportation proposals. We
have spent a considerable amount of time
on this program and feel that as the authors
of our urban mass transportation program
that we are the Committee that should make
any proposed changes in the Act.

There is a strong feeling in the Committee
agalnst any action by your Committee on
Public Works which would infringe upon the
Jurisdiction of the Committee on Banking
and Currency. I certainly hope we may be
able to work out something beneficial for
both the Committees which would provide
for greatly neeaed assistance for our urban
mass transportation systems and our Federal
ald highway program.

Sincerely,
WERIGHT PATMAN.
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BRADEMAS URGES OVERRIDE OF
PRESIDENT'S VETO OF THE RE-
HABILITATION ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Indiana (Mr. BrapEmas) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr, Speaker, on
March 27 President Nixon vetoed, yet
again, the Rehabilitation Act.

You will recall, Mr. Speaker, that late
last October, the President vetoed a
similar, but more expensive, bill after
Congress had gone home, and we did
not, therefore have an opportunity to
override.

Tomorrow we will have that oppor-
tunity.

And I wan$, today, to urge my col-
leagues to seize it with both hands. For
the President has attempted in his ill-
informed and misguided veto message,
and on national television, to paint a
picture of an irresponsible Congress fur-
ther hurting 200 million Americans suf-
fering under phase III and the ravages of
inflation.

And that, Mr. Speaker, is not the situa-
tion at all.

For the choice we face is not between
supporting 20 million handicapped
adults, or their fellow citizens.

The cruel choice the President has
forced on us is between supporting 20
million handicapped people or accepting
his truly astonishing views with respect
to this legislation.

And although I applaud the advances
made in services to the handicapped in
the last 4 years, my vote must be for the
handicapped. :

I ask my colleagues, therefore, to con-
sider the heartrending human needs to
which the legislation addresses itself.

I ask them to remember the careful
study given this measure in both the
House and the Senate.

I ask them to recall that we have al-
ready met the President more than half-
way since he vetced similar legislation
last October.

I ask them, finally, to put aside polit-
ical loyalties and to continue the unprec-
edented bipartisan support rehabilita-
tion legislation has always enjoyed.

And let me stress, Mr. Speaker, that
although my remarks are pointed, they
are not those of a partisan.

For as Dr. Edward Newman, former
Commissioner of the Rehabilitation
Services Administration, told my sub-
committee during our extensive hearings
or: this measure:

Clearly disabllity Is not a partisan issue
nor should any response to it be partisan.

And, Mr. Speaker, the overwhelming
bipartisan support this legislation en-
joyed in both the 92d Congress and,
again, in the 93d, indicates that con-
gressional response to the handicapped
has never been partisan. _

But before I speak of the surprising
message that accompanied the Presi-
dent’s veto of this landmark legislation,
let me say a word to those of my col-
leagues who may, I am told, be consider-
ing supporting an alternative to the
Rehabilitation Act.
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SUBSTITUTE MEASURE

For I want to warn my friends that
such a decision on their part could have
a disastrous effect on the 50-year-old
vocational rehabilitation effort. And it
could, indeed, seriously jeopardize the
entire program.

For I would remind them that a new
bill must be referred to committee so that
we may begin, once again, the hearing
process.

And I would remind them, also, that it
took Congress 3 full months merely to
reduce the authorizations, contained in
the measure originally vetoed, to the
level at which we find them today.

And finally I should tell my colleagues,
Mr. Speaker, that since the authorizing
legislation for vocational rehabilitation
expired last June 30, there has been
some serious legal question as to the
propriety of continuing to expend Fed-
eral moneys on this program.

So sustaining the President’s veto, Mr.
Speaker, in the hope of supporting a sub-
stitute bill, might, I here repeat, seri-
ously jeapordize the entire enterprise.

ASTONISHING VETO MESSAGE

So let me now, Mr. Speaker, turn to the
truly astonishing message that accom-
panied the President’s veto of the Re-
habilitation Act.

And let me repeat that I take the
President to task with regard to his mes-
sage not for any partisan purpose, but
only in order to set the record straight
with respect to this legislation.

For the veto message leads me to won-
der if the President’s assistants have the
time, in the midst of their other activi-
ties, to read the legislation we here on
Capitol Hill send to the White House.

Indeed, Mr. Speaker, I do not think it
too much to say that the President has
been ill-served by the adviser who
drafted the false and misinformed mes-
sage that accompanied the veto of the
Rehabilitation Act of 1973.

CONGRESSIONAL SPENDING SPREE

I would cite first, in this regard, the
President’s surprising assertion that this
measure is part of—

A Congressional spending spree [that]
would be a massive assault upon the pocket-

books of milllons of men and women in this
country.

Surely, Mr. Speaker, the President
does not expect those of us, on both sides
of the aisle, who have cut $20 billion
from his budget requests over the last 4
years, to take such an accusation seri-
ously? :

And surely, too, since this is an au-
thorizing, and not an apropriating, bill,
such a statement can only be character-
ized as incorrect and deceptive.

The President then goes on the assert,
Mr. Speaker, that the Rehabilitation Act
would contribute to the “unacceptable
choice of either raising taxes substan-
tially—or inviting a hefty boost in con-
sumer prices and interest rates.”

The President goes on to say:

The American people have repeatedly
shown that they want to hold a irm line on
both prices and taxes. I stand solldly with
them.

So, too, Mr. Speaker, do L.

That is why the Rehabilitation Act
contained a change virtually without
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precedent in legislation which has come
before this body.

I refer, of course, to the following fact:
the authorized spending provided in this
measure for fiscal year 1973, $913 million,
is lower than the authorizations for 1971
and 1972 provided in legislation Presi-
dent Nixon, himself, signed into law on
December 3, 1970.

Consider that fact: We are suggesting
a budget ceiling for 1973 that is fully $97
million below what the President himself
approved for both 1971 and 1972.

Is the President, then, really serious
when he upbraids us as—and I quote—
“big spenders” engaged in a ‘“congres-
sional spending spree”'?

CONGRESSIONAL CRUELTY

But the President’s adviser, Mr. Speak-
er, has not been content with the mis-
chief raised so far. For later in the veto
message, the President still again returns
to the theme of congressional irresponsi-
bility.

Says President Nixon:

By promising increased Federal spending
for this program in such a large amount, S.
T would cruelly raise the hopes of the handi-
capped In a way that we could never respon-
sibly hope to fulfill,

I would note first, Mr. Speaker, that
this is the first, and in fact, the only ref-
erence to handicapped people in the en-
tire veto message.

Indeed, as I read the message for the
first time, I had cause to wonder if the
President's assistants realized that this
bill was, not merely another Federal
training program, but a longstanding
and successful effort to help the disabled
of our land.

But I should just stress again, that
this bill promises less money for fiscal
year 1973 than was authorized for either
1971 or 1972 in legislation signed by
President Nixon, himself, just 2 years
ago.

Surely, then, Mr. Speaker, no respon-
sible critic could seriously accuse us of
“cruelly raising the hopes of the handi-
capped’?

I want to assure my colleagues, Mr.
Speaker, that none of the disabled peo-
ple, or the national organizations repre-
senting them, writing to me with refer-
ence to the veto of this measure, has
accused me of “cruelty.’

Indeed, judging from their letters, the
only cruelty associated with this measure
has been the manner in which the White
House responded to this measure.

But I should also note, Mr. Speaker,
that the Rehabilitation Act provides only
$156 million more for fiscal year 1974
than the legislation we are trying to ex-
tend authorized for both 1971 and 1972.

Certainly such a modest increment
over 2 years cannot justifiably be termed
a “congressional spending spree”?

I wonder, indeed, why the President
did not sign this measure, amidst great
pomp and circumstance, and claim a
victory for his philosophy of self-suffi-
ciency.

And he could, as well, have applauded
congressional fiscal responsibility in pre-
senting him with such a modest bill after
his veto of similar legislation last Octo-
ber.
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DIVERTED PURPOSE

Let me now, Mr. Speaker, turn fo
what might appear, at first blush, to be
sensible objections on the part of the
President.

He claims, first, that the Rehabilita-
tion Act would divert the Vocational Re-
habilitation program from its original
purposes by requiring that it provide new
medical services.

The President, Mr. Speaker, is wrong.

For we provide for no services not cur-
rently available under vocational reha-
bilitation.

What we are doing is making more ex-
plicit a commitment, in existing law, to
persons with severe handicaps.

And my colleagues should know, as
well, that the administration itself en-
dorsed that commitment during hearings,
and during the House-Senate conference
on this measure.

During the conference, for example,
the administration’s official position was,
and I quote from their own memao-
randum:

Keep the vocational orientation of present
law in Title I. However, authorize as in . . the
House bill, a separate program for nonvoca-
tional services to the severely disabled.

That is precisely what we have done.

And I am, frankly, perplexed that the
same administration today returns to
castigate us for agreeing with their ad-
vice.

SERIOUS KIDNEY DISEASE

But the President, Mr. Speaker, goes
on to compound that error by citing with
regard to “new medical services':

A new program for end-stage kidney dis-
ease—a worthy concern in itself, but one that
can be approached more effectively within

the Medicare program, as existing legislation
already provides.

The President is again mistaken.

First, this is not a “new program” as
he apparently believes.

For 41 state rehabilitation agencies,
last year, provided services to handi-
capped individuals suffering from serious
kidney disease.

And, second, the valuable provisions of
the medicare program are complement-
ed, in a most practical manner, by the
Rehabilitation Act.

I would cite particularly in this regard
the fact that kidney coverage under
medicare does not become available until
3 months after need is established.
During that time, the rehabilitation
agency can assist the handicapped in-
dividual.

And I should also add that many in-
dividuals, young and old, are ineligible
for medicare benefits.

Possibly the President’s White House
staff does not talk with his administra-
tors in the departments, but for what-
ever reason, the President has been se-
riously misled with reference to what he
calls “new services.”

For we have not, as I hope I have dem-~
onstrated, provided for new kidney
disease services.

What we have done is react to testi-
mony before my own subcommittee to
the effect that adequate services for in-
dividuals suffering from serious kidney
disease would not be possible without
special emphasis.
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We have, therefore, attempted to pro-
vide that emphasis by highlighting con-
gressional concern for the program—
which is of enormous value with refer-
ence to enabling these individuals to re~
turn to work—and providing a modest
authorization for it.

So I trust, Mr. Speaker, that my col-
leagues will begin to understand the be-
wilderment with which I received the
President’s veto message. For he clearly
was speaking of a bill other than the one
passed with such overwhelming biparti-
san support in the 92d, and now again,
in the 93d Congress.

CATEGORICAL PROGRAMS

Let me now, Mr. Speaker, turn to the
third objection expressed in the Presi-
dent’s veto message:

8. 7 would create a hodge-podge of seven
new categorical grant programs, many of
which would overlap and duplicate existing
services. Coordination of services would be-
come considerably more difficult and would
place the Federal Government back on the
path of wasteful, overlapping program dis-
asters.

This statement of opinion, disguised
as fact, Mr. Speaker, simply perplexes
me. I certainly would not want to make
the delivery of rehabilitation services a
more difficult task.

Nor, I am sure, do any of the 318 Mem-
bers of this body who supported this bill
on March 8, advocate wasteful overlap-
ping programs.

So let us look at what the bill does
rather than what an unknown Presiden-
tial adviser says it does.

I assume, first, that the President in-
cludes in the list of “seven new categori-
cal grant programs,” the title IT services
for the severely disabled and the pro-
gram for persons suffering from end-
stage kidney disease.

And I believe I have already addressed
these issues in adequate detail, indicat-
ing, with reference to the former, that
we merely agreed with an administration
suggestion, and with reference to the lat-
ter, that we have done nothing more
than underline congressional intent with
regard to renal disease services now
available through State rehabilitation
agencies. v

And although the President does not
specify which new programs he finds ob-
jectionable, I assume he must be refer-
ring to the provisions in this legislation
relating to the spinal cord injured, mort-
gage insurance, and interest grants, for
rehabilitation facilities, and programs for
the deaf and the elderly blind.

So let me say just a word about each
of these.

SPINAL CORD INJURED

With regard to the spinal cord injured,
Mr. Speaker, again we are speaking not
of a new program, but of the strengthen-
ing of existing services in this area.

And we are speaking, as well, of a
program which had the endorsement of
the administration throughout the de-
velopment of this measure.

With reference to my first point, Mr.
Speaker, my colleagues should know that
the Rehabilitation Services Administra-
tion reports that it is spending over $3
million to support eight centers for the
spinal cord injured.

But, as Mr. E. B. Whitten of the
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National Rehabilitation Association,
pointed out in a recent memorandum to
the President:

‘The situation in the area of comprehensive
rehabilitation services to spinal cord In-
jured individuals is appalling. Although we
have a few good programs, enough to serve
as demonstrations, less than 20% of the
spinal cord injured individuals are receiving
the kind of services we know how to provide.
A special push is going to be required to make
a significant breakthrough.

So we accepted this line of reasoning,
Mr. Speaker.

And in doing s0, I am pleased to tell
my colleagues, we were also following the
advice of former Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare, Elliot Richard-
son.

Said Secretary Richardson to my sub-
committee:

We would certainly support in principle
the proposition that there should be greater
emphasis in those areas and with respect
particularly to the spinal cord injuries. So
we would propose in our own bill to give
this specific recognition.

And I am pleased to note that the
amendment to this legislation, offered
on the floor by my good friend from
Indiana (Mr. LANDGREBE) specifically en-
dorsed services for spinal cord injured
individuals.

So I think I am correct in saying that
this is yet a third program objected to
by the President that his own adminis-
tration supported as we developed this
bill,

Indeed, Mr. Speaker, we have yet to
come across one objection that stands up
under examination.

OTHER PROGRAMS

But there are still four other provi-
sions in this—and I quote the President,
“hodgepodge of seven new programs”
that we have not yet addressed.

And although the President is unable
to identify them, I believe we can safely
guess that they include the provisions
relating to interest grants and mortgage
insurance for rehabilitation facilities, as
well as two programs to serve the special
neglds of deaf individuals and the elderly
blind.

And I believe, Mr. Speaker, that we
can safely ignore the President’s objec-
tions to interest grants and mortgage
insurance for rehabilitation facilities.

For surely, Mr. Speaker, the President
must realize that these programs will
provide vastly less expensive alternatives
for much needed facilities construction,
than the outright construction grants
available under existing law.

Indeed, Mr. Speaker, I would expect
that a President busy, as is President
Nixon, advocating greater local, State,
and private initiative, would have con-
gratulated us for including such provi-
sions in this legislation.

Obviously, Mr. Speaker, I expected too
much.

For his inconsistency with respect to
these provisions matches his adminis-
tration’s change of heart with respect to
the severely disabled, and those suffering
from serious kidney disease and spinal
cord injury.

DEAF INDIVIDUALS AND THE ELDFRLY BLIND

So we are left now, Mr. Speaker, with
but two programs to explain to the
President and his staff.
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Yet again, you will be surprised to
learn, the program to provide services to
deaf individuals, who have not reached
their maximum vocational potential, is an
administration suggestion.

For, I should tell the President, in 1971
his administration came to Congress and
requested special grant-making author-
ity for the “low achieving deaf.”

And, once again, to my astonishment,
the President becomes upset because
we have taken him at his word.

But, Mr. Speaker, I must here con-
fess that, search as I can, I find no rec-
ord of administration support for the
provisions in the Rehabilitation Act pro-
viding vocational rehabilitation services
to older blind individuals.

And, of course, I searched for just
such a record of support, for it would
have completed the tragic and ironic
litany of this administration’s inconsist-
encies with regard to the handicapped.

But surely President Nixon does not
expect us to support him in his rejec-
tion of this important measure, because
of a modest program providing $§50 mil-
lion over 3 years for blind people over
the age of 55?

The expectation that Congress will
agree to torpedo this major legislation,
over such a minor disagreement, simply
flies in the face of commonsense.

And it contradicts, as well, the equal
status accorded Congress and the execu-
tive branch in the Constitution drafted
nearly 200 years ago.

For surely, Mr. Speaker, even a Presi-
dent would accept the congressional pre-
rogative of adding a modest program to
help older blind people, even though he,
himself, had not requested it.

RIGID STRUCTURES

Mr. Speaker, the President’s next, ap-
parently substantive objection is—and I
quote:

By rigidly cementing into law the organiza-
tional structures of the Rehabilitation Serv-
ices Administration and by confusing the
lines of management responsibility, 8. 7
would also prevent the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare from carrying for-
ward his efforts to manage vocational reha-
bilitation services more effectively.

The President and Congress will have,
I think, to agree to disagree on the pro-
visions of section 3 of the Rehabilitation
Act, which provides for the establish-
ment of the Rehabilitation Services Ad-
ministration.

But the President is, in my estimation,
mistaken in his view of this situation.

For the testimony before both the
House and the Senate indicated the need
for a statutory base for the Rehabilita-
tion Services Administration if it is to be
able to effectively carry out its work for
the handicapped.

And the testimony indicated the need
for such provisions, too, if Congress is
to be able to hold one official directly
accountable for the rehabilitation pro-

gram.
RELATED PROELEMS

And let me here note, Mr. Speaker, that
this problem is not unique within the
Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare.

For when Congress in 1965 created the
Administration on Aging, we made clear
our intent that it serve as a focal point
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for the 20 million Americans aged 65 and

OVer.

Yet in 1967, when the Social and Re-
habilitation Service Agency was created,
we found AOA submerged deeper and
deeper within the bureaucracy.

And I was equally critical, at that time,
of this move—which was, my colleagues
will note, under a Democratic adminis-
tration.

So we are not, with regard to this Pres-
idential objection, encountering any
striking new phenomenon.

We are, rather, witnessing once again,
the different institutional viewpoints—
between the legislative and executive—
with respect to organizational priorities.

Mr. Whitten, yet again, succinctly
states the arguments in favor of our
case. And, I should tell my colleagues,
Mr. Whitten is not entirely convinced
of the wisdom of our move—so his testi-
mony is, in no way, self-serving.

Said Mr. Whitten:

It is by no means just an effort on the part
of Congress to spite the Administration.
Under the administration of SRS, respon-
sibility for administration of vocational
rehabilitation programs has been divided be-
tween SRS and RSA at both national and
reglonal levels. There has never been a clear
expression of policy on the point as to
whether SRS is to be an agency to coordinate
the programs of the varlous bureaus, or
whether it is to be an agency to actually
operate these programs. While talk, generally,
has indicated that SRS is a coordinator and
service agency to the bureaus, actually, per-
sonnel has been drained off the bureaus to
SRS, and more and more administrative and
policy decisions that previously have been
made by the bureaus are now made by SRS,
This, in itself, would not have been so objec-
tionable, but funds appropriated for research
and training under the Vocational Reha-
bilitation Act have been thrown into an
SRS pool and expended, often, on programs
having only peripheral, if any, values to the
rehabllitation programs. . . . The confusion
that has prevailed at both national and re-
glonal levels has been detrimental to pro-
grams for handicapped Individuals.

And I would just finally stress Mr.
WaITTEN'S argument, Mr. Speaker, with
respect to the confusion arising from the
current situation at SRS.

For the President is mistaken in
charging that we are confusing the lines
of authority within the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare. Indeed,
by providing a legal basis for the agency
charged with administering programs
for the rehabilitation of handicapped
Americans, we, for the first time, clarify
that agency’s responsibility.

LANDGREBE AMENDMENT

Let me now conclude my review of this
unsupportable veto message by saying
just a word about the amendment offer-
ed by my good friend from Indiana (Mr.
LanpcreBe) which the President com-
mends to us.

For I am sure that the President has
not seriously examined the alternative
which he praises.

That amendment, Mr. Speaker, if
adopted, would mean that 48 of the 54
States and territories would lose funds
proposed in the President's own 1974
budget.

Again the President abandons his pre-
vious commitments.
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Indeed, I should point out that the
amendment would cost the President’s
own home State, California, over $45,000,
while, at the same time, Maine—hardly
a major population center, would stand
to gain over $421,000.

Surely the President does not really
expect us to take this preposterous pro-
posal seriously?

He is, again, obviously unfamiliar with
the legislation about which he speaks,
with such great confidence, before the
American public.

So let me, then, Mr. Speaker, sum-
marize what I have been trying to say
today.

I have told my colleagues that the fis-
cal and budgetary criticisms of this
measure do not stand up under scrutiny.

I have told them of our reasons for
seeking to make sure that the Rehabili-
tation Services Administration has the
authority to carry out the responsibili-
ties assigned to it.

And I have told them that the new
categorical programs the President op-
poses are either the creations of his own
administration or the strengthening of
existing programs.

CONTINUED SUPPORT FOR REHABILITATION

Now let me tell my colleagues, Mr.
Speaker, of the overwhelming reasons
undergirding our case that the Presi-
dent’s veto should be rejected.

Consider that this bill continues one of
the most successful Federal-State pro-
grams in the history of our great land.

Consider that it makes good on the
commitments made in prior legislation
to those individuals suffering from the
most severe handicaps.

Consider that it authorizes a modest
increase in funds, if, in the judgment of
Congress through the appropriations
process, those funds are available.

Consider that in fiscal year 1972, the
earnings of 12,221 rehabilitated indi-
viduals climbed to over $41 million after
they received rehabilitation services,
compared to the $3.6 million they earned
annually before rehabilitation.

Now, Mr. S r, I ask my colleagues
to ponder this tragic fact: The number
of handicapped people in our land is not,
as we would all hope, declining, but it is
increasing.

Indeed, current estimates are that be-
tween 7 and 10 million people in need of
vocational rehabilitation services are not
now receiving them, and that over
500,000 will join that number each year.

Yet the President asks us to sustain
him in his rejection of the historic legis-
lation, carefully drafted over a 2-year
period, that makes a modest attempt to
begin to address this situation.

He asks us, indeed, to ignore the yarn-
ing gap between our accomplishments
and our aspirations with respect to dis-
abled Americans.

And I say this not for any partisan
purpose.

For I know the President supported
rehabilitation legislation during his
tenure in the House and the Senate, and
while he served as Vice President.

And he supported it as President, as
well, until he was presented with the
Rehabilitation Act.

And I applaud the President for that
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support, just as I applaud the increase
in the numbers of handicapped people
served since he took office.

I point out what the President is ask-
ing us to do because he has attempted,
I here repeat, fo paint a picture of an
irresponsible Congress damaging 200
million Americans ravaged by infiation.

And the issue, Mr. Speaker, as I noted
at the outset of my remarks, is really
whether we will today make good on our
promises to handicapped Americans, or
whether we will support the President in
his mistaken views of this bill.

And I hope I have made my own posi-
tion clear with respect to that choice.

I urge my colleagues to join with me to
override the President’s veto.

Mr. Speaker, so that my colleagues
may understand the dismay with which
I viewed the President’s veto message,
I insert in the REcorp at this point sev-
eral statements from the administration
during the time in which we drafted this
measure.

These matferials include: Statements
by former Secretary Elliot Richardson,
and other administration officials, with
regard to the Rehabilitation Act: and
official administration recommendations
with regard fo severely disabled during
the House-Senate Conference on the
Rehabilitation Act, October 192.

Following those statements, Mr.
Speaker, I also insert an analysis and
several tables, showing the impact of
H.R. 6323, introduced by my good friends
from Michigan and Illinois, Mr. Escu
and Mr. ErRLENBORN. That analysis was
developed by the National Rehabilitation
Association on behalf of the 30 national
organizations urging Congress to override
the President’s veto.

.I include, also, Mr. Speaker, the asso-
ciation’s analysis of the myths of the
President's veto in light of the reality of
the measure approved by Congress:

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH,
EDUCATION, AND WELFARE,
Washington, D.C., February 22, 1972.
Hon. JOHN BRADEMAS,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. BrapEmas: I want to express my
gratitude for the cooperation shown by the
Select Subcommittee on Education in work-
ing with the Administration on legislation
to renew the Vocational Rehabilitation Act.
I am pleased to note that some of the Ad-
ministration’s proposals to improve the Act
have been incorporated in the Subcommittee
bill reported to the full Committee.

There are some provisions in the bill which
I feel are unnecessary and some sound Ad-
ministration Initiatives have not been in-
corporated in the bill, Nevertheless, I want
to commend the Subcommittee for its work
with us toward our shared objective: im-
proving the capacity of the vocational re-
habilitaticn program to serve the handi-
capped.

With kind regard,
Sincerely,
Errior L. RICHARDEON,
Secretary.

REHABILITATION SERVICES
ADMINISTRATION,
Washington, D.C,, April 11, 1872.
Hon, JorN BRATEMAS,
U.S. House of Ropresentatives,
Washington, D.C.
Dear MR. BRapEMAS: As we turn toward the
Sznate considerations of HR. 8385, the 1972
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Amendments to the Rehabilitation Act, I
would be remiss if I did not extend my per-
songal thanks for your leadership and deep
concern of the nation’s capacity to provide
rehabilitative services to handicapped peo-
ple.

Your personal attention has led to an ex-
tracrdinary bi-partisan effort to make more
visible and expand our commitment to help~
ing disabled people achleve independence
and self support.

I am particularly appreciative that you
made Jack Duncan available to work with us
on the Act. His specific knowledge and pro-
grammatic insights were extremely impres-
sive to all of us working on the Blil.

Once again, my sincere personal thanks,

Cordially,
EpwarpD NEWMAN,
Commissioner.
ADMINISTRATION STATEMENTS ON VOCATIONAL
REHABILITATION
Secretary Richardson, March 21, 1972, hear-
ings before the Select Subcommittee on
Education on the Older Americans Act

We look forward to working closely with
the subcommittee to produce the best pos-
sible bill to achieve our shared objective.

Certainly, Mr. Chairman, I would like to
join you, noting the very fruitful results of
cooperation that you have already mentioned
and particularly to congratulate you on the
overwhelming support accorded yesterday for
the rehabilitation legislation.

OFFICIAL ADMINISTRATION PosirioNn DURING
HoUSE-SENATE CONFERENCE ON THE RE-
HABILITATION Act, OCTOBER 1972, WITH
REFERENCE TO THE SEVERELY HANDICAPPED

We agree that the basic program should
be reformed so as to assure that those whose
handicaps are most limiting in terms of
ability to become gainfully employed should
be served by this program before those with

lesser handieaps. . . .

Keep the vocational goal orientation of
present law in Title I. However, authorize as
in Title III of the House bill, a separate pro-
gram for non-vocational services to the
severely disabled. . . . We are talking about
something revolutionary in V.R.—dealing
with independent living goals. . . ."

Source: “Administration Recommenda-
tions on Major Conference Issues Regarding
Vocational Rehabilitation Bill.”

Awarysis or H.R. 6323

The thirty organizations of and for the
handicapped who are urging Congress to
override the Presidential veto of 8 7 have
issued the following statement relative to HR
6323, Rehabilitation Act Amendments intro-
duced by Mr. Esch of Michigan and Mr. Er-
lenborn of Illinois. (See Congressional Rec-
ord of March 29, H 2181.)

“HR 6323, a new rehabilitation bill, was
introduced on March 290 by Mr. Esch of Mich-
igan and Mr, Erlenborn of Illinois. Printed
coples of the bill were not available until
April 2, approximately 24 hours before the
scheduled vote to override the President's
veto of S. 7. As a result, we have not been
able to make a thorpugh analysis of this bill,
However, we are sure of this,

The introduction of a new bill at this time
will contribute to confusing the issue, what-
ever may be the merits of the bill itself. The
vote on Tuesday, April 8, will be to sustain
the veto or to override the veto. No other
legislation having to do with rehabilitation
will be voted upon on that day. Any new bill
must be referred to the appropriate commit-
tees, hearings must be conducted, and the
bill reported in the regular way. There is no
way of knowing whether the committees of
Congress or the Administration will approve
the new bill. In fact, it contains some of the
provisions most objectionable to the Admin-
istration. Certainly, the Iintroduction of a
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new bill at this late date cannot be used to
avold responsibility for what may happen
if the veto is sustained. This seems to be
what some members have in mind, since they
have been speaking of HR 6323 as a sub-
stitute for 8 7.

With respect to the bill, itself, much of it
is either identical to or very similar to S 7.
The appropriation authority is lowered con-
siderably, which is its principal attraction,
we suppose. It is significant, however, that
the new bill does not contain the new pro-
gram features of 8 7. It does not contain
special emphasis on demonstration programs
to serve the older blind, the spinal cord in-
jured, the victims of renal disease, and the
deaf. It substitutes a ‘study’ for the provi-
slons for comprehensive services to the se-
verely disabled. It does not contain the vitally
important Commission on Housing and
Transportation for the Handlcapped and
other important features. At best, it cannot
be interpreted as more than ‘stand pat’ leg-
islation, while much more needs to be done.

Accordingly, the organizations of and for
the handicapped who are urging you to vote
to override the President's veto of 8 7 are
equally emphatic in saying they cannot sup-
port HR 6323 in the form in which it was
introduced.”

VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION ACT AMEND~
MENTS AND THE PRESIDENT'S VETO ISSUES
AND ANSWERS

(Based on White House Releases of March

27, 1973)

ISSUE—FISCAL IRRESPONSIBILITY

In this case, rhetoric is a substitute for
substance. The bill authorizes expenditures
for various programs. It does not appropriate
any money for anything. The appropria-
tion bill will come later and may or may
not recommend the full amounts authorized.
The amount of the authorizations is ex-
aggerated. Accepting the President's figures,
authority in the bill is $1.3 billion more
than in his substitute bill over a three-year
period. Congress will be fiscally responsible.
The argument is over how the money will
be spent, not over how much. Rehabilita-
tion is cost effective (156-1 ratlo). Let’s bury
the fiscal irresponsibility issue. Additional
funds appropriated under the Soclal Se-
curity Act are earmarked to serve Welfare
and Social Security beneficlaries referred to
vocational rehabilitation agencies wunder
HR 1.

DISTORTS OBJECTIVES

No rehabilitation measure ever passed by
Congress has greater vocational rehabilita-
tion emphasis than 8. 7. The emphasis is
on the vocational rehabilitation services to
the severely disabled. The small earmarked
authority in Title IT, optional with the states,
is to encourage them to accept individuals
for whom vocational rehabilitation goals may
not be feasible, at least in the beginning.
The question is how far they can go toward
complete rehabilitation. The separate fund
assures that this program will not compete
with vocational rehabilitation funds. This
program will help the most neglected dis-
abled people.

ISSUE—CATEGORICAL APPROACH

Congress, traditionally, has chosen the
categorical approach to initiate and get spe-
cial emphasis on problems of certain target
groups. Why should anyone oppose special
efforts to facllitate the rehabilitation of the
older blind, the spinal cord injured, the deaf,
and the victims of renal disease? Anyhow,
these are special project programs with very
modest authority expiring In three years.

ISSUE—PREVENTS EFFECTIVE MANAGEMENT

What this means is that Congress and the
President view effectlve management differ-
ently. The executive never wants any re-
straints on administration. Fortunately, Con-
gress has insisted on some and the programs

10567

have been beiter administered as a result.

S T establishes a Rehabilitation Services Ad-

ministration in HEW under the direction of a

Commissioner who will have responsibility

for administering approprate titles of the

act. The purpose of this provision is to unify
the administration of vocational rehabilita-
tion programs in one administration. Cur-
rently, responsibility is divided between va-
rious levels in the Department with result-

Ing confusion. Congress has taken similar

steps in the fields of education, aging and

many others. It is absurd to imply that effec-
tive management is impossible under this
act.

ISSUE—UNNECESSARY COMMITTEES AND COM-

MISSIONS

These are unnecessary only if one does
not want to do anything to solve the prob-
lems to which they are directed. In a TV
broadcast (WRC-Mar. 29), Keith Russell, a
severely handicapped employee at Walter
Reed, emphasized the difficulty, even impos-
sibility, of handicapped people living normal
lives because of architectural and transpor-
tation barriers. One of the Commissions is
directed to the solution of this problem. The
President, himself, has appointed many com-
missions to study and make recommenda-
tions. Those in 8 T are appropriate to needs.

WHAT'S IT ALL ABOUT?

Let's not forget what S T really is. Legis-
lation directed toward helping severely dis-
abled youths and adults become employ-
able—the extenslon of the vocational re-
habilitation program, a model of effective
state-federal relationships, the most cost ef-
fective program in the human service area.
300,000 persons were made employable
through this program in 1972. Hundreds of
thousands of others are watching with in-
terest and concern as this program for their
benefit is being used by the President for a
confrontation with Congress over fiscal
policy. Let’'s vote to override the veto with
a sizeable margin.

SoME FINANCIAL ASPECTS OF THE HOUSE
LANDGREBE (ADMINISTRATION) SUBSTITUTE
VErsus 8. 7

THE VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION ACT OF 1972

8. 7 was very carefully drawn to make avail-
able funds appropriated by the Congress and
signed into law by the President. The Land-
grebe substitute does not take into account
the technical requirements necessary for re-
lease of appropriated funds.

The Landgrebe substitute, if it were to be
enacted, would cause all except two low ef-
fort States to lose money when the allocation
of the Landgrebe substitute is compared
with S. 7 allocations within the President’s
expendifure ceiling. If the Landgrebe sub-
stitute were used to allocate moneys already
appropriated, In excess of $23 million would
be lost by 25 high effort States. The States
and territories that would lose money and
their approximate amount of loss expressed
in thousands of dollars are listed below.

Loss

State or Territory: (in Thousands)

Minnesota
Mississippl
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Loss in

State or Territory: (Thousands)
168
66
1,743

SourcE,—Department of Health, Education
and Welfare.

The attached was prepared to illustrate
State allotments under provisions of the
Landgrebe amendments to the VR Act, as-
suming an appropriation of $590 million for
Section 2, as compared to the allotment of
the same amount under the provisions of the
present Act.

Column I {llustrates the Landgrebe amend-
ment, including;

1) Allotment based on amount appropri-
ated;

2) Re-allotment of unmatched Federal
funds according to State estimates available
as of March 30, 1973; and

3) However, minimum Is shown as $1 mil-
lion not 3 of 1 percent ($1,625,000; the im-
pact s minor)

Column II—The President's budget for
1974, as per the present Act,

Column III—Differences, assuming the
State matches what they now estimate will
be avallable,

ESTIMATED FEDERAL GRANT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1973
Fiscal year—

1973 1973
Landgrebe budget

State Difference

us.
total. . 11 §589, 000, 000
16, 293, 402
1,000, 000

13 §589, 000, 000
16, 312, 594
1, 000, 000 .
6, 216, 415
9,339,

Alabama.......

001

Connecticut. ..
District of Co-

Louisiana__

et
PO ED U o8 05,

Marytand_
Massachusetts._ .
Michigan____
Minnespta
Mississippi.
Missoun
Montana.......
Nebraska. ...
Nevada........
New

Hampshire. ..
New Jersey._ ...
New Mexico....
New York. ...
North Carolina .
North Dakota...
Ohio. .

BERZEIRERFERES
o
EEES e

g3

BRE

4,203, 824
31722, 323
21, 098,722

&

HEE:

_
D
858

Pennsylvania___
Rhode Island....
South Carolina.
South Dakota _.
Tennessee.....
Texes. o il
Utsh_.__
Vermont
Virginia
Washingt =
Wesl Virginia__.
Wisconsin....

asa23mEs

ifeife
Som
-~
KB

524, 291
16, 727, 965
382,424

16, 708, 284

Puerto Rico____ , 708,
381, 974

Virgin I1slands. .

i Does not include $1,000,000 minimum for evaluation of the
vocational rehabilitation program.

2 No allotment base with a minimum allotment of $1,000,000
or each State.

2 Under $600,000 authorization figure with $1,000,000 mini-
mum allotment for each State,
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SUMMARY OF PROVISIONS OF CON-
GRESSIONAL OFFICE OF CON-
SUMER PROTECTION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Arkansas (Mr. THORNTON) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. THORNTON. Mr. Speaker, on
Wednesday of last week I introduced
H.R. 6280, a bill to establish a Congres-
sional Office of Consumer Protection.

This bill differs from Consumer Pro-
tection legislation previously introduced,
by establishing the office as an arm of
the Congress, exercising legislative over-
sight, rather than as an independent
executive agency under the President.
The Consumer Counsel is given broad au-
thority to seek judicial review of execu-
tive agency decisions affecting con-
sumers. A Congressional Office of
Consumer Protection will assure an
appropriate check and balance and an
effective method of representing and
protecting the public interest.

The office is authorized to develop con-
sumer education and counseling pro-
grams, to conduct investigations, to
cooperate with private enterprise in
promotion and protection of the in-
terests of consumers, and it is directed
to keep Congress fully and currently in-
formed of all its activities and to insure
that interests of consumers are given
consideration by Federal agencies.

The Consumer Counsel is given au-
thority to take part in any proceeding
before a Federal court or Federal agency
affecting consumers’ interests and to
appeal agency decisions to the courts.
The Consumer Counsel does not have
authority to issue subpenas, but when
acting as a part in a proceeding before
a Federal agency, may use the agency's
subpena powers.

The bill provides that in the event of
a judicial appeal from agency action, the
Consumer Counsel or his qualified or
designated representative will represent
the Office of Consumer Protection, while
the Attorney General will represent the
agency. The bill contains provisions for
resolving complaints, for providing con-
sumer information and services, and
testing and research, and for annual re-
ports and recommendations for changes
in legislation. A more detailed abstract
of the bill follows:

ABSTRACT

A declaration that vigorous represen-
tation and protection of the interests of
consumers is essential to the fair and
efficient functioning of a free market
economy is confained in section 2.

Section 3. The Office of Consumer Pro-
tection established by this bill shall be
independent of the President and of the
executive departments and under the
control and direction of a Consumer
Counsel who shall be appointed for a
term of 15 years, ineligible to succeed
himself, with salaries and retirement
benefits established by this bill, and
with a provision that the Consumer
Counsel—and the Assistant Consumer
Counsel—may not be removed except by
Congress, for inefficiency, permanent in-
capacity, neglect of duty, or other spe-
cific causes. No employee of the office—
except expert consultants—may accept
other employment.
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The structure of the office provided in
this section is similar to that employed
in the establishment of a Comptroller
General in the General Accounting
Office.

Section 4. The Consumer Counsel is
granted general authority to employ,
subject to civil service and classification
laws, such persons as may be necessary
to carry out the provisions of the act, and
to establish rules, appoint advisors, enter
into contracts, and accept services of
others.

Under subsection (¢) Federal agencies
are directed, upon request by the Con-
sumer Counsel, to cooperate with the Of-
fice of Consumer Protection and to fur-
nish information and statistics, and to
allow access to agency information.

The Consumer Counsel is required to
submit an annual report of acts taken,
suggestions for legislation, and evalua-
tion of consumer programs to the Con-
gress and the President in January of
each year.

Section 5. The Office of Consumer Pro-
tection is charged with the duty of pro-
tecting and promoting the interests of
the people of the United States as con-
sumers. The office shall specifically as-
sure that consumer interests are consid-
ered in the formulation of the policies
and operation of programs by appropri-
ate Federal agencies, shall develop edu-
cation and counseling programs, and
conduct investigations concerning con-
sumer problems. The office is directed to
cooperate with and assist private enter-
prise in the promotion and protection of
the interest of consumers, and to keep
committees of Congress informed of its
activities.

Section 6. The Consumer Counsel, upon
a finding that a matter affecting the
interests of consumers is pending before
any Federal court or agency and that the
intervention of the Office of Consumer
Protection is required to adequately pro-
tect consumers’ interests, may as a mat-
ter of right participate in such proceed-
ing in accordance with such agency's
generally applicable rules of practice and
may obtain a review of agency action di-
rectly in any U.S. court of appeals.

In addition, the Consumer Counsel,
upon a determination by the court that
an agency action may adversely affect
consumers, and that the interests of con-
sumers are not otherwise adequately rep-
resented, may seek judicial review of
agency action in which the Consumer
Counsel did not participate. The Con-
sumer Counsel may in the discretion of
the agency or court participate as amicus
curiae. The Consumer Counsel is author-
ized to request Federal agencies to initi-
ate proceedings required in the consumer
interest and to obtain judicial review of
agency action or inaction.

Subsection (e) provides for use by the
Consumer Counsel of agency powers of
subpena and production of evidence.

Subsection (f) makes clear that the
Consumer Counsel, or his designated rep-
resentative shall represent the Office of
Consumer Protection in the courts and
that the Federzl agencies will be repre-
sented by the Attorney General of the
United States. The Consumer Counsel
may designate qualified representatives
for such duties.

Subsection (h) makes clear that the
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Consumer Counsel is not authorized to
intervene in State or local proceedings,
but subsection (i) specifically authorizes
communication with other offices and
agencies, whether Federal, State or local.

Section 7. Before issuing or adopting
any rules, regulations, guidelines, orders,
standards or formal policy decisions or
before taking any other action which
may substantially affect the interest of
consumers every Federal agency shall
notify the Office of Consumer Protection
and take such action with due considera-
tion to such interest. In taking any ac-
tionwhich may substantially affect the
interest of consumers the Federal agen-
cy shall indicate in a public announce-
ment the consideration which has been
given to such interest upon request of
the Office of Consumer Protection—or if
it is a case where a public announcement
would normally be made.

Section 8. Upon receipt of any com-
plaint or other information affecting the
interests of consumers and disclosing a
probakble viglation of a law of the United
States, a rule or order of a Federal agen-
cy or office, or a judgment, decree, or
order of any court of the United States
involving a matter of Federal law the
Office of Consumer Protection may take
any action within its authority which
may be desirable or transmit the com-
plaint to the Federal agency charged
with the duty of enforcement. This sub-
section also allows the Office of Con-
sumer Protection to take action based on
information which it has developed on
its own initiative.

Subsection (c) directs the Office of
Consumer Protection to ascertain the

nature and extent of action taken with
regard to complaints or other informa-
tion transmitted to Federal agencies.
Upon receipt of complaints against busi-
ness enterprises such business enter-
prises will be promptly notified by the
Office of Consumer Protection of such

complaints against them. The public
document room containing all signed
consumer complaints together with an-
notations of actions taken by it shall be
maintained by the Office for public in-
spection and copying subject to the fol-
lowing conditions:

First, that the complaining party has
not requested confidentiality,

Second, the party complained against
has had 60 days to comment on such
complaint, such comment to be displayed
with the complaint,

Third, upon referral of the complaint
to another entity, that such entity has
had 60 days in which to notify the Office
of Consumer Protection of the action
it intends to take with respect to the
complaint.

Section 9. This section allows for the
dissemination to the public by the Office
of Consumer Protection of information,
statistics, and other data which may be
of interest to consumers. Subsection (b)
of this section authorizes and directs
Federal agencies to cooperate with the
Office of Consumer Protection in making
such information available to the public.

Section 10. All Federal agencies which
possess testing facilities and staff re-
lating to the performance of consumer
protection and services are directed to

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

perform such tests as the Consumer
Counsel within his authority under sec-
tion 6 of this proposed act may request
regarding any matter affecting the in-
terests of consumers. The results of such
tests may be used or published only in
proceedings in which the Office of Con-
sumer Protection is participating or has
intervened pursuant to section 6.

Neither a Federal agency engaged in
testing products under this proposed act
nor the Office of Consumer Protection
shall declare one product to be better or
a better buy than any other product. Sub-
section (d) directs the Office of Con-
sumer Protection to periodically review
tested products to assure that informa-
tion disseminated about them conform
to the test results.

Section 11. The section on limitations
of disclosures serves to protect first priv-
ileged or confidential trade secrets and
commercial or financial information, and
second, information which comes within
the exceptions to the Public Information
Act. However, subsection (b) allows such
information to be disclosed in an adjudi-
cation if the judge or other officer presid-
ing finds that the matter is relevant and
that disclosure is necessary. Additional
safeguards are provided for release of in-
formation in instances which do not in-
volve an administrative proceeding or
an adjudication.

Section 12-16. These sections provide
for procedural fairness, define terms used
in the bill, and contain appropriate sav-
ings clauses, conforming amendments
and the effective date.

MEAT BOYCOTT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Georgia (Mr. MarHIS) is
recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. MATHIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
many misguided and uninformed con-
sumers across the country have em-
barked on a meat boycott this week, as
I am sure every Member of the House is
aware. There is no doubt in my mind as
to the long-range outcome of this exer-
cise—it will eventually force meat prices
higher.

I have just returned from a weekend
in my district where I found farmers
and livestock producers more inflamed
than I have ever known them to be,
and with good reason. These producers of
our food have been forced for years to
eke out a living on low returns from
their considerable investment and none
are getting fat now off the sale of their
livestock for slaughter. These producers
are caught in the same sgueeze that
every other American consumer is
caught in—that of inflation and high
prices. The cost of their feeds for their
livestock has skyrocketed, in some cases,
more than doubled, in the past several
weeks. The price they receive for their
slaughter animals must increase—just
to keep pace with their increased costs
of production.

Not only do these producers face
frustrated, misinformed consumers, they
also face an administration that has
done nothing to salve their wounds dur-
ing this period of their own frustration.
These farmers are shaking their heads in
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disbelief and wringing their hands in
agony over the decision to impose ceil-
ings on meat sales at the retail and
processor level. This will not, Mr.
Speaker, freeze the prices the farmer is
receiving for his livestock, but will force
them down.

You must understand that the super-
markets’ cost of doing business is not
frozen, and as labor costs and other op-
erating expenses rise, the supermarkets
are not going to take less than the profits
they are making at this time on fresh
meats; therefore, they will simply pay
less to the packers. The packers are
caught in the same squeeze, and they
will be forced to pay less to the producer.
There is no freeze, Mr. Speaker, on the
production costs of the producer, so he
is the fellow who will finally be punished.

I have numbers of farmers and live-
stock producers at this time who are
ready to throw up their hands and walk
off the farm simply because they are
sick of being the whipping boy for all of
America’s economic woes. They are sick
of an administration that talks out of
both sides of its mouth and then kicks
them in the teeth. They are sick of agi-
tators who fail to recognize that food
costs in this Nation require a far less
percentage to total disposable income
than in any other nation in the world.
And Mr. Speaker, they are especially sick
of uniformed officeholders whe continue
to demagogue high prices for political
purposes.

Instead of leading boycotts—I would
suggest to some of my colleagues that
they should be leading thanksgivings.
They should bz saying thank you to these
farmers who have fed them, and their
constituents, for years without their
thanks, without their support, and with-
out their understanding.

Mr. Speaker, I wish to use this oppor-
tunity to invite as many urban Members
of the House as will accept my invita-
tion to come with me to Georgia and see
for themselves the plight of the farmer
and livestock producer. I will arrange
for you to visit as many farmers and
producers as you care to see. I will ar-
range for you to visit their bankers, im-
plement, and equipment dealers, ferti-
lizer dealers, and others who depend on
their efforts for their own livelihood.

I will arrange for you to spend a day,
or a week, out there with the farmers,
sharing his food and lodging and will
offer you the opportunity to work side
by side with him—from before dawn un-
til well after dark on most days. And if
you are interested after you have had
an opportunity to learn more about what
it is really like down on the farm-—I will
arrange for you to talk to some farmers
who will be willing to sell you their
farms, since you seem to think it is a
great way to get rich. Because they are
getting ready to get off the land anyway,
you might be able to find some bargain
basement farm prices.

H.R. 100: PENSION REFORM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Minnesota (Mr. Fraser) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Speaker, it is my
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privilege to have introduced H.R. 100—
Members joined me in cosponsorship—
51 Members of the House have intro-
duced similar legislation. This bill
amends title 38 to make certain that re-
cipients of veterans’ pension and widows’
dependency and indemnity compensation
will not have the amount of such pen-
sion or compensation reduced because
of increases in monthly social security
benefits.

To receive a pension, a veteran must
either have attained the age of 65 or
older or be totally and permanently dis-
abled from nonservice-connected causes.
Pensions for those veterans with service
in World War I or after are subject to
income limitations which are in the
neighborhood of the poverty level. A sin-
gle, disabled veteran cannot receive a
pension if his income exceeds $2,600 an-
nually. Further no disabled veteran can
receive a pension if his income is in
excess of $3,800, regardless of the num-
ber of dependents he may have.

The plight of our pensioned veterans
has been significantly intensified by in-
creases in the cost of living which we
have suffered over the past few years.
Our veterans' benefits have hardly kept
pace with this increase. Although, we
all felt an economic strain due to infla-
tion, the heaviest toll has been felt by
those with a fixed income, such as in-
dividuals receiving veterans’ pensions.

Congress has recognized the need to
offset this spiraling cost of living, as the
recent social security increase denotes.
However, many veterans will not be able
to receive the increase planned by Con-
gress, for they are now in a higher in-
come bracket due to that very social
security thus resulting in a decrease in
their veterans pensions.

In fact, if we do not amend the present
law, over 1.2 million pensioners will have
a reduction in their VA pension because
of their social security increase. Another
20,0000 pensioners will be dropped from
the pension rolls entirely, and 15,000 of
these veterans will actually suffer a loss
in their aggregate income ranging from
$38 to $168 annually. This means an
average loss of approximately $108 annu-
ally to a veteran drawing a pension who
is dropped from the rolls.

The reduction in our veterans’ pensions
is certainly inequitable and creates an
undue hardship on a segment of society
which certainly can ill-afford it. The in-
crease in social security does not reflect
nor result in an increase in purchasing
power that exceeds need. In fact, every-
one who draws social security and is not
poor will receive a substantial increase
except the poor veterans receiving pen-
sions. Certainly our veterans and their
survivors must have the full measure of
the social security increase provided for
in Public Law 92-336 without a signif-
icant reduction in their pensions.

President Johnson recognized this sit-
uation, and tried to provide for it in Jan-
uary of 1967, when he called upon Con-
gress to:

Make certain ... (soclal security In-
creases) do not adversely affect the pensions
pald to those veterans and dependents who
are eligible for both benefits. Accordingly, I
propose that the Congress enact the neces-
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sary safeguard to assure that no veteran will
have his pension reduced as a result of in-
creases in Federal retirement benefits such
as soclal securlty.

President Johnson's plea was valid in
1967. It is certainly valid in 1973.

A social security increase is, in reality,
a myth for those who need both social
security and veterans’ pension to sur-
vive. An increase in social security means
a decrease in veterans’ pensions for too
many.

Something must be done now. Our vet-
erans have already felt the loss of bene-
fits in the February and March pension
allotments. This situation must not con-
tinue. Only if H.R. 100 is enacted, will
this unfair disecrimination be avoided.

PRESIDENT'S FAILURE TO EXECUTE
THE LAWS OF THE LAND IS HARM-
ING LOCAL COMMUNITIES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from California (Mr. DanNIELSON)
is recognized for 15 minutes,

Mr. DANIELSON. Mr. Speaker, the
U.S. Constitution requires that the Pres-
ident shali take care that the laws of our
land be faithfully executed. The people
in my congressional district have been
expressing their concern to me in record
numbers over the President's failure to
execute some of our laws whose provi-
sions relate to our domestic policies.

These failures to execute our laws have
caused much worry among the elderly,
the sick, and the poor. People are wor-
ried about the President’s plans for in-
creases in medical costs under medicare;
deep cuts in manpower training pro-
grams; his freeze on new low-cost hous-
ing starts; proposed regulations which
have been promulgated by the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare;
the arbitrary phasing out of the Office of
Economic Opportunity; and his holding
back or impounding of money which has
already been appropriated in bills which
the Congress has passed and the Presi-
dent has approved and signed into law—
in short, his refusal to execute the laws
of the land.

These people have a right to be con-
cerned, as I am concerned, and as are so
many of our colleagues.

It is my intention to do everything I
can to insure that valuable Federal pro-
grams which have proven successful will
be continued, and to fight at every turn
in behalf of those who need the help the
most.

Mr. Speaker, the 29th District of Cal-
ifornia is greatly affected by these un-
wise failures to execute the laws of our
land. I am attaching a list of some of
those programs in my distriet to illus-
trate the far-reaching effect of the cut-
backs and the broad scope of the pro-
grams involved:

1973 FunpiNGg CONGRESSIONAL DistricT No. 29
[1973 Budget Federal]
Office of Economic Opportunity:

Oriental Service Center (Council

of Oriental Organizations).__

Educational Participation in

Communities (EPIC) (Califor-
nia State University at Los
Angeles Foundation)

$13, 513
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Legal Services Program (Los
Angeles Legal Aid Foundation) .

Community Organization
through Consumer Action
(East Los Angeles Community
Service Organisation)

Neighborhood Adult Participa-
tion Program (NAPP, Inc.)...

School Community Resources In-
volvement Project (Los An-
geles County Schools)

San Gabriel Legal Services Pro-
gram (San Gabrilel Valley
Neighborhood Legal Services) .

Young Adult Leadership Proj-
ect (East Los Angeles Com-
munity Service Organization)._

Community Return Project (Vol-
unteers of America)

School Community Action Proj-
ect (Los Angeles Clty Schools)

Narcotics Prevention Project
(Narcotics Prevention Assoc.)_

168,120

39, 256

OEO program total
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF MENTAL HEALTH—NA-
TIONAL INSTITUTE OF ALCOHOLISM AND AL-
COHOL ABUSE
Alcoholism counseling and reha-
bilitation project (Los Angeles
Community Service Organiza-
tion)
NATIONAL COUNCIL ON THE AGING
Senlor community service proj-

Number of 1973 budget
classes (Federal)

Department of Health Education,
and Wellare and State Depart-
ment of Education:

Headstart program:
Kedren Community Health
Ganter___Tetl e
Child care and develop-
ment services
Los  Angeles County
shools__ - - -
Los Angeles Urban League.
Movimiento Educativo de
los Ninos de Aztlan_._.._
Foundation for Early Child-
hood Education._...____
Azteca preschool ... ___
Total, Headstart_..___ . .. _.______

Department of Labor: Neighborhood

Youth Corps: 1 Out of school pro-

1,049, 110

138,124

District 29, grand total 1,918,976

1 Inschool New York City program not listed,

And, Mr. Speaker, I would also like
to point out the impact that some of the
recommendations made by the Presi-
dent’s budget would have on the Los
Angeles city schools. This following re-
port, showing the loss of Federal aid to
the Los Angeles city schools alone, is
most revealing:

Los ANGELEsS
CITY BoARD oF EDUCATION,
Los Angeles, Calif., March 9, 1973.
Hon. Georce E. DANIELSON,
House Post Office,
Washington, D.C.

DEaR GEORGE: I am taking this opportunity
to express some of the concerns of the Los
Angeles City School District with regard to
the proposed revisions in federally funded
educational programs. The school district
staff and I have reviewed the President's
budget recommendations and the accompany-
ing presentations pertaining to educational
and community development revenue shar-
ing, and although we can see considerable
merit to some of the recommendations, we
are seriously concerned should the Congress
and the President not act in time to prevent
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a break in the continuous funding of our
present federally funded programs. Any in-
terruption in continuity in the fiow of fed-
eral funds could result in the loss of much
meeded assistance to puplls and community
personnel in the many educational p:

which have been developed by the Los An-
geles Unified School District.

To emphsasize some of our concerns, the
following summary of major programs, in-
cluding the positions and the amount of
funds, is offered:

Funds
subject to
termination

Positions
subject to

Program termination

ESEA Title I..—........

EDSEA Title 11

NDEA Title 111-A_ 3

Adult Basic Education (ABE).. .

Industry Sponsored Programs
4D S R

MDTA...

Model Cities -

Vocational Education Act "

Work Incentive (WIN)._.._.__.

NeiEhborhood Youth Corps
(Regular) 1

Neighborhood Youth Corps
Summer) }_ . ol il

ot i

3,274
9

§29,171, 393
895, 397
367, 800
849, 000
267, 000

3, 000, 000
4,508, 123
2,572, 264
1, 180, 000
1, 000, 000
2, 140, 000

45, 950, 977

16,315 NYC Students,

To the above-listed programs could be
added & number of programs funded by the
Office of Economic Opportunity, New Careers
programs, Narcotic prevention programs, etc.,
whose curtailment or elimination would
have serious implications for the Los An-
geles community.

The loss or reduction of almost forty-six
million dollars of federally funded programs
and the resultant employment cutbacks
could have serious and far reaching impli-
cations for the Los Angeles School District
and its future. To fail to call your attention
to the gravity of the situation would place
me in a situation where I would be remiss in
my duty as superintendent.

Sincerely,
WiLriam J. JOHNSTON,
Superintendent of Schools.

COMMERCIAL BROADCASTING IN
THE UNITED STATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Rhode Island (Mr. TIERNAN)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. TIERNAN. Mr. Speaker, the com-
mercial broadcasters of the United
States, the licensees of the public air-
ways, are presently involved in an all-
out campaign to expand the broadcast
license term and to set standards which
will make successful challenges all but
impossible.

This legislation may effectively end
what little public control over broadcast
licensees currently exists., Therefore, I
commend to the attention of my col-
leagues the excellent statement made by
Joseph A. Beirne, president of the Com-
munications Workers of America, AFL-
CIO, before the Subcommittee on Com-
munications and Power of the Commit-
tee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce, March 14, 1973,

Included also are the position state-
ments of the Communications Workers
of America and the AFL-CIO Executive
Council on the recent Whitehead pro-
posal, which Mr. Beirne feels may be in-
advertently adopted in changing the li-
cense term.
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These statements help clarify what is
really at stake in the license renewal
question.

STATEMENT OF JOSEPH A, BEIRNE

A massive campaign of scare tactics and
bogeymen is under way in the Congress, at
the instigation of some of the commercial
broadcasters.

These broadcasters want to press the Con-
gress into amending Section 307(d) of the
Communications Act so as to provide for a
b-year license term and to make challenges
to the stewardship of incumbent liecnsees a
practical impossibility.

Currently in circulation Is an 8-page paper
replete with scare words beginning with the
first sentence: “The survival of the free
broadcasting system is at stake.” This pa-
per, headed “"Renewal of Broadcast Licenses—
a Background Paper,” does not show a source.
However, CWA has acquired this paper from
the Natlonal Association of Broadcasters,
which produced it according to reliable in-
formsation given CWA.

This paper, which cannct be called a fact
sheet, makes many sweeping statements
“buttressed” by arguments telling, for ex-
ample, that a certain judge’'s opinion "“im-
plies” that a significant number of licenses
should be turned over to newcomers at the
end of the three-year license period"; or
that “a station’s ability to function would
be destroyed”; or that “the way would be
opened for blackmail and extortion.”

Broadcasters, this B-page paper contends,
“are not seeking licenses in perpetuity."”

Hopefully, no one besides the scribe who
wrote that paper believes what is printed
thereon.

The present law, in Section 307(d), pro-
vides for 3-year license terms which are re-
newable “if the Commission (FCC) finds
that public interest, convenience, and neces-
sity would be served thereby.” This séction
incorporates by reference Section 405, deal-
ing with petitions for rehearing.

Under the broadcasters’ proposal, Congress
would be taking away much of the Commis-
sion’s enforcement power. The first proviso
of their proposal, which has numerous varia-
tions and many co-sponsors to date, man-
dates the Commission to renew a broadcast
license if the broadcaster has made an as
yet undefined “good faith effort” to serve the
community and “has not demonstrated a
callous disregard” for law or FCC regulations,
another undeflned concept.

The second proviso of the broadcasters’
proposal is to weigh against a renewal appli-
cant his callous disregard or failure to show
good faith efforts, if any.

It is that first proviso which serves to
choke off the actual possibility of renewal
challenge, the only competition present in
this monopoly situation.

The Whitehead proposal, which in the last
3 months has caused a shock wave through-
out the broadcasting industry, seems not too
different from the broadcasters’ own pro-
posal. The Administration’s clear purpose,
however, was to divide stations from their
networks, in order to stifle the kind of na-
tlonal news and public affairs being made
available to the citizens living far from the
seat of government. .

The broadcasters appear not to understand
that the present language of Section 307 (d)
is sufficiently protective of their rights and
financial interests.

Under the list of precedents and guide-
lines developed by the Commission, the com-
munity-serving broadcaster has a tremen-
dous advantage over any challenger. The
present 307(d) language does not remove a
burden of proof from the challenger, no mat-
ter what the trade lobbyists and local broad-
casters may say to the contrary.

In recent years, only a few broadcast 11-
censes have been revoked—and those for
demonstrably poor public service. Notable
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examples were the licenses of WHDH, Boston,
and WLBT, Jackson, Miss.

The broadcasters seem to have a sizeable
error in their reasoning. They seem to be
equating the possession of a broadcasting
station, in other words, an item of property,
with a license to use the airwaves, which are
a public resource. I hope the Congress will
keep clear the distinction between property
and a public resource placed in the hands
of a kind of fiduclary. This distinction seems
to be getting lost in the efforts to stampede
the Congress into action.

Members of Congress have told CWA that
they have not had any opposition to the
broadcast renewal proposal from their Dis-
tricts; this is without doubt true. However,
limited-group special interest legislation sel-
dom generates any recation from the home
District, a fact we all know.

In their eagerness to shut off challenges,
the broadcasters have falled to recognize the
massive threats that are rampant In the
Nation against the true meaning of the First
Amendment to the Constitution. They ne-
glect to note that the present climate, as
expressed in the Whitehead speech of De-
cember 18, 1972, iIs one marked by the in-
tention to bring the press under close Fed-
eral control. The trade-off to sweeten the
change is the 5-year license.

The broadcasters may decide they must
accept the Whitehead proposal. However, be-
cause of the new interpretation of renewal
guidelines that must necessarily follow an
amendment to Section 307(d), the broad-
casters might end up with the same kind of
restrictions Dr. Whitehead had in mind when
he discussed the Nixon Administration’s li-
cense renewal proposal. I do not believe the
broadcasters truly want that, even if they
get their 5-year license authority.

I am certain the members of this Sub-
committee are aware of Dr. Whitehead’s ap~
pearance February 20 before Senator Pas-
tore’s Subcommittee, and his inability to
cite specifics on the “elitist gossip” and “in-
tellectual plugola" and other “sins” of which
broadcasters are presumably guilty, in his
view.

What I am trying to convey to the Sub-
committee is that any amendment to the
Communications Act should be undertaken
after the lobby pressure has subsided. New
language may lead to restrictions. If a broad-
caster observes the proprieties of the Fairness
Doctrine and offers a wide range of program
content, he need not worry about his license
renewal. Even if he is challenged, he will be
contending with a private party. I cannot
stress too strongly my fear that a change In
the Communications Act, as contemplated in
the array of bills before this Subcommittee,
may lead to the White House as the antago-
nist in renewal cases.

And that is where I differ with the broad-
casters. Let me offer my sympathetic com-
ments to the broadcasting industry. The own-
ers need to make profits in order to continue
operating, in addition to justifylng invest-
ment. I would normally believe that a broad-
casting statlon not operating at a profit
would have to be sold at a capital loss. How=
ever, I have learned that this is not an axiom.
I would suggest, for example, that someone
look Into the Commission's license file on
Station WGEA, Atlanta, which several years
ago was sold at a sizeable profit despite its
having been operated for some time at a
deficit.

Only last week, another ominous incident
occurred within broadcasting. CBS, bowing
to pressure from a large number of its affili-
ates, withdrew the Joseph Papp production
of “Sticks and Stones,” which has been
termed an anti-war drama. Of course the
stations have denied that the White House
has generated the pressure against showing
the program. And if broadcast stations carry
TV programs that are not antl-war, such as
“The Green Berets,” then there seems to be




10572

an obligation to carry the periodic dramatiza-
tion that is anti-war. And no one, his posi-
tion on Vietnam or any other war notwith-
standing, should stifle the traffic in ideas. I
am grieved that CBS declded against carry-
ing the program; the resulting furor over
cancellation of the program has now made
the program, “Sticks and Stones,” into a
genuine cause.

Aside from abridging the Commission’s au-
thority to set the kind of standards neces-
sary to ensure that the alrwaves are not
abused by licensees, and there have been
cases of abuse, the 5-year license renewal
period would cause a practical problem at
the Commission. The FOC personnel review-
ing an application for renewal would have a
5-year period of records to examine, adding
significantly to the workload. In a longer
license period, a pattern of low quality per-
formance (l.e., not meeting community
needs) would be averaged in to a level diffi-
cult or impossible to attack. And & period of
bad performance at the beginning of a b5-
year period would mean an inordinately long
time before the enforcement sanctions could
set in,

The longer license period would also re-
quire the broadcast licensees to go to added
work, furnishing information on a period of
stewardship longer than the present.

Finally, there is the question of “due
process,” a cherished concept in American
tradition. The station licensee now has stand-
ards which have been developed over the
years that the present language of Section
307(d) has been in effect. He does in fact
have the full due process of law as his pro-
tection under the present law.

The terms of art such as “good falth
efforts” and “callous disregard' must be de-
fined, for the Commission’s guldance, if the
Communications Act is amended. Otherwise,
the Congress may be creating a truly chaotic
situation for the broadcasters.

For the use of the Subcommittee, I have
provided copies of the recent statement of
the CWA Executive Board, “Broadcasting or
‘Narrowcasting’,” which condemns the
Whitehead proposal. We do not see much im-
provement in the industry proposals, and
can envision that the industry could come
to regret having pressed for this legislation.

I was among the supporters of the AFL-
CIO Executive Council policy statement of
February 23, entitled “The Administration’s
Attack on the Falrness Doctrine.” For the
Subcommittee’s use, I also am providing
copies of the AFL-CIO statement. This state-
ment also opposes amending the Act in the
fashion requested by the broadcasters.

BROADCASTING—OR “NARROWCASTING™?

The language of George Orwell's “1984"
was “News ,' by which truth became
falsehood and freedom became slavery.

Recent activities of the Executive Office
of the President have indicated that the
Nixon Administration has made an Orwellian
policy decislon to continue its attacks on the
First Amendment to the Constitution, by
attempting to bring the free press under
White House control. If the Administration
succeeds, It will make broadcasting into
“narrowcasting.”

The key issue in the “Pentagon Papers”
case was that for a 2-week period, the First
Amendment was in a state of suspension by
a court edict, which was rolled back by a
1-vote margin In the Supreme Court. Re-
gardless of the merits of the Vietnam war,
the press should have been free of govern-
ment interference in the publication of the
papers, since genuine national security was
not involved.

In November 1989, Vice President Agnew
opened the administration attack on the free
press, by his criticism of the broadcasting
industry. Since that time, he and others
speaking for the President have increased
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the drum-fire of hostility toward broad-
casters and other news media.

Late in 1972, the Administration succeeded
in its attempt to subjugate the Corpora-
tion for Public Broadcasting, which had
been established by the Congress in 1967 as
an independent entity. The Administration
has all but eliminated effective public af-
fairs programing on the public broadcast-
ing network. Its efforts included the “divide
and conquer” strategy, which pits the local
public stations against the Corporation on
fund allocation, program content and other
important matters.

In December 1972, Dr. Clay T. Whitehead,
Director of the White House Office of Tele-
communications Policy, unvelled the latest
assault on the free press. In the gulse of
helping broadcasters by increasing the li-
cense period from 3 to 5 years, the White
House is also intending to make broadcasters
hesitant to present network news and pro-
graming by exercising more “local responsi-
bility.”

Dr. Whitehead's December 18 speech Is re-
plete with high-sounding phrases about ways
in which broadcasters can “offer the rich
variety, diversity and creativity of America™
on television, and how "the truly profas-
sional journalist recognizes his responsibility
to the institution of a free press.”

In connection with a discussion of the
“Fairness Doctrine,” Dr. Whitehead stated:
“For too long we have been interpreting
the First Amendment to it the 1934 Com-
munications Act,” calling that interpretation
an “inversion of values.”

Dr. Whitehead has proposed that Congress
enact his bill, which would have as sweet-
eners the 5-year license renewal and more
stringent requirements for citizen groups to
challenge license renewals. The dangerous
part of the Whitehead proposal is that
government takes unto itself power to de-
termine whether the individual statlon has
been programing to meet vague and unde-
fined government standards. The Communi-
cations Act, in its 38 years, never has given
government the power to intervene in pro-
gram content. The Whitehead bill would
have that practical effect.

The Executive Board of the Communica-
tions Workers of America, recognizing the
fragile nature of our First Amendment free-
doms, hereby condemns the Whitehead pro-
posal and wurges the Congress to take no
action thereon.

[Statement by the AFL—-CIO Executive
Council, Feb, 23, 1973]
THE ADMINISTRATION'S ATTACK ON THE
Famness DOCTRINE

In August 1971, this Council adopted a
policy statement which urged the Federal
Communications Commission to “broaden
and llberalize its fairness and related doc-
trines” and to “undertake effective enforce-
ment programs to make them a reality.” We
called attention to and deplored the Com-
mission's long record of letharglc enforce-
ment.

The AFL-CIO shares the concern of the
general public that private individuals and
groups should have a fair opportunity of
access to the airwaves to present their views
on public issues, and that these alrwaves,
which are public property, must not be mo-
nopolized by the views of licensees and com-
mercial advertisers. The AFL-CIO has, more-
over, a special interest in this subject, in that
some licensees are given to disseminating
anti-union propaganda generally, while
others have sometimes sold time to an em-
ployer to state its view during a labor dis-
pute while refusing to sell time to the union.

This Council’s August 1971 statement was
evoked by the FCC's announcement that it
was undertaking a "broad-ranging inquiry
into the efficacy of the Falrness Doctrine"
and other inter-related rules and principles.

April 2, 1978

In the year-and-a-half since then, the Com-
mission has indeed inquired, but thus far
it has brought forth not even a mouse.

Instead, the Administration has recently
proposed that the Commission’s efficacy be
further enfeebled and attenuated (1) by
lengthening the license period from three
years to five; (2) by forbidding the Com-
mission from adopting ‘“any predetermined
performance criteria . . . respecting the con-
tent of broadcast programming'; and (3)
by providing that a license can be taken
from an incumbent and granted to a com-
peting applicant only through a two-hearing
proceeding, in which the licensee is first
found to have falled in its minimum obli-
gations, and then loses to a competing ap-
plicant in a comparative hearing. This last
proposal is similar to ones which the in-
dustry has been advocating and public in~
terest groups opposing for several years.

Curiously, these proposals to give the in-
dustry virtually complete freedom from gov-
ernment scrutiny have been put forward by
the Administration at the same time that
Administration spokesmen have launched a
barrage of attacks upon the networks for
supposed “ideological blas" against the Ad-
ministration, and as dispensers of “elitist
gossip”. Obviously, the legislative proposals
do not logically follow from the thesis of
the speeches. The reverse is true: if networks
and their affiliates have been derelict in
their responsibilities, the rational cure is
more government oversight, not less.

The answer to this apparent paradox Is,
we fear, the one suggested by Commissioner
Nicholas Johnson. The Administration pro-

to gilve licensees freedom from even
the feeble authority the Commission now
exercises, but only if the industry shapes up
and eliminates the “ideclogical bias" against
the Administration imputed by Administra-
tion spokesmen to the networks. In other
words, the content of network news and
comment must be made more acceptable to
the Administration.

We oppose in toto the proposed legislation,
or any other that would weaken the Com-
mission’s administration of the Fairness Doc~
trine and related doctrines.

We assert:

1. The Commission should show more vigor
in enforcement of the Falrness Doctrine,
not less,

2. Station licensees have too much secu-
rity of tenure, not too little. Only one li-
censee has ever lost its license for violations
of the Fairness Doctrine, and then by the
mandate of the courts, not by the cholce of
the Commission.

8. The networks, by and large, show a
greater awareness of their obligations under
the Fairness Doctrine, the personal attack
rule, ete., than do most local stations. We
assert this flatly, even though we have had
disagreements with the networks on this
subject and are far from satisfied with their
performance. But In our experience the
worst offenders are not the networks but
local stations—and, very often, the more
local the worse the performance.

4., The attempt of the Administration,
whether by carrot or stick, to induce licensees
to an ideological slant more to the Admin-
istration's liking is a grave threat to First
Amendment freedoms. It should be fiatly
rejected by the industry and, if the industry
is too short-sighted to perceive its own
long-range interest, by the Congress.

EXECUTIVE PRIVILEGE—FOR THE
CHIEF EXECUTIVE ONLY

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

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, I am to-
day introducing legislation which would
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effectively limit the exercise of any so-
called executive privilege to the Chief
Executive only. The issue of executive
privilege has been of great concern to
many of us for a long time. We are all
aware of the phenomenal growth of ex-
ecutive power at the expense of the legis-
lative branch. We have all been witness,
for example, to the use of executive
agreements in place of treaties requiring
Senate advice and consent. Such growth
threatens the fiber of our government
conceived as a system of checks and
balances.

My statement today discusses two re-
cent instances that the use of executive
privilege hindered Congress in acquiring
information for carrying out its duties.
It lists in tabular form numerous other
instances of the use of executive privi-
lege. Second, it discusses the dubious his-
torical foundation for the privilege.

This past January, Secretary of State
William P. Rogers invoked executive
privilege and refused to testify before the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee on
Vietnam War Policy. In the same rdonth,
prior to assuming their cabinet duties,
Elliot L. Richardson and Claude S. Brine-
gar expressly declined to comment on the
war at Senate confirmation hearings—
Congressional Quarterly Weekly Reports
for January 13, 1973, at pages 53, 60, and
January 20, 1973, at page 67.

In April 1972, prior to confirmation of
Richard Kleindienst as Attorney Gen-
eral, the Senate sought information of
the dealings of the Justice Department
with 1.T. & T. Executive privilege was in-
voked to keep Peter Flanigan from
testifying. As a confidential adviser to
the President, he was allegedly entitled
to claim executive privilege. Inconsis-
tently, it was alleged both that Mr.
Flanigan dealt solely with Robert Mec-
Laren and also that the President had
no knowledge of the McLaren-Flanigan
discussions. Eventually, a mutual ar-
rangement was agreed upon which lim-
ited the questions Members of Congress
could ask Mr, Flanigan. Discussed in de-
tail in an article by Arthur Selwyn Mil-
ler, “Executive Privilege: Its Dubious
Constitutionality,” appearing in the
daily edition of the CoNGRESsIONAL
Recorp for October 2, 1972, at page
330686.

Other instances of claims of executive
privilege too numerous to discuss are
listed below:

CrammMs oF EXECUTIVE PRIVILEGE

April 27, 1972: Treasury Secretary John
Connally refuses to testify before Joint Eco-
nomic Comimittee on matter of the Emer-
gency Loan Guarantee Board refusing to
supply requested records on the Lockheed
loan to the Government Accounting Office.
(Washington Evening Star, 4/27/72)

March 20, 1972: Frank Shakespeare, Di-
rector of the U.S. Information Agency, re-
fuses to supply copies of USIA program plan-
ning papers for various countries—invokes
executive privilege. (Washington Evening
Star, 3/21/72)

March 20, 1972: State Department refuses
to supply Senate Forelgn Relations Commit-
tee with a copy of “Negotiations, 1964-1968:
The Half-Hearted Search for Peace in Viet-
nam.” (Washington Post, 3/20/72)

March 15, 1972: President Nixon invokes
executive privilege In the request of the
House Foreign Operations and Government
Information Subcommittee for country fleld
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submissions for Cambodian forelgn assist-
ance for the fiscal years 1972 and 1973. (New
York Times, 3/17/72; Congressional Record,
vol. 118, pt. 7, pp. B684-8695.)

August 31, 1971: The Department of De-
fense refuses to supply foreign military as-
sistance plans to the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee. (New York Times, 9/1/71)

June 9, 1971: The Department of Defense
refuses to release computerized surveillance
records and refuses to agree to a Senate Con-
stitutional Rights Subcommittee report on
such records. (Committee on the Judiclary,
United States Senate, Erecutive Privilege:
The Withholding of Information by the Ez-
ecutive, 92nd Congress, First Session, pp.
398-399)

April 19, 1971: The Department of Defense
refuses to allow three designated generals to
appear before the Senate Constitutional
Rights Subcommittee. (Committee on the
Judiciary, United States Senate, Erecutive
Privilege: The Withholding of Information
by the Ezecutive, 92nd Congress, First Ses-
sion, p. 402)

April 10, 1971: The Department of Defense
refuses to supply continuous monthly re-
ports on military operations in SBoutheast
Asia to the Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee. (Committee on the Judiclary, United
States Senate, Ezecutive Privilege: The With-
holding of Information by the Ezxecutive,
82nd Congress, First Sesslon. p. 47).

March 2, 1971: Department of Defense
General Counsel J. Fred Buzhardt refuses to
release an Army investigation report on the
113th Intelligence Group requested by Sen=-
ate Constitutional Rights Subcommittee,
(Committee on the Judicliary, United States
Senate, Executive Privilege: The Withholding
of Information by the Executive, 92nd Con-
gress, First SBession, pp. 402—405)

March 19, 1970: Secretary of Defense Mel-
vin Laird declines invitation to appear before
Senate (Foreign Relations) Disarmament
Subcommittee. (New York Times, 3/18/70)

December 20, 1969: The Department of De-
fense refuses to supply the “Pentagon Pa-
pers” to the Senate Forelgn Relations Com-
mittee, (Committee on the Judiciary, United
States Senate, Executive Privilege: The With-
holding of Information by the Ezecutive,
92nd Congress, First SBession, pp. 37-38)

August 9, 1969: The State Department re-
fuses to provide defense agreement between
U.S. and Thailand to the Senate Foreign Re-
lations Committee. (New TYork Times,
8/0/69)

June 26, 1969: The Department of Defense
refuses to supply the five-year plan for mili-
tary assistance programs to the Senate For-
eign Relations Committee. (Committee on
the Judiciary, United States Senate, Ezecu-
tive Privilege: The Withholding of Informa-
tion by the Ezecutive, 92nd Congress, First
Sesslon, p. 40)

April 4, 1968: The Department of Defense
refuses to supply a copy of the Command
Control Study of the Gulf of Tonkin incident
to the Senate Forelgn Relations Committee.
(Committee on the Judiclary, United States
Benate, Exzecutive Privilege: The Withholding
of Information by the Erecutive, 82nd Con-
gress, First Sesslon, p. 39)

(Research by Harold C. Relyea, Congres-
slonal Research Service, excerpts appeared In
daily edition of the Congressional Record,
6/20/72 at p. 5820).

Turning from the frequency of use of
executive privilege to its validity as a
doctrine, there is serious doubt that his-
torical precedent justifies a claim of ex-
ecutive privilege. Prof. Raoul Berger,
senior fellow in legal history at Harvard
Law School, a member of the American
Law Institute also serving as past chair-
man of its administrative law section,
appeared before the House Subcommit-
tee on Foreign Operations and Govern-
ment Information and extensively doc-
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umented the lack of historical founda-
tion for executive privilege. Advocates of
executive privilege claim that it is based
on the doctrine of separation of powers.
They reason that Congress encroached
upon matters entrusted to the executive.
Professor Berger discussed precolonial
political thought and oft-cited examples
of the use of executive privilege in Wash-
ington’s administration. He concluded
that neither supports the claim that the
doctrine of executive privilege is found-
ed on the separation of powers. Profes-
sor Berger also discussed the few cases
which have considered the problem of
executive privilege and concluded that
none of them limited the power of Con-
gress to inguire into executive conduct.
He proposed these solutions:

(1) a statute authorizing a suit on behalf
of Congress against a member of the execu-
tive branch.

(2) a permanent attorney who could
screen congressional committee application
for potential lawsuits.

(3) resort to the Congressional contempt
power.

Professor Berger concluded:

Until Congress faces up to the fact that
the swelling tide of executive privilege claims
can be stemmed only by decisive Congres-
sional action, executive claims will continue
to clog Congressional performance of vital
functions.” (CoNGrESsIONAL REcorp, vol. 118,
pt. 15, p. 19061.)

The recent pronouncement by Presi-
dent Nixon that “executive privilege” ex-
tends not only to current members of the
White House staff but to former mem-
bers as well should serve as an even
greater impetus to the Congress to clarify
and define what this privilege may be.

The “Nixon Doctrine of Executive Priv-
ilege” evolved out of the Senate Judi-
ciary Committee’s confirmation hearings
on the nomination of L. Patrick Gray to
be Director of the Federal Bureau of In-
vestigation. Those hearings disclosed
that information concerning the FBI’s
investigation of the Watergate incident
was made available to the President’s
counsel, Mr. John Dean, in the White
House. This unusual procedent appears
to have put the chief law enforcement
agency, the FBI, squarely in the political
arena. Evidence further suggests that the
FBI had knowledge of White House staff
involvement in the Watergate case and
turned that information over to Mr.
Dean. At the same time, the White House
steadfastly denied any involvement.

Now the President, in connection with
the Gray hearings, has refused to allow
Mr. Dean to appear before the Senate
Judiciary Committee, claiming not only
executive privilege but also the attor-
ney-client privilege.

At question is the Congress’ ability to
perform its constitutional duties. In this
case, the Senate is charged with the re-
sponsibility of confirming Presidential
nominations. If the Senate is to carry
out that constitutional power and re-
sponsibility, clearly it must have the
benefit of all available information. If
such information includes the testimony
of White House officials, then that testi-
mony should be forthcoming.

I strongly support and defend the
fundamental constitutional principle of
the separation of powers. I question its
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application in the issue of executive
privilege however, or even the existence
of such a thing as executive privilege, ex-
cept as it applies directly to the Presi-
dent himself,

The Congress should have access to all
information on matters which fall with-
in its jurisdiction. The executive branch
has argued that complete access would
hinder its discharge of its constitutional
responsibilities. I find it difficult to follow
this line of reasoning, and cannot un-
derstand what information would, if fur-
nished to the Congress, hinder the Exec-
utive in this manner.

The bill I am introducing today is sim-
ple and straightforward. It amends the
Freedom of Information Act and requires
that administrative agencies and Execu-
tive Office staff members either furnish
information or appear before congres-
sional committees when requested by
Congress on “matters within its [Con-
gress'] jurisdiction.” s :

Tomorrow the Foreign Operations and
Government Information Subcommittee
of the House Government Operations
Committee begins hearings on the sub-
ject of so-called executive privilege, un-
der the very able leadership of Con-
gressman BiLn Moor=HeAD. I commend
Chairman Mooraeap for scheduling
those hearings and share his hope that
a “rational and intelligent” solution can
be found to the problem.

I submit to the House, that if there is
to be ‘‘executive privilege” let it extend
only to the Chief Executive.

Mr. Speaker, the text of my proposal
follows:

HR. 6438
A bill to amend the Freedom of Information

Act to require that all information be made

available to Congress

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That section
552 of title 56 of the United States Code (the
Freedom of Information Act) is amended
by adding at the end thereof the followlng:

*“(d) (1) Whenever either House of Con-
gress, any committee thereof (to the extent
of matter within its jurisdiction), or the
Comptroller General of the United States,
requests an agency to make available infor-
mation within its possession or under its
control, the head of such agency shall make
the information available as soon as prac-
ticable but not later than thirty days from
the date of the request.

*“(2) Whenever either House of Congress
or any commitiee thereof (to the extent of
matter within its jurisdiction) requests the
presence of an officer or employee of an
agency for testimony regarding matters
within the agency's possession or under its
control, the officer or employee shall appear
and shall supply all information requested.

**(3) ‘agency’, as used in this subsection
means a department, agency, insirumental-
ity, or other authority of the Government of
the United States (other than the Congress
or Courts of the United States), including any
establishment within the Executive Office of
the President.”

TOWARD MORE RATIONAL SU-
PREME COURT DECISIONS

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

Mr. SIEKES. Mr. Speaker, I am intro-
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ducing a resolution proposing an amend-
ment to the Constitution which, if rat-
ifled by the States, would require the
concurrence of a 2-to-1 majority of all
Supreme Court Justices present and sit-
ting in order for the Supreme Court to
render an opinion or decision in any
case.

As you know, current practice by the
Supreme Court requires only a simple
majority of those present to render a de-
cision. With nine Justices on the Bench,
only five are presently necessary for a
decision.

History has recorded several 5 to 4 de-
cisions handed down by the Supreme
Court which have significantly changed
our understanding of the meaning of
State laws, Federal laws and the Con-
stitution itself by virtue of the single vote
of one Justice. Such a narrow margin
should be insufficient to overrule the prior
precedent of established law. Five-four
decisions cast grave doubts in the mind
of the public and the mind of our legal
community as to whether or not a specific
decision should be adhered to or compiled
with until a clearer statement from the
Court indicates permanent application
of the decision. Instead of resolving dis-
putes, the present scheme encourages fu-
ture litigation.

Too often the rule of stare decisis has
been circumvented by the Court. Stare
decisis is that Latin maxim which means
“to abide by, or adhere to, decided
cases.” Even when a large minority of
the Court disagrees, stare decisis may be
abandoned and precedent may be over-
ruled with little difficulty.

In dealing with constitutional ques-
tions, it is most important that the Court,
primarily exercise its function of apply-
ing the law and avoid “judicial legisla-
tion.” As Mr. Justice Sutherland said in
West Coast Hotel Co. v. Parrish, 300 U.S.
379, at 404:

The judicial function is that of interpreta-
tion; it does not include the power of amend-
ment under the gulse of interpretation. To
miss the point of difference between the two
is to miss all that the phrase “supreme law
of the land” stands for and to convert what
was intended as inescapable and enduring
mandsates into mere moral reflections.

Requiring a larger majority of the
Court for opinion would greatly enhance
the image and the prestige of decisions
handed down by the Supreme Court and,
thus, the Court itself.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the support of my

:t:plleagues on this much needed legisla-
101,

FREEDOM OF CHOICE ON SCHOOLS

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

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
joint resolution proposing an amend-
ment to the Constifution concerning a
fundamental principle cherished by all
truly free people—freedom of choice
and, specifically, the freedom to select
the school which one chooses to attend.

The proposed amendment reads:

The right of any citizen to be assigned to
the public school of his parent's or guard-
lan’s choice if a minor, or to the public
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school of his choice if an adult, shall not
be denied or abridged by the United States
either directly or by means of a condition
to the receipt of Federal financial assist-
ance,

The language is simple and the pro-
position it enunciates would seem to be
self-evident and an inherent attribute of
life in a country which prides itself on
individual freedom and was founded on
the principle of the inalienable rights of
all citizens to life, liberty, and the pur-
suit of happiness.

Nevertheless, the increasingly zealous
efforts of the Federal courts to impose
artificial racial balances on the Nation’s
school systems by means of massive and
disruptive busing orders, wholesale con-
solidation of school distriets, and en-
forcement orders which may lead to
fund cut-offs, have necessitated the pro-
posed amendment to the Constitution to
restore fundamental freedoms which are
steadily being eroded. Only recently,
February 16, 1973, for instance, a Fed-
eral district court judge here in the Dis-
trict of Columbia issued a sweeping or-
der to the Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare to take certain en-
forcement actions against schools and
school distriets, including higher educa-
tional institutions, elementary and sec-
ondary schools and vocational schools,
which were found to be in violation of
requirements of title VI of the 1964 Civil
Rights Act and court ordered desegrega-
tion plans. The enforcement proceedings
ordered by the court could result in the
withholding of Federal aid to schools
and school districts—aid which is essen-
tial to the continued vitality of many of
the institutions. The -constitutional
amendment I propose ~ould make such
denial or abridgement of educational op-
portunity by means of the Damoclean
sword of Federal fund cut-off illegal and
insure that the right of citizens to attend
the school of their choice will not be
compromised or conditional.

Cries of racism from professional
trouble makers may greet the introduc-
tion of a constitutional amendment such
as this. However, the cause of freedom
for all is advanced, not diluted, by this
proposal and the underlying principle of
the Supreme Court’s decision in Brown
against Board of Education—that stu-
dents cannot be assigned to schools on
the basis of race or color—is fulfilled,
not defeated, by this amendment. The
rationale of Brown has been tortured by
the courts which, in their quest for arti-
ficial racial balances, have imposed the
very racial assignments condemned by
the Court nearly 20 years ago. Further-
more, the very underpinnings of the
constitutional doctrines which have
evolved regarding desegregation—the so-
cial science data so eagerly embraced by
the Court in Brown and its progency—
have recently been seriously, if not fatal-
ly, undermined by studies which dem-
onstrate that racial desegregation does
not affect the student’s eventual educa-
tional attainment.

The route of amending the constitu-
tion is a serious one but one which I
believe is necessary if we are to be liber-
ated from the tyranny perpetrated by
judicial fiat in the name of constitu-
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tional rights. As stated recently by
Senator Ervin, a foremost expert in con-
stitutional law:

The adoption of a constitutional amend-
ment is now a prerequisite for restoring free-
dom to America's schoolchildren and for
eliminating judicial tyranny with respect to
our public schools. .

Mr. Speaker, only by the means of
amending the fundamental law of the
land, the Constitution, -vill we be able to
readjust the balance so badly skewed in
recent years. By this amendment we
are not changing the Constitution, but
reaffirming its fundamental principles
of freedom for all citizens of the United
States.

SOVIET TRADE: AT WHAT COST?

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

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Speaker, op-
ponents of granting MFN treatment to
the Soviet Union have based their argu-
ments, for the most part, on the question
of allowing Soviet Jews to emigrate with-
out having to pay a diseriminatory tax
to do so. As a cosponsor of the Vanik bill
in the House, I feel strongly that this
question must be resolved as a precondi-
tion to the discussion of this issue by the
Congress.

I was interested, however, in an article
which appeared in the Exodus, a news-
paper of the Union of Councils for Soviet
Jews, which appeared in the February
1973 issue, raising the question of

whether or not expanded trade with the

Soviet Union is in our best interesis un-
der any circumstances, considering the
monetary and nonmonetary costs
involved.

Cited, for example, was James Reston’s
column which expressed concern that
continued and expanded trade with the
U.S.8.R. for such things as energy sources
controlled by the Soviets would create
an unhealthy dependency, which risks
the possibility—in the event of a military
emergency—that these products could be
cut off. According to Reston, trade de-
pendency of this type could present a
real security problem for the United
States.

Also mentioned, was the definitive
study of Soviet trade by Dr, Anthony Sut-
ton, of Stanford University, which has
shown that in the past 10 years of trad-
ing with the Soviet Union, products made
in the United States have turned up in
Soviet-made tanks and trucks found in
Vietnam and on the Israeli borders. Dr.
Sutton’s conclusion:

If a decade of such trade (1t began in the
early 60's) did not pmciuce peace, Wby mul-
tiply the problem.

Historically—when you consider lend-
lease—the Soviet Union has proven to be
a poor credit risk, To make matters even
worse, products that are now being pur-
chased by the U.S.SR. are being fi-
nanced by the already overburdened
American taxpayer. And what is often
overlooked when we talk about our bal-

ance-of-payments deficit is that in recent
vears the largest part of the deficit is not
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in the actual trade balance itself, but in
foreign capital investment.

Mr. Speaker, as food for thought, I
ask that the article mentioned in the
Exodus for February 1973 follow my
remarks at this point.

Sovier TrRADE: AT WHAT CosT?
{By Harold B, Light) y

Last month I dealt with the phenomenal
support built up in Congress to withhold
trade concessions to the Soviet Union, un-
less the USSR grants free emigration and
rescinds the ransom tax to Soviet citizens.
At this writing over 170 Congressmen have
co-sponsored the Vanik Bill. On the surface
it would appear that all this effort results
from sympathy for the Soviet Jews, but is
this entirely true? With only two Jewish
Senators, and a sprinkling of Jewish Con-
gressmen, it is obvious that many legislators
are seriously opposed to many phases of the
Soviet Trade agreements simply because of
the inherent disadvantages to broad Ameri-
can interests.

This might be the right time to bring up
the question, “What's so good about trading
with the Soviet Union?" James Reston wrote
recently in the New York Times describing
the hundreds of American businessmen visit-
ing the USSR discussing trade exchanging
patents and technological methods, They are
contracting to build truck plants and chem-
fcal plants. The U.S. Occidental Petroleum
Corporation has signed a $10 billion deal to
develop drilling rights for natural gas and
oll, and to build a massive plpeline for the
Russians which they cannot build them-
selves. Reston wonders about “the wisdom of
depending upon energy sources controlled
by the Soviets, risking the possibility that
these sources could be cut off in any military
emergency.” He asks, “Are the short range
interests of commercial deals by the USA
compatible with the long range interests of
security? Now that the election is over, these
commercial deals are being made plecemeal,
without references to the strategic problems
involved.”

Dr. Anthony Sutton's 10-year study of
Soviet Trade, conducted at Stanford Uni-
versity, names U.S. companies and products
presently being used in Soviet military tanks
and trucks appearing in Vietnam and on the
Israell borders. He concludes that “If a de-
cade of such trade (it began in the early
60's) did not produce peace, why multiply
the problem?"”

Bob Considine has termed the Soviet War
Debt terms an insult, showing how the ori-
ginal 311 billion lend lease debt to the U.S.
was gradually “negotiated” down to 722 mil-
lion by Henry Kissinger and President Nixon
after 17 years of no payment, and with 30
more years to pay at an unspecified rate, In-
flation alone would wipe out that debt, mean-
ing no more repayment at all.

On July 8, 1972, President Nixon granted
the USSR $500 million credit to buy U.S.
wheat. The lurid detalls of the wheat deal
have revealed that the profits of hundreds of
millions of dollars to the insiders will be
borne by the American public in Increased
costs and subsidies. So why is trade so good?
SALT talks and Nuclear Disarmament? Yes,
but why should the U.S. give the Soviet
Union all its computer technology, produc-
tion know-how, data processing equipment
(they are at least 8 years behind us in those
fields; see New York Times, October 11, 1072),
when they have nothing that we want to buy.
Certainly, no American manufacturer will
bulld them a factory and no American bank
will finance it, without U.8. Government in-
surance for the debt; that means the Amer-
ican taxpayer could wind up paying the bill.
Historically, the Soviets are a poor credit risk.

At this writing, we are beginning to see im-
portant articles written to indicate that the
American public should not allow & concern
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for Soviet Jews to interfere with its “own
best interests.’” Hopefully, the support now
built up in the Congress will not run out of
momentum by the time Congress gets caught
up in its flood of new bills this session. This
may very well depend upon a steady stream
of letters and telegrams to every Congressman
and Senator to support the Vanik Bill
(formerly HR 17131) and the Jackson
Amendment (8. 2620), on East-West Trade
and the Soviet Education Tax.

Perhaps the only positive aspect of the in-
famous ransom tax is that the Kremlin
handed us a valuable weapon to mount an
antitrade bill campalgn. Otherwise, we could
assume that Congress might have already
granted these trade concessions, The Vanik
and Jackson legislation has given us more
time to fight the battle.

If we can delay, or possibly even deny the
Soviet Union that which they want most, the
Kremlin will know that their treatment of
our Jewish brethren has cost them dearly.
On many occasions I have told high Soviet
officlals that eventually they will let our peo-
ple go. Further, that this will happen when
the price is so high that they cannot afford
to keep them. It is up to every one of us to
keep ralsing that price. Then, and only then,
they will let our people go!

GREAT LAKES FLOODING

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

Mr. FASCELL. Mr, Speaker, as a re-
sult of a request from our distinguished
colleague, Representative CHARLES A,
Vanix, the Inter-American Affairs Sub-
committee on Friday, March 23, and
Monday, March 26, conducted oversight
hearings on U.S. participation in the In-
ternational Joint Commission, United
States and Canada—IJC. The issue of
primary concern in the hearings was the
present and continuing danger of serious
flooding along the Great Lakes. The IJC
has important responsibilities under the
1909 Boundary Waters Treaty with Can-
ada, which affects lake levels.

In view of information developed at
the hearings and the need for urgent ac-
tion to provide relief, however small, the
Subcommittee on Interamerican Affairs
sent the following letter to the Secretary
of State which I know many of my col-
leagues will find of interest:

CoMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS,

HoUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D.C., March 27, 1973.
Hon. WiLLraMm P, ROGERS,
Secretary of State, Department of State,
Washington, D.C.

DeAR MR. SECRETARY: In view of the cur-
rent danger of flooding in the Great Lakes
area, the Inter-American Affairs Subcom-
mittee urgently requests the Department of
State to immediately negotiate an agreement
with Canada to seek a report from the Inter-
national Joint Commission, to be completed
within five days, on the advisability of tem-
porarily Increasing the diversion of waters
of Lakes Michigan-Huron through the Chi-
cago diversion canal.

The subcommittee also requests that ur-
gent attention be given to the legal question
of whether the IJC, its U.S. section, or any
other U.S. federal agency can seek modifica-
tion of a U.S. Supreme Court decree now re-
stricting dliversions through the Chicago
canal.

Positive findings as to the advisability of

any additional diversion and the legal status
of the federal government would indicate a
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need for immediate federal legal action to
seek modification of the present U.B. Su-
preme Court decree to allow diversion re-
quired to alleviate flooding conditions
threatening large areas of the United States.

Sincerely,
PetEr H. B. FRELINGHUYSEN,
CHARLES W. WHALEN, Jr.,
MicHAEL HARRINGTON,
ABrAHAM Kazew, Jr.,
DANTE B. FASCELL,
BENJAMIN S. ROSENTHAL,
H. R. Gross,
Roy A. TAYLOR,
RoeerT H. STEELE.

JAMES P. GRANT: WHERE NEXT
WITH DEVELOPMENT ASSIST-
ANCE?

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

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Speaker, James P.
Grant, president of the Overseas De-
velopment Council—ODC—notes that
the organization he heads “was estab-
lished in 1969 to increase American un-
derstanding of the problems facing the
development countries and the impor-
tance of these countries to the United
States.”

The ODC has now published a survey
of the major problems facing the United
States in its relations with the develop-
ing countries. “The United States and
on the general theme. There is an over-
the Developing World: Agenda for Ac-
tion” includes a series of useful chapters
view essay by Robert E. Hunter who di-
rected the project. I am familiar with
and have long admired Bob Hunter’s
work. Theodore M. Hesburgh, Chairman
of the ODC Board wrote the introduc-
tion.

I was especially interested in Jim
Grant’s contribution to the book. He has
wrestled with the question, “Where Next
With Development Assistance?” The re-
sulting essay is a provocative one, one
that I commend to the attention of my
colleagues.

In his foreword to the new book, Jim
Grant promises similar follow-on publi-
cations if “Agenda for Action” proves
helpful to Americans. Based upon my
reading of this first agenda project, I
suspect Grant, Hunter, and the ODC will
be busy for the foreseeable future.
“Agenda for Action” fills a very real
need: Chapter 5 of the book follows:
CHAPTER V: WHERE NEXT WITH DEVELOPMENT

ASSISTANCE?
(By James P. Grant)

President Nixon’s successful visits to Pe-
king and Moscow last year marked not only
the ending of the cold war era but also of the
associated era of foreign ald, in which the
justification for large-scale economic co-
operation with the low-income countries was
largely based on the existence of the global
confrontation. As discussed in other chap-
ters, however, continued American progress
in a growing number of areas Is increasingly
dependent on the attitudes of, and develop-
ments in, the countries of Asia, Africa, and
Latin America—at a time when their needs
extend far beyond just the continuation of
economic growth. There is an opportunity to
be found in the coincidence of certain trends:
the shift away from the cold war, the Im-
proving economic situation in the United
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States, and emerging public consclousness of
our growing interdependence with other na-
tions—including many in the developing
world. This opportunity sets the stage for
a major new assessment in 1973 and 10674 of
American interest in the low-income coun-
tries and the best means of working with
them.

As this chapter will argue, however, the
United States should take certaln actions
without waiting for the outcome of this re-
view. PFirst, it should maintain its multilat-
eral and bilateral economic assistance at a
level at least sufficlent to encourage the still
growing development assistance of Western
Europe and Japan. Second, the United States
should initiate and play a leading part in a
multilateral effort for Indochina’s economic
rehabilitation after the fighting stops. Final-
1y, as a first response to changing needs, it
should separate development cooperation
from security assistance, while improving
subtantially the coordination of the many
efforts which aflect U.S. economic coopera-
tion with the poor countries.

Since President Truman began the Mar-
shall Plan for Europe in 1948 and the Point
IV technical assistance program for the de-
veloping world in 1949, foreign economic aid
has been a principal symbol of U.S. concern
for global problems. In recent years, develop-
ing countries have achieved unprecedented
progress in increasing industrial and agricul-
tural output. And since 1960, there have been
massive increases in Western European and
Japanese development ald, the combined total
of which is now about #4.5 billion annually.
Nevertheless, it is now obvious that U.S,
policies must be thought through again. As
the American rationale for development co-
operation has weakened and become uncer-
tain, U.8. economic assistance of all types has
dropped to approximately $3.5 billion a year,
including economic ald to Vietnam and credit
sales of agricultural surpluses under the
Food for Peace program. The United States
has now slipped to twelfth among the sixteen
industrialized member nations of the Devel-
opment Assistance Committee (DAC) of the
OECD in terms of the proportion of its gross
national product (GNP) devoted to develop-
ment assistance. And the United States is
well on its way toward the distinction of last
place.

The importance of officlal development as-
sistance (ODA) from the DAC countries can
be seen from the fact that it now totals ap-
proximately $8 billion of a total resource flow
of some $B0 billion annually to developing
countries. A slightly larger amount comes
from activities such as direct investment,
export credits, and private voluntary ald,
while nearly 80 per cent of the resource flow
is financed by the foreign earnings of poor
countries through the sale of goods and
services.

In part, the reason for the decline in U.S.
official development assistance lies in the in-
creasingly meager support for the program
in Congress as the cold war has waned, do-
mestic problems have become more pressing,
and the program has been caught in the con-
troversy between Congress and the Executive
Branch over Vietnam. Even continuation of
the present, already shrunken bilateral pro-
gram has been in doubt. In recent years, the
bilateral ald program has frequently come
close to being killed; twice it has been voted
down temporarily in the Senate. Currently,
forelgn aid is in existence only on the basis
of a continuing resolution; no appropriation
bill has been passed for this fiscal year (FY
1973) for either the bilateral or the multilat-
eral program. Regardless of what happens to
appropriations for this fiscal year, new au-
thorizations for FY 1974, beginning July 1,
1973, must be enacted if the bilateral devel-
opment assistance programs are to be con-
tinued. Thus, having rejected the major rec-
ommendations of the Peterson Task Force on
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foreign assistance,® Congress must act one
way or the other on development assistance
legislation in 1973.

MAJOR ISSUES FOR DECISION

There are several major issues to be faced
in any reappraisal of the U.S. role in de-
velopment assistance for the rest of this
decade.

1. Why bother with development assist-
ance? Most urgent is the need to establish
whether or not large-scale development as-
sistance has a major role in the new era that
lies ahead. This requires a three-step analysis
to show 1) whether we have a stake In the de-
velopment of the poor countries and in secur-
ing their cooperation on issues of concern to
us; 2) if so, whether development assistance
will help significantly, by meeting some poor-
country developmental needs; and 3) if the
first two questions are answered in the affirm-
ative, what kinds of development assistance
are important in helping to meet those de-
ve_oping-country needs?

The first of these questions is hardest to
answer. Having justified development coop-
eration largely in cold war and humanitarian
terms, most Americans have not thought
through—+to the same extent as have the
Europeans and the Japanese—the other pur-
poses which it might serve. There iz now a
need to examine ways in which development
assistance may be Important to the new
needs of the United States as it increasingly
becomes a “have not” nation in terms of
raw materials, and as the continued improve-
ment of its well-belng becomes ever more de-
pendent on the cooperation of developing
countries In such matters as monetary policy,
markets to provide U.S. trade surpluses, en-
vironmental protection, mnarcotics control,
and hijacking?® Thus far, moreover, we have
paid little attentlon to such questions as
whether our development assistance policies
have been instrumental in the increase of
U.S. exports to developing countries by some
$5 billion annually over the past ten years,
or in the provision of a badly needed $2 bil-
lion U.S, trade surplus in 1971. As a conse-
quence, virtually no consideration has been
given to determining whether this surplus,
or this growing market for U.S. exports, might
disappear if the United States does not re-
verse its present declining participation in
development assistance.

2. How successful hagve the poor countries
been? There is also a need to examine the
ways in which development assistance can
make the greatest contribution to develop-
ment. Of necessity, doing this will require
some assessment of developing country
progress.

During the 1860s, the developing countries
on average achieved a 5.5 per cent increase in
GNP—a rate of growth unequalled by the
rich countries at a comparable stage of their
development. A number of developing coun-
tries have experlenced very substantial eco-
nomic growth, attaining GNP growth rates
of 10 per cent or even higher. Some low-
income agricultural societies have been
transformed into industrializing economies
in amagzingly short periods, and others may
well follow suit. Except for petroleum, the
growth of trade in primary products has
been far from dramatic, but exports of man-
ufactured goods have shown dynamism; for
the developing countries as a whole, they
have been increasing rapidly and now ac-
count for 23 per cent of total world exports.
Yet many developing countries’ unemploy-
ment levels are still increasing, some even
exceeding those of our own Great Depres-
sion;* the income gap between the poorest
half of the population and those well-off is
actually widening, and wurban settlements
are mushrooming because of rural migration.
In many areas these problems become less

Footnotes at end of article.
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manageable every day because population
growth continues unrestrained. Finally, if
the debt burden that has bullt up in a num-
ber of major developing countries continues
to accumulate, it will become insupportable.
This situation has led some people to throw
up their hands in despair, others to argue
that aid is only “making the rich richer,”
and still others to state that development is
aggravating global environmental and popu-
lation problems.

These are real issues which must be met
in seeking to answer the question: “Where
next with development assistance?" Fortu-
nately, experience in a number of poor coun-
tries during the past ten years offers some
encouraging evidence that an effective com-
bination of domestic as well as international
policies can create new jobs, increase soclal
services, reduce income disparities, and check
population growth.t The possibility is best
{llusirated in East Asia, by countries with
very different political and economic sys~
tems: namely, China and North Korea on
one side of the ldeclogical barrier, and South
Korea, Talwan, and the city-states of Hong
Kong and Singapore on the other. Contrary
to a common assumption of the 1980s, the
development record of these countries in-
dicates that policies that enhance sceial
equity need not deter overall economic
growth—and can even speed it up. Elsewhere,
countries as different as Israel, Cuba, Ceylon,
and Yugoslavia have dealt effectively with
some of the problems discussed here.

It is no accident that most of the non-
Socialist development *‘successes’ have taken
place in societies with broad access to a com-
bination of trade, investment, and ald. Nor
is it an accident that the major innovations
introduced through development cooperation
have resulted primarily from U.S. assistance
programs—private and public—which explic-
itly concentrated on particular functional
areas. These innovations include the “green
revolution,” the extraordinary spread of pub-
lic health measures, and the acceptance of
the need for large-scale family planning pro-
grams and their subsequent Introduction.
If the rich countries had also met their
assistance targets for the 1960s and had
opened their markets more to the products of
the poor countries, the record of success in
the developing countries might haye been
even better.

3. Should the goal of development assisi-
ance be limited to advancing development?
Many observers argue that development as-
sistance should be regarded as a tool for
securing cooperation on issues not directly
linked to economic or social development,
such as winning important U.N. votes, in-
creasing American exports, advancing U.S.
private investment, and compelling political
reforms by repressive regimes. Other observ-
ers argue, with considerable merit, that the
objective of development assistance should

+be that of development alone—a process
which is both vastly complex and of great
long-range importance for the orderly evolu-
tion of & peaceful and cooperative world. The
latter group argues that explicit use of de-
velopment assistance to achieve non-develop-
mental objectives jeopardizes our important
interest in development progress in virtually
all countries, and that successful coopera-
tion in development progress improves the
climate for attaining these other U.S. objec-
tives. The proponents of this view point out
that development aid usually is an inefTfective
means of direct leverage for securing U.B.
political goals.

Some categories of ald should indeed be
used in the first instance solely to advance
development progress, so as to ensure the
most effective approach possible to the dif-
ficult problems that need to be overcome.
These categories include support for multi-
lateral institutions and provision of bilateral

Footnotes at end of article.
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technical and material assistance specifically
for cooperative efforts on such developmen-
tal programs as family planning and rural
development. However, there are other types
of ald which also come within the OECD
definition of official development assistance,
but which may be used to advance several—
sometimes conflicting—objectives, of which
development is only one, as In the case of
the provision of economic security aid for
Vietnam, where the survival of the Salgon
Government took precedence over develop-
ment objectives.

We need to define more clearly for ourselves
the rules for each type of assistance, so that
attempting to use aid to advance a short-
term interest does not frustrate advance-
ment of other more important U.S. poliey
objectives. Thus, one can reasonably argue
that policy differences with India over the
Bangladesh war should not have led the US.
Government to jeopardize its major policy
interest in & successful Indian development
effort—although this has been the con-
sequence of the continuing suspension of
American aid to India even after the war
was over. The United States has an Impor-
tant interes: in the continued developmental
progress of the world’s largest and most pov-
erty-stricken democracy. Similarly, our valid
interest In increasing American exports
should not prevent the use of development
assistance funds to purchase farm machinery
available from Talwan or Japan if these are
far more appropriate for use on labor-inten-
sive small farms in India.

In addition to the beneficlal results of
accelerated development, many other bene-
fits can flow from the favorable atmosphere
engendered by eflfective cooperation in de-
velopment—an atmosphere which cannot be
created If explicit conditions are imposed
on development ald for other purposes.

4, What is the primary role of bilateral aid
in development cooperation? Development
assistance now needs to be reexamined in
terms of two quite different but complemen-
tary functions. First is the transfer of finan-
clal resources to enable low-income coun-
tries to acquire needed equipment, raw mate-
rials, and on-the-shelf technology from oth-
er countries. United States economic assist-
ance of all types, and particularly bilateral
development ald, has become a steadily small-
er portion of the transfer of resources be-
tween rich and poor countries. This is part-
ly due to the Increases in aid from other
countries and the decline of U.S. aid, but,
as mentioned earlier, it is primarily due to
the rapidly increasing earnings of the low-
income countries from the sale of their goods
and services.

But this resource transfer on highly con-
cessional terms continues to have vital im-
portance for the very low-income countries,
such as those of SBouth Asla and sub-Saharan
Africa, which comprise nearly a billlon peo-
ple. There is also a second function for which
development aid 15 as iImportant as ever:
namely, a5 a means for countries to work to-
gether on difficult problems requiring new
approaches and ideas as much as financial
resources, Thus there is a need for coopera-
tive effort in thinking through and experi-
menting with new approaches that will 1)
create more productive jobs; 2) provide the
poorest people in developing countries with
at least minimal levels of health and educa-
tional services; and 3) lead to rural develop-
ment and help slow population growth and
migration from the countryside to the cities.

In large part, the low-lncome countries
have mastered the art of Increasing economic
output but, for a variety of reasons men-
tioned earlier, the benefits of this growth
have generally not reached the bottom half
of their people. Bilateral development as-
sistance should be increasingly applied to
helping developing countries cope with the
now more sharply perceived and worsening
structural and poverty problems which pre-
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vent the benefits of economic growth from
reaching the poor.

5. How much development assistance
should there be? Pending the outcome of the
overall review proposed here, appropria-
tions for development assistance need to
remaln at least at current levels to avold
placing the global cooperative effort In
even greater jeopardy because of a contin-
uing decline in the U.S. effort. Any increase
required for Indochina might reasonably
come from the sizable savings from reduced
security assistance now that the Vietnam
‘War is over. Some overall increase in U.S,
development assistance in 1973 and 1874
would have the benefit of encouraging the
other developed countries to continue to in-
crease their development assistance alloca-
tions, as most have been doing in recent
years.

For the longer run, consideration still needs
to be given to the U.N. Development Decade
target of 1 per cent of GNP for resource
transfers through development assistance
and private foreign investment—a goal that
50 far has been largely ignored by the United
States, although & number of other developed
countries hve already attained it, or will do
by mid-decade. The target was made more
precise by the United Natlons in 1971, when
the General Assembly specified that a mini-
mum proportion of this 1 per cent of GNP—
0.7 per cent—should be in the form of official
development assistance (as distinguished
from private investment and export credits
on hard terms). Even the 0.7 per cent figure
is a crude target at best. It can include all
sorts of aid on concessional terms that is ex-
plicitly authorized for purposes such as dis-
posing of agricultural surpluses and provid-
ing economic assistance to embattled re.
gimes.

Proponents of the 0.7 per cent target claim,
with some merit, that a multinational effort
to ald developing countries requires a com-
mon yardstick for measuring that effort.
Members of the United Nations have ac-
cepted these targets, although some, includ-
ing the United States, have not committed
themselves to its achlevement by any spe-
cific date; these targets should be retained
until there is agreement on a reasonable al-
ternative. It should also be noted that the
goal was originally suggested by the United
States itself in the early 1060s.

By contrast, critics of the targets question
the political feasibility of a goal which even
today would require a doubling of U.S. for-
eign economic assistance. Moreover, other
items in the U.S. budget have to meet strict
test of need—that is, can the money be put
to wise use? The 1 per cent and the 0.7 per
cent targets are certainly valid measures of
ability to supply aid, but not of ability to
use It well. Thus they are often an object of
Congressional criticlsm.

In this debate, however, it is Important for
us to recall the basic issue of the U.S. stake
in working with the poor countries. The 0.7
per cent target has been accepted by the in=-
ternational community, and it has become
a touchstone of broader political relations
among countrles, Purthermore, there is also
a major misconception in the United States
about forelgn assistance. In fact, most such
assistance 1s not “ald” in the form of
“grants,” but actually comes back to the
United States in loan repayments and bene-
fits the United States by increasing demand
for U.B. goods.

The latter reverse flow of economic assist-
ance is particularly important. In fact, the
United States now has an excellent oppor-
tunity to meet two objectives at the same
time; to increase its contribution to develop-
ment, and thus come closer to the 0.7 per
cent target; and to increase its exports to
developing countries at the same time. In-
deed, the Export-Import Bank could—as is
already done at present by the Department
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of Agriculture with regard to the foreign sale
of agricultural products—usefully make
“goft” loans for the explicit purpose of fi-
nancing U.S. exports to those countries with
very low per capita incomes, for example,
under $150. These poorest developing coun-
tries, with a total population of about 1 bil-
lion, badly need goods for development.
Those which account for the great majority
of the one billion do actually have good long-
term development prospects, but are not at
present able to service a high volume of credit
on the Bank's regular terms. These easier
terms would be compatible with the delayed
repayment capacity of the less developed
countries and could be as soft as, say, 3 per
cent, with 30 years for repayment, and 8
years' grace on interest payments. Since
there 1s idle productive capacity in a number
of sectors in the United States and since in-
creased production reduces domestic social
costs such as unemployment compensation,
the budgetary cost to the United States of
such an Increased flow of export credits
could be very small indeed, and the real eco-
nomic cost might be nearly zero.

In the final analysis, the question of “How
much aid?” is not separable either from the
issue of the U.S. stake in cooperating with
the developing countries or from other issues
affecting resource flows, such as issues of
trade and monetary policy. As discussed
earlier, these other fiows—far more than aid
appropriations—determine the volume of re-
sources transferred to the developing coun-
tries. Thus if the markets of developed coun-
tries. were to be opened up, the developing
countries could earn billions of dollars more
annually in the form of exports by the late
1070s (see Chapter II). However, even if re-
source transfers were greatly increased under
the trade and monetary systems, this would
not meet the need of the developing coun-
tries for help in such flelds as population,
health, and education. But if these methods
of increasing resource transfers were to be-
come operative, then the requirements for
bilateral development assistance programs
might be far less than the U.N. target figures.

8. What is a better way to organize the
global community for development coopéra-
tion? This discussion leads to consideration
of the need for far more sophisticated ways
of assessing the progress of the poor coun-
tries, of determining their development
wants and needs, and of allocating resource
burdens among the rich. Further thought
needs to be given to the respective roles of
the World Bank and the United Nations
bodies, such as the Economic and Soclal
Council and the United Nations Development
Programme. At present the Bank has taken
over global leadership in the development
field—because of the default of other agen-
cles, the size of the Bank's staff and re-
sources, and the dynamism of its President.
But it 1acks universality because of the non-
representation of most “soclalist” countries,
and suffers from the under-representation of
developing countries as well as some devel-
oped countries, notably Japan, In its man-
agement. It also suffers from growing uncer-
tainty about the degree of support for a con-
tinued rapld expansion of its soft loans.

There is the strong possibility that a con-
tinued weakening of U.S. support for both
the World Bank and the U.N. development
agencies, as well as for bilateral ald to Africa
and much of Asia, could lead to the weaken-
ing of global machinery and to the enhance-
ment of regional blocs—in which Western
Europe would have strong Investment, trade,
and ald links with Africa, Japan with East
Asia, and the United States with Latin Amer-
fca. The resulting economic domination
might be disadvantageous not only for world
trade, but also for the political relations be-
tween the developed and developing coun-
trles when the latter see themselves In a
dependent relationship with the former.
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7. What balance should there be between
multilateral and bilateral assistance? There
is & broad but far from wuniversal consensus
in the United States that developed coun-
tries should provide more of their develop-
ment assistance through multilateral bank-
ing institutions, such as the World Bank and
the Inter-American Development Bank and
through International agencles such as the
United Natlons Development Programme.
Currently multilateral channels account for
about one fifth of development assistance.

However, there is a real debate about the
desirable extent and speed of this shift. For
example, the fact that bilateral ald programs
serve so many interests of individual de-
veloped countries makes it highly unlikely
that they will be phased out completely.
Thus the European countries and Japan have
been reluctant to shift too rapidly from
bilateral to multilateral assistance because
of the special commercial and foreign policy
interests served by their bllateral programs—
such as France's interest in French-speaking
Africa. The United States has these special
interests, too, exemplified by its agricultural
surplus disposal programs and by its develop-
ment assistance to Turkey, which is tied to
helping farmers shift out of poppy cultiva-
tion. For these reasons of special Interests
alone, therefore, bllateral assistance will be
continued for many years to come.

Furthermore, in the interest of advancing
development progress, 1t is also important
to remember that the U.S. bilateral develop-
ment assistance program can tap U.S. pro-
fessional and academic talents better than
can the international agencies. For all its
many limitations, the American bllateral
program has demonstrated greater admin-
istrative flexibility and ability to solve major
problems than multilateral and international
agencles have done so far.

However, because of the real benefits of
both a truly cooperative effort and of a lower
U.8. profile In the sensitive business of help-
ing a developing country with change and
progress, there is much to be sald for sup-
porting as rapid a development and expan-
sion of the multilateral institutions as they
are able to handle effectively, and without
their becoming, In effect, U.S. “fronts” be-
cause of a predominance in funding by the
United States.

This last point i1s an important one. After
all, shifting U.S. ald to multilateral institu-
tions too rapidly relative to increases In
funding by other contributors, would ralse
the percentage of U.S. funding. Such a
change would increase substantially the
danger that both the U.S. Administration
and Congress would insist that the multi-
lateral Institutions adhere to U.S. poliey
positions and operate in conformity with
standards set for U.S. Government depart-
ments—both of which demands, if acceded
to, could cripple these institutions.

Therefore, the principal limitation on ex-
panding funds for the International Develop~
ment Association (IDA)—the *soft"” loan
window of the World Bank—is the willing-
ness of all member governments to increase
their funding proportionately. For the next
IDA replenishment period, beginning in fiscal
year 1975, the United States should be pre-
pared to support another doubling of funds,
to an annual level of $1.6 billion. The U.S.
funding share might go down slightly below
its traditional 40 per cent to reflect primarily
Japan’s greater share of the total output of
the Western industrial nations. However, it
bears remembering that the United States
still produces more than 40 per cent of this
total, and U.S. per capita income is still dou-
ble the average for the other developed coun-
tries, There is certainly a need in the develop-
ing world for this aild, and its exzpansion
would increase the already high capacity of
the World Bank to perform a leadership and
administrative role which increases the effici-
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ency of the entire development effort. Both
the Inter-American Development Bank and
the Asian Development Bank—the latter of
which has yet to receive its first U.S. soft-
loan appropriation of $100 million to cover a
three-year period—should also be candidates
for expanded support.

By contrast, most of the U.N. technical as-
sistance programs should have their funding
increased at a slower rate for the immediate
future. This conclusion follows from the
study prepared by Sir Robert Jackson for the
United Nations in 1969. His report describes
some of the limitations of these programs
after their recent rapld expansion, including
the slowness with which decislons are made
to start projects, and the delays in execution.
Many of these problems still remain today.

Yet even if the maximum feasible support
is provided to multilateral institutions, by
1975 their needs for U.B. funds will still total
less than one third of the American disburse-
ments needed to maintain U.S, ald at its
present low state—a mere 0.31 per cent of
GNP, slated to drop even lower under funding
commitments already made. Thus, if the
United States desired to support a major de-
velopment effort, it would have to channel
this effort mainly through bilateral programs
for years to come. It is worth taking the time
in the next two years, therefore, to devise a
U.8. bileral economic ald program adequate
for the major needs of the 1970s.

B. What is the best way to organize for the
reconsiruction of Indochina? The ending of
the war in the Indochina countries will bring
with it the need for a major reconstruction
effort. President Nixon-has specifically men-
tioned a $7.5 billion reconstruction fund for
North Vietnam, South Vietnam, Cambodia,
and Laos. Whether this was envisioned as the
total for all contributions, or merely the U.S.
share of an international effort, the U.S. share
clearly will be large. There will be many dif-
ficulties. Will there be substantial low-level
violence in any of these countries? Will tradi-
tionally hostile countries work with one an-
other? Will Japan and other developed coun-
tries play a major role in reconstruction?

These questions highlight the problem of
finding the best way to work on reconstruc-
tion with the countries of Indochina. There
are several principal alternatives. One would
be to create a special United Nations entity,
as was done successfully in 1971 in the case
of Bangladesh relief, to administer the assist-
ance program for each of the Indochina
countries.

A second approach would be to provide
ald through country consortia—a proven and
effective technique which has been used in
such countries as India, Pakistan, Turkey,
and Indonesia. In this arrangement, the
World Bank chalirs and staffs the India con-
sortium, which on behsalf of its members
carries out the major dialogue with Indie on
pollcy issues. The World Bank also provides
the mechanism for reaching agreement or®
the common guldelines under which the in-
dividual countries and the World Bank pro-
vide their assistance. The OECD performs the
same function for the Turkey consortium. In
general, the consortium approach combines
the benefits of multilateral policy develop-
ment and negotiation with the implementa-
tion benefits of bilateral ald.

A third approach would be to provide as-
sistance under some form of relationship to a
United Nations-sponsored regional organi-
zation created by the affected countries,
such as a new Mekong Commission or a
broadened and strengthened Mekong Com-
mittee, which would serve a role somewhat
analogous to that of the Organization for
Eurgpean Economic Co-operation (OEEC) in
Europe for the Marshall Plan. All aid could
be provided under its auspices, with bilateral
aid from the United States and other coun-
tries provided to individual countries
through consortia authorized and operating
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under guldelines established by the regional
structure. There could be different groupings
of donors for each country. Thus, the Asian
Development Bank might serve in the man-
agerial role for the South Vietnam con-
sortium, the World Bank for 'the Cambodia
consortium, and a single country—such as
Russia, China, or Japan—{for the North Viet-
nam consortium. And there might be a
sizable special fund for major Mekong River
projects benefiting two or more countries
directly under the supervision of the regional
mechanism, and administered for it by either
the World Bank or the Asian Development
Bank.

There may now be an opportunity to use
the large amount of funds likely to be avail-
able not only to reconstruct individual coun-
tries, but also to help create and strengthen
structures for increasing cooperation by
countries of the region, just as the OEEC
provided the Initial nucleus out of which the
Common Market later developed. The
regional mechanism might be built around
all the countries with a stake in the Mekong
River Basin—namely, North and Bouth Viet-
nam, Laos, Cambodia, and Thailand., While
no part of North Vietnam is in the Mekong
River Basin, in the past it has been deeply
involved economically with the countries
of the Basin; North Vietnam could also be a
major user of hydroelectric power produced
on the Mekong.

The administrative device which is chosen
should reflect some estimate of the course of
events In Indochina. Thus, if the Indochina
settlement is primarily a cease-fire to permit
U.S. disengagement, and if the United States
wishes to remain as far removed &s pos-
sible from further involvement in Indochina,
U.N. administration of the entire program
would offer the major advantage that the
United States would not be directly involved.
Unfortunately, it is reasonable to expect from
past experience that a U.N. agency would be
strong in terms of providing relief but rela-
tively weak as a mechanism for long-term
reconstruction and development.

Alternatively, if a genulne compromise set-
tlement is reached, and if it 1s important
to implement the reconstruction effort quick-
1y and effectively in order to provide all the
parties with a stake in continued peace, then
there will be a strong case not only for using
the consortium technigue, but also for ad-
ministering the assistance and managerial
consortia under the broad umbrella of the
U.N.-sponsored, reglonally created mech-
anism described earlier. Reljance solely on
the consortium technigue could lead to the
tragic result of a massive assistance effort,
which was successful in individual countries,
but which left them at each others' throats,
as in the past. If the OEEC type of role is
too ambitious for a group of countries which
have recently finished warring against each
other, an alternative would be an enhanced
Mekong Committee, having the major special
fund described abaove and charged, formally
or informally, with undertaking an active
role in reglonal planning, exchange of infor-
mation about country development plans,
and the plans and performance of individual
country consortia.

Combining the regional and consortium ap-
proaches into one of the various forms has
the merit of Increased self-help through re-
glonal cooperation. It would also have the
merit of the Mekong label; U.N. sponsorship;
burden-sharing with the U.S.SR. and China
(as well as Western Europe and -Japan);
participation of the World Bank and the
Aslan Development Bank; and a non-ideoclog-
ical, peaceful forum of cooperation for de-
velopment which might eventually flower
into a permanent regional framework for the
five countries of the Mekong Basin area.

But such a mechanism cannot be created
instantly, particularly since some time may
be required for all local hostilities to end and
for passions to subside. To meet immediate

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

needs, during the first year, existing U.S.
bilateral programs for Vietnam, Cambodia,
and Laos probably will need to be continued
and a Bangladesh-type U.N. agency created
to meet urgent relief and rehabilitation. How-
ever, some form of increased regional co-
operation will be needed before the first year
is out. It will be required not only for the
future harmony and progress of the region,
but also for generating and sustaining sub-
stantial amounts of assistance from countries
which may otherwise be Inclined to down-
grade Indochina ald all too soon before the
needed level of reconstruction and develop-
ment has been achieved.

9. What short-term and long-term changes
are needed in our legislative and managerial
structure for development cooperation? The
legislative and managerial structure of the
U.B. bilateral economic ald program needs to
be reviewed to determine whether it is ap-
propriate to the needs of the new era that
lies ahead. However, as stated at the outset,
certain obvious steps can be taken now with-
out prejudice to the conclusions of any over-
all review.

Pirst, with the passing of the cold war
era, security assistance should be separated
from development assistance, both in legis-
lation and in management (see Chapter VI).
This separation is needed not only to help
regain support for development aild among
many people in the church, academic, and
youth communities, but also to avoid the
public confusion which stems from endless
newspaper stories which subsume the two
quite distinet forms of assistance under the
single term “forelgn ald.” Corruption and
other misuses of ald are for the most part
by-products of security ald, but the result-
ing press stories tar economic development
aid as well. Managerially, no part of security
assistance should continue to be the primary
responsibility of the development agency.

Second, in view of the growing need for
an overall development policy, the principal
administrator of development assistance
(now the Administrator of the U.S. Agency
for International Development) should have
a major role in formulating all U.S. pro-
grams which bear in important ways on de-
velopment cooperation. There is much to be
sald for shifting the supervision of U.S. par-
ticipation in U.N. assistance programs such
as UNDP from the Bureau of Internal Or-
ganization Affairs in the State Department
to AID itself. The ATID Administrator should
also have a far greater say in U.S. relations
with the multilateral development institu-
tlons such as the World Bank. Today, rela-
tions with these development institutions are
virtually a Treasury preserve. The AID Ad-
ministrator should also sit on the Interna-
tional Economic Pollcy Council in the White
House, which is the coordinating point for
all U.8. economic policy affecting develop-
ing as well as developed countries. In gen-
eral, there Is a need for a single U.S. spokes-
man for development, as there was during
the Marshall Plan era. This also means that
AID itself should pav more attention to
major U.S. Government actions, outside
AID’s current perspective, which affect de-
velopment. This change will require changes
in the composition of its staff.

Third, there should be another two-year
authorizati~n for development assistarce at
a level at least sufficlent to encourage the
still growing development assistance of West~
ern Europe and Japan. The Congress in 1973
and 1974 should then join with the Execu-
tive Branch in studylng the future of de-
velopment assistance. Legislative action
could then follow in the relative calm of the
new Congress in 1975, with, hopefully, strong
leadership from the Executive Branch and
particularly from the President. This strong
executive leadership is indispensable if Con-
gress is to vote appropriations for develop-
ment assistance that are both sizable and
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unencumbered by special provisions that re-
strict the quality and value of aid.

A major issue to be resolved by 1974 is the
way in which the United States should or-
ganize its bilateral development assistance
program. Should it follow the prescriptions of
the Peterson Report and divide further the
administration of the program among sev-
eral agencies? Or should it, as many observ-
ers urge, integrate the several existing parts
of the program relating primarily to devel-
opment cooperation (such as the Overseas
Private Investment Corporation, the Peace
Corps, the Inter-American Foundation, and
AID), while separating itself from primary
responsibility for administering security as-
sistance, programs for the disposal of agri-
cultural surpluses, and export credits—which
do not have development cooperation as
their primary purpose? Such an approach
would gather about one third to one half of
present U.S. official development assistance
funds—or about $1.5 billion (not Including
funding for Indochina reconstruction)—into
one administative entity which would be able
to focus exclusively on development and re-
lated reconstruction and humanitarian as-
sistance. The scale of its funding could be
reduced by several hundred million dollars if
a separate, major, and “soft" export credit
capabllity were established for the poorest
developing countries. If such an integrated
agency were created, there would be a serles
of subordinate questions: What operating
methods should the bilateral development
assistance program follow? For example,
should it have more employees on a contract
basis and fewer on a direct-hire basls?
Should the program be more aggressive or
more deferential to the development policy
decisions of recipient countries? Should it
concentrate on a few fields of activity, such
as rural development, family planning,
health, and education—as opposed to a
broader approach? Should special arrange-
ments be made to give it maximum efficiency
in advancing development goals—such as
continuity of funding, untying of commodity
purchases, and flexibility in determining
when to use grants instead of loans?

These are all serious and difficult questions.
But only by posing them, and finding an-
swers, can the United States expect to shape
a bilateral economic aid program that will
be adequate for the next few years, that will
avold many of the problems of the past, and
that will again make U.S. leadership possible
in this area.

CONCLUSIONS

U.8. development ald funds are grudgingly
appropriated by the Congress. At best, they
comprise but a small fraction of the external
resources available to poor countries. Secur-
ing them takes a toll on the President’s rela-
tions with Congress and—Iin some instances—
on U.S. bilateral relations with poor coun-
tries, Is it worth a major effort to set U.S.
development assistance programs on a
sounder footing? Certainly, if they are to be
continued, they should be improved, and
the alternative—the unilateral killing of
U.S. development assistance—is far too un-
attractive to be a real alternative at all.

In sum, the case for continuing U.S. de-
velopment ald rests on four simple proposi-
tions:

1. The United States should want the poor
countries to succeed, for self-interest as well
as humanitarian reasons;

2. Development ald, although small, can
help poor countries in ways that other re-
sources cannot do as well;

3. Development assistance costs the United
States relatively little, whether the: cost is
measured In terms of the balance of pay-
ments, the U.S. budget, or real resource
costs;

4. Providing development assistance gains
at least two Important windfall benefits for
the United States: first, development ald
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helps make possible the export surplus which
the United States enjoys with the poor coun=-
tries, and which at present we want in order
to maintain high employment in our econ-
omy; second, it helps promote an accept-
able image for the TUnited States in the
world. For whatever it is worth—and many
Americans belleve this is important even
apart from any considerations of increasing
interdependence—the opinion other people
have of the richest nation on earth would
plummet if we did not carry our share of
the development assistance programs for the
developing world.
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INTRODUCTION OF LEAD AND ZINC
ACT

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

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, joined by
16 other Members of the House, I am
introducing a bill which would encourage
stability in the American lead and zinc
industries and which would encourage
increased investment in lead and zinc
production facilities in this country.

This bill, the Lead and Zine Act, is al-
most identical to a bill which was intro-
duced last August by Mr. AspiNALL and a
number of cosponsors. Before I explain
the main provisions of the bill, I would
like to touch briefly on the problems of
our lead and zinc industries,

In introducing a bill to suspend for 2
years the duty on zinc contained in ores
and concentrates, Representative UrLman
has noted the difficulties of the American
zinc smelting industry. I simply would
add that this industry has undergone a
45-percent loss of capacity in several
years' time, and that our zinc mining in-
dustry, which is losing the processing out-
lets for its product, produced less ore and
concentrates last year than in any year
since 1961.

This country has large, good quality
lead ore reserves. Domestic lead mine
production has increased, but the in-

crease probably would have been greater
had investment conditions been better,

especially for lead smelting, Healthy min-
ing and healthy smelting industries go
hand in hand, and during the last 3 years
two out of eight U.S. lead smelters have
shut down.

Because of the closure of U.S. lead
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smelters, U.S. lead mines, in order ‘to
keep going, have exported ores and con-
centrates. At the same time the United
States has been importing higher priced
lead metal, about 250,000 tons last year.
This, of course, is damaging to our bal-
ance of payments.

Lead imports now account for about 25
percent of U.S. consumption. Zinc im-
ports account for about 45 percent of
consumption. Last year imports of lead
and zinc ores, concenfrates and metal
added over $300 million to our balance-
of-payments deficit. During the past 15
years the United States has spent al-
most $3 billion on such imports, and over
the next 15 years an estimated $7 billion
will be spent unless corrective action is
taken.

While the United States closes facili-
ties and increases its imports, other
countries are expanding production,
especially of zinc metal. For example, 15
zine smelters and refineries are sched-
uled to be expanded or constructed in
Canada, Europe, Japan, and less de-
veloped countries. Only one very modest
zinc smelter expansion has been an-
nounced for the United States.

The smelters which have been closed
in the United States were older instal-
lations confronting, in many instances,
environmental problems, although the
closures have heen hastened by new con-
struction abroad. Our foreign competi-
tors have also closed older installations,
but they have been able to replace their
facilities and, in effect, many of ours too.

Mr. Speaker, the American lead and
zinc markets are the largest national
markets in the world, our reserves are
larger than those found in the countries
of Western Europe and Japan, and our
mines are better located than many for-
eign mines. Why is it, then, that foreign
producers are able to undertake new in-
vestments when American producers are
unable to do so?

A principal reason is that foreign gov-
ernments encourage their minerals and
metals producers through various forms
of assistance, including substantial sub-
sidies, tax holidays, and important con-
tributions to exploration costs.

Most of the lead and zinc smelters and
refineries which are being constructed
in Western Europe, Japan, and Canada
are benefiting from government grants
or subsidized loans. In Ireland, where
important mine expansions are occur-
ring, the government extends to mine
operators a 15-year tax holiday from cor-
porate and income taxes. In the United
Kingdom the government has announced
a large-scale program to subsidize indus-
try and a $120-million program to help
meet exploration costs. In still other
countries States-owned companies pro-
duce lead and zinc at low levels of
profitability or perhaps at a loss.

Mr. Speaker, the bill which I am in-
troducing today would help to offset the
advantages which foreign lead and zine
producers enjoy as the result of the pol-
icies of their governments. It would cre-
ate fairer conditions for trade in these
commodities, and it would allow Ameri-
can producers to compete with foreign
producers on a more equitable basis.

The Lead and Zinc Act would amend
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the tariff schedules of the United States
to provide for rates of duty higher than
present rates after certain quantitative
levels of imports have been reached in
a calendar quarter. It would put no ab-
solute limitations on the importation of
the lead and zine materials and articles
specified in the act, and it makes no re-
ference to individual exporting countries.

The quantitative levels proposed in this
bill are moderate. They bear reasonable
relation to current import requirements
of metals and of ores needed by our in-
dustries to supplement current levels of
domestic mine and smelter production.

Consequently, the higher rates of duty
would apply only at points where, with-
out, their imposition, U.S. production
could be displaced by imports in excess
of real need. The bill recognizes the un-
fortunate need for increased imports of
zinc metal by raising the qguantitative
level on ‘zinc metal imports by almost
40 percent over the limitation in the biil
introduced last year.

In addition the lead and Zine Act
would require the gquantitative levels on
lead and zinc metal imports to be adjust-
ed every 2 years to reflect changes in
consumption. Foreign producers, there-
fore, would share in any inerease in con-
sumption in the U.S. market.

The Lead and Zinc Act would not run
counter to the zinc ore duty suspen-
sion’ bill introduced by Representative
Uriman, It would not do so because it
provides that imports of zinc contained
in ores and concentrates ordinarily shall
be entered free of duty up to a guanti-
tative level of 120,000 tons per calendar
quarter. Beyond that level the present
rate of duty would be reimposed, but I
should note that the quantitative level is
well above our current import needs for
zinc ores and concentrates.

Mr. Speaker, current developments in
our lead and zinc industries damage our
balance of payments, jeopardizes our
national security, and are costing us job
opportunities. The bill which I am intro-
ducing today would encourage increased
investment in American lead and zinc
production facilities. It would be, I be-
lieve, fully in accord with the Mining
and Minerals Policy Act of 1970—Public
Law 91-631—which calls for economi-
cally sound and stable domestic mining
and metals industries and the orderly
and economic development of domestic
mineral resources.

Mr. Speaker, I hope that many Mem-
bers of the House will find the bill worth-
while and will give it their support.

HOSPITAL ACCREDITATION PROB-
LEMS: CONTINUED

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

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr, Speaker, in the Con-
GRESSIONAL REecorp of March Tth, I in-
cluded material in connection with my
several bills providing for a reorganiza-
tion of the hospital accreditation system
of this country. I made particular use of
some remarks made by Mr. Kenneth Wil-
liamson, who is now the Washington
consultant for the American Protestant
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Hospital Association. Mr, Williamson has
furnished me with a statement of con-
cern by that organization relating to the
many problems which face all hospitals
across the country, and I bring that
statement to your attention today. I am
sure our colleagues will find the state-
ment of more than casual interest.

The statement follows:

AMERICAN PROTESTANT HOSPITAL ASSOCIA-
TION—STATEMENT OF CONCERN

Conflict of interest is now being assoclated
directly with a hosplital’s responsibility to the
public. The church affiliated hospital is ex-
pected to have an absolutely *pure” record
on that score and further, the Protestant
church hospital is expected by the public
to accept this as a Christian ethic by which
they will live.

It is now anticipated that the federal gov-
ernment will begin to take a very hard look
at present practices within hospitals. It be-
hooves us all to study immediately all rela-
tionships existing in our institutions so as
to make sure that they do not in fact permit
a conflict of interest to exist. Our measure of
possible conflict must be how every relation-
ship would appear to the public and not
simply that of a legal justification.

There are at least four primary levels of
possible conflict to be considered:

The Board of Trustees (Governing Body);
the Administration, the Medical Staff, and
the Department Heads.

The pattern and tone of all relationships
must be established by the Board of Trustees
and in all areas of the Board's activity, the
broad question is whether the Trustee's
position on the Board is used by him so as
to result in profit to him or his company
through the purchase of any service or prod-
uct by the hospital.

At the very least, there should be a full
record of open bidding, but in certain cir-
cumstances, even this may not be sufficient.

The areas in question may include finances
and investments, construction, insurance,
laundry, housekeeping, supplies, foods, light
and heat, et cetera. The Board may have
to consider the wvery difficult guestion of
members of the medical stafl' practicing in
the hospital, serving on the Board and the
obvious confiict of interest that can result.

Any practice by the hospital of providing
Free or Part Pay hospital care to Board
members, Medical Stafl members, the Clergy
and their familles is seen by the public as
constituting a conflict of interest and an
unfair practice if the cost of such unpaid
service is in any way made up by the paying
patients.

The role and interest of the Medical Staff
needs to be appraised in light of any possible
confilct of interest. The growing patterns of
physicians being related to the hospital un-
der various contractural arrangements
should be looked at very carefully. This
will be especlally true where it appears that
the hospital contracts with individuals so
as to result in substantial profits to such
persons.

The rules governing the activities of
the Administrator (chief executive officer)
should be set by the Board and seen in light
of the rules the Board sets for itself. If the
Board condones conflict of interest in its
own practices, it may well find expression in
other relationships in the institutlons.

Part time service from an administrator
who is employed on a full time salaried basis
may be an example of a conflict of interest.
If the Board sanctions the administrator
supplementing his income by working for
others during the regular work week, such
earnings should be equated to the remunera-
tion pald him by the hospital. It should
further be determined whether such outside
activities necessitates the hospital employ=
ing additional administrative support with a
resultant greater cost to patients.
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Any practice of the administrator or other
employee selling services or products to the
hospital or serving on the boards of organiza-
tions which do s0 should be looked at very
carefully as a possible conflict of interest.

The administrator is responsible for judg-
ing the activities of department heads. Their
full time salaried employment and accept-
ance of part time service for the hospital so
as to permit them to do outside work for pay
should be looked at in light of a conflict of
interest. Serving as private consultants to
other institutions in the area of their par-
ticular specialty is an example of question-
able practice. The rules guiding such mat-
ters should be set forth in any employment
agreement agreed to at time of employment,

Every Protestant Church related institu-
tion is urged to establish a formal means for
a thorough appraisal of all their practices so
that if any need for change is found, it is
undertaken now.

Approved by the Board of Trustees Febru-
ary 4, 1973.

TELEVISION VIOLENCE

(Mr. MURPHY of New York asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks at this point in the Recorp and
to include extraneous matter.)

Mr. MURPHY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, for much too long I have shared
with other Members of this body and the
general public an extreme concern for
the amount of violence being thrust upon
television viewers. This concern extends
to all viewers, but is most acute when
thought of in terms of the numbers of
children each day who are being exposed
to muggings, shoot-outs, and other hein-
ous crimes while innocently sitting in
their living rooms. It is estimated that a
normal American child is exposed to
nearly a million and a quarter of such
televised crimes during his childhood and
adolescent years. Furthermore, a recent
Surgeon General’s committee report, re-
leased a year ago, has concluded that
there exists a “causal link” between vio-
lence on television and violence in society.

And yet I am much disturbed to re-
port that in the face of acute concern
and mounting scientific verification,
there has been no substantial action by
the FCC regarding this ongoing problem.
I have introduced a joint resolution this
session which would direct the FCC to
investigate the effects of the display of
violence in television programs. There is
no doubt that such an investigation
would be greatly aided by a universally
accepted data base showing the amounts
of violence being aired by each individual
station across the Nation.

It has come to my attention that there
is now pending before the FCC a peti-
tion for rulemaking which would require
just such a list of violent episodes shown
on entertainment programs during a
representative week. The list would be
incorporated as part of the regular
broadcast station requirements for
license renewal. Such logs of violent inci-
dents would then be available, not only
to the FCC, but also to Members of Con-
gress, social scientists, and any con-
cerned public citizen. The petition was
prepared and submitted by a group of
George Washington University Law
students organized as VIOLENT—
viewers intent on listing violent epi-
sodes on nationwide television—under
the direction of Prof. John Banzhaf III.
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The FCC is presently accepting letters
of comment regarding the petition, and
I would like to include it in the REcorD
at this time in order that concerned

citizens may read it:
[Before the Federal Communications Com-
mission, Washington, D.C. 20554]

In THE MATTER oF: REVIsiON oF Forms 301
AND 303 oF RENEWAL APPLICATION To RE-
QUIRE A VIOLENCE LISTING SYSTEM SUB-
MITTED BY THE LICENSEE

To: The Commission.

PETITION FOR RULEMAKING
Precis

Television, America's most Important
means of mass communiecation, must share
in the responsibility for the current soaring
crime rates. Television has made murder
seem like child’'s play; shoot-outs and slug-
fests are presented as everyday occurrsnces
in modern life,

The adverse effect of televised violence was
definitively documented last year for the first
time by the report of the Surgeon General's
Conrmittee on Televised Violence. The report
explicitly stated that televised violence can
cause mimicking and imitation in real life
among viewers, particularly children. Just as
children learn the alphabet from .Sesame
Street, they can learn the violent facts of
real life from programs like Manniz or Adam-
12,

Now that it is known that there 1s a causal
link between televised violence and violence
in socliety, a system is needed for the public
to learn just how much violence is being
broadcast by television stations. In this peti-
tion, a self-administered violence listing sys-
tem is presented for the Commission’s con-
sideration. Under the system, stations will be
required to list the violent episodes broad-
cast during the Commission’s composite
week. The findings of the listing system will
then be available to the public.

The proposal steers clear of the censor-
ship prohibitions of Section 326 of the Fed-
eral Communications Act. All that is asked
for is information. Approval of the proposal
should not be seen as a step towards banning
all violence on ‘television or limiting Iit.
Rather, the proposal should be seen as a way
for the public to learn more about what is
being broadcast. Hopefully, armed with that
knowledge, everyone will be able to do some-
thing about the causes of violence in our
soclety.
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Introduction

Pursuant to 6 U.S.C. 8553, the statutory
authority, and 47 C.F.R. section 1, 40 (a) the
Commission authority, VIOLENT (Viewers
Intent On Listing Violent Episodes on Na-
tionwide Television), a group of students
from George Washington Law School, as
members of the general public, respectful-
1y request that the Commission expand its
requirements regarding application for and
renewal of television broadcast licenses to in-
clude & listing system of all violent episodes
aired by each station in the course of enter-
tailnment programming during the composite
week. VIOLENT is convinced that such a rule
would be well within the Commission’s pow-
er to act in the public interest under S303
(1), (g), (j) of the Communication Act of
1834 and would not be a violation of Sec-
tion 326 of the Act.

The problem

There now exists a large, long standing,
and growing sector of the public concerned
over the effects of television violence on the
behavior of viewers. For well over a decade,
numerous committees and Congressional in-
quiries have pointed accusing fingers in the
direction of televised violence. As early as
1860 and 1964, Senator Thomas Dodd’s (D.
Conn.) Senate Subcommittee on Juvenile De-
linquency conducted hearings on the rela-
tlonship of television violence to juvenile
delinquency. In 1968, the National Commis-
sion on the Causes and Prevention of Vio-
lence chaired by Milton Eisenhower, sug-
gested that there is “a strong probability
that a high incidence of violence in enter-
tainment programs is contributing to unde-
sirable attitudes and even to violence in
society.” ?

In 1969, further attention was focused on
television in hearings held by Senator John
Pastore’s Communieations Subcommittee. As
a result of these hearings, the Surgeon Gen-
eral was Instructed to appoint a committee
of distinguished men and women from what-
ever professions and disciplines he deemed
appropriate to conduct a study to establish
the effects, if any, of televised violence on
children.

After nearly three years of study and of
continued violence on television, the Sur-
geon General released his report in Janu-
ary, 1972. The report consisted of five vol-
umes of studles plus one summary volume
of conclusions. The Surgeon General's Com-
mittee reached two basic but Incontroverta-
ble conclusions:

First, violence depicted on television can
immediately or shortly thereafter induce
mimicking or copying by children. Second,
under certain circumstances, television vio-
lence can instigate an increase in aggressive
acts.?

The work of the Surgeon General’s Com=
mittee centered on both short-run causa-
tion studies of aggression among some chil-
dren and fleld studies demonstrating that
extensive viewing of violence precedes some
long-term manifestation of aggressive be-
havior. In an overview of most recent re-
search on the relationship between children's
viewing and their aggressive behavior, Rob-
ert M. Liebert in Television and Social Learn-
ing (Vol. 2 of the Report) states that the
following assumptions can be made from the
accumulated data:

1. It has been shown convincingly that

Footnotes at end of article,
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children are exposed to a substantial amount
of violent content on television, and that
they can remember and learn from such
exposure.

2. Correlational studies have discussed a
regular assoclation between aggressive tele-
vision viewing and a variety of measures of
aggression employing impressively broad
samples in terms of range of economic back-
ground and geographic and family character-
istics.

3. Experimental studles preponderantly
support the hypothesis that there iz a di-
rectional, causal link between exposure to
television violence and an observer's subse-
quent behavior.®

Additional studies contained in the second
volume of the report, Television and Social
Learning, expand on these conclusions. One
study by professors Stein and Friedrich
found that the effects of televised violence
upon children is subject to certain cultural
and soclological factors. Children from lower
socio-economic classes with a narrow range
of experience respond more to all types of
television than do children who have a wider
range of experience.*

Research done on pre-school children by
Harold Stevenson ylelded the following re-
sults. A child can learn a varlety of unigue
aggressive responses by observing adult ag-
gression. After the initial learning occurs,
the degree of response increases with pro-
longed observation. These effects are not
short-term but endure for at least six
months past the testing period. Finally,
Stevenson concludes that children appear
to learn more from observing violence that
they are normally willing to display under
ordinary circumstances.®

Aggression does not appear to be the only
response to observation of violent television,
although this has been the focus of most
testing. An aggressive response is a threat to
the individual himself as well as to soclety.
A few studies, however, have explored the
acvers:. eflects of televised violence upon
children who do not exhibit a highly aggres-
sive response, Scientists have found that tele-
vised violence may cause aggression anxiety
with a decline in aggressive behavior in some
children and adults.®

It must be emphasized that most of these
studles do not only explore the effects of
violence on television, Television has also
been studied as an instrument for good. Re-
search shows that children exposed to pro-
social programs (Le. Misterogers Neighbor-
hood and Sesame Street) showed greater
levels of positive behavior than those chil-
dren exposed to any other type of pro-
gramming.?

The summary volume of the Surgeon Gen-
eral’'s Committee Report concluded:

Thus, the two sets of findings converse in
three respects; a preliminary and tentative
indication of causal relation between viewing
vioclence on television and aggressive be-
havior; an indicatlon that any such causal
relation operates only on some children, who
are predisposed to be aggressive; and an in-
dication that it operates only In some en-
vironmental contexts.®

The Report’s findings were presented in
hearings before Senator Pastore's Subcom-
mittee in March, 1872. During the hearings,
the Surgeon General, Dr. Jesse Steinfeld, un-
equivocally stated regarding the report:

The data on social phenomena such as tel-
evision and viclence and/or aggressive be-
havior will never be clear enough for all social
sclentists to agree on the formulation
of a succinct statement of causality. But,
there comes a time when the data are suffi-
cient to justify action. That time has come?

When asked for specific recommendations
as to the course of action to be taken, the
Surgeon General suggested the use of a rat-
ing system for violence.!* Senator Pastore en-
dorsed the Surgeon General's proposal and
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stated, “What has been accomplished will be
lost if we do not proceed erpeditiously and
effectively.” * (emphasis added)

At the same Senate Subcommittee Hear-
ings, Congressman John Murphy (D. New
York) commented on the valldity of the evi-
dence presented in the Surgeon General's
study by saying:

Based on my discussions with the experts
in th!s field, I feel that an objective reading
of the sclentific evidence will force us to the
conclusion that T.V. fare as presently con-
stituted is harmful to our children.?®

As @ possible solution to the harm, a mem-
ber of the Surgeon General's Committee, Dr.
Ithiel de Sola Pool of the Massachusetts In-
stitute of Technology, endorsed the idea of
some type of on-going auditing of television
violence at the hearings. Dr. de Sola Pool
stated, “I would like to associate myself with
a suggestion . . . for a continuous monitor-
ing of the amount of viclence on televi-
slon."

Among the representatives of the broad-
casting industry to testify in the hearing was
Mr. Julian Goodman, President of the Na-
tional Broadcasting Company. In response to
questioning from Senator Pastore, Mr. Good-
man stated, “Of course, we agree with you
that the time for action has come. And, of
course, we are willing to co-operate In any
way together with the rest of the industry.” 1

There are others concerned about the level
of television violence., In a joint review of the
Surgeon General's report, former White
House aide, Douglas Cater, and author, Ste-
phen Strickland, write:

In their (program producers) incessant
quest for program material, there is a com-
pulsion to supply enough ‘action’ to keep the
TV sets turned on. Violence, it would seem,
serves as a punctuation and way of bridling
the pause for commercials.1®

In Szptember of 1972, a presidentially ap-
pointed group of advertising executives rec-
ommended that advertisers, advertising agen-
cles and broadcasters help reduce violence
in programming and advertising. The group,
an advertising and promotion subcommittee
of the National Business Council for Con-
sumer Affairs, in a report entitled “Violence
and the Media,"” said:

To the extent that depiction of violence
in media may contribute to the encourage-
ment of violence, those of us who bear any
responsibility for media presentation must
be concerned.®

What do average Americans think about
violence on television and in society? Over
23,000 viewers recently responded to a Parade
Magazine survey on television violence.’ The
overwhelming response to the survey demon-
strates public concern over the violent con-
tent of present programming. Such concern
is Justified and understandable. A look &t
portions of the Washington area television
programming schedule will illustrate this
point. On weekday mornings and early after-
noons, quiz shows and soap operas dominate
the alr waves, but by 4:00 the viewing audi-
ence is considerably younger. Therefore “ac-
tlon" (lLe. violent) programs take over. On
WTOP Channel 9 at 4:00 P.M. children are
greeted with the cops and robbers classic of
Dragnet. On the same channel at 4:30 Wild,
Wild West, a James Bond-type western, is
shown. This program is so violent that it
induced the Foundation to Improve Televi-
slon to attempt to persuade the Commission
to revoke the station’s license for showing it.

In addition to a regular line-up of violent
serials, the Washington area child is exposed
to movies replete with violence. On January
6, 1973 at 12:00 noon, a time generally con-
ceded to be prime children's time, WDCA
Channel 20 presented a movie called “The
Glant Leeches.” The basic plot of this movie

consisted of showing 20 foot long leeches

Footnotes at end of article,
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graphically sucking the blocd from a serles
of human victims.

Are these isolated examples? Unfortunately
we have no way of knowing, since there is
no nationwide inventory of the amount of
violence shown by each individual station.

On the other hand, with regard to violence
in real life, figures do exist and these crime
figures have been rising steadily in recent
years. Such figures stand alongside recent
Gallup Poll findings that violence has be-
come & chief concern of the American pub-
lic. * Furthermore, many crimes show a re-
markable resemblance to television crimes.
On January 4, 1973 this point was driven
home to 238 passengers aboard a TWA flight
from Madrid to New York. An anonymous
caller told airline officials in Madrid that
he had placed a pressure bomb on the plane
which would detonate on descending to a
level of 3,200 ft. Fortunately the plane was
directed to high altitude Rapid Clty, South
Dakota where it landed safely. No bomb was
found. It was just a sick extortionist’s plot.
This crime has never been committed as
described until the showing of the television
program, “The Doomsday Flight” in 1966. The
plot of that program, a pressure bomb on a
passenger jet, has been coplied three times
since it was first shown. One of these inci-
dents occurred in Australla, less than a
month after the program was first broad-
cast there. When asked about the most re-
cent attempt at mimicking *“The Doomsday
Flight,” its author, Rod Serling, told report-
ers, *Yes I wrote the story, but to my undy-
ing regret.” »

Once again there are those who will say
that these are isolated examples. The simple
truth is that we have no idea how much
neighborhood crime is caused by local T.V.
because we have no idea how much violent
programming exists on each station. The
public has a right to such necessary informa-
tion. Additional time should not be wasted
in giving it to them,

Senator Howard Cannon (D. Nev.) summed
up many citizens' outrage over the continued
saturation of television with violence when
he said in the Senate Subcommittee hear-
ings:

S0 we need to do something affirmatively
and specifically and do it now. Not wait un-
til three years from now for the comple-
tion of another study. I think this subject
has been pretty well studied to death.®

The lack of immediate action

Despite the beliefs of the Surgeon General,
members of Congress, scientists, and a large
sector of the public that the time has come
to ascertain the amount of vioclence on tele-
vision, no substantial or affirmative action
has been taken since the rhetoric of March
1972. Commission Chalrman Burch assured
Senator Pastore at that time that extensive
hearings would be held to inform the Com-
mission on the subject of viclence on tele-
vision.®* Hearings were held on children’s
television in October 1972, but they did not
address the violence issue.=®

Therefore, the present situation is that
violence on television has long been one of
the stated major concerns of the Commis-
sion, and yet the Commission remains unin-
formed as to even the most fundamental
data on the quantity of violence shot into
living rooms through the tubes of family
television sets.

As a belated response to the Pastore hear-
ings in August of 1872, a million dollar study
was commissioned by the National Institute
of Mental Health to devise a violence in-
dexing system. This report will not be ready
until 19762 There is no assurance that the
findings of this study will result in any ac-
tion. Even then, its won't be ready
for implementation for several more Yyears.
The public is being asked again to simply
walt. For what and for how long are gques-
tions which once agaln remain unanswered.
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Meanwhile the industry's action in this
area has been hopelessly inadequate. Al-
though broadcasters appear to have reduced
the amount of violence on what is mislead-
ingly labeled *“children’s television,” they
have done nothing to curb the general level
of violence shown on the air, Children’s view-
ing is not limited to Saturday morning and
after school broadcasting, Even pre-school
children spend a good deal of time watching
programs designed for more mature audi-
ences. Our study has shown that first graders
spent 40% of their viewing time watching
dramatic programming aired between 4 and
10 P.M.»* Two researchers for the Surgeon
General'’s Report, Lyle and Hoffman, found
that at least one third of sixth graders
studled were still watching at 10 P.M., and
as many as a quarter might still be viewing
until 11 PM.=

Despite the [ndustry’s clalms that all
televised violence has been decreasing, Dr.
George Gerbner has recently announced that
his measurements show a violence increase in
the 1971-1972 television season. This increase
reversed the decline in violence levels of
previous years.® Gerbner's statement sup-
ports the findings of the Surgeon General's
Committee that television violence “peaks”
every four years. The Commission had found
that the last violence peak was In 19675
Therefore, the well-publicized decline of
violence levels on television since 1967 can
be attributed to a cyclical violence trend
rather than to positive media control, as
can the subsequent rise now noted.

VIOLENT'"s seeks to represent that portion
of the public who, In the best interests of
themselves and their children, cannot walt
four more years to find out what they already
know. In the words of the Surgeon General's
mandate: the time for action is now. The two
year old child who watched violence on
television in 1960 when Senator Dodd held his
first hearing has already reached puberty and
will be an adult, voting member of society
by the projected release date of the NIMH
study. By then, one entire generation will
have been exposed to the proven ill effects of
violent programming without anyone having
the knowledge of which stations, programs or
time slots have caused this exposure.

The exact effects of televised violence may
remain unknown, but the extent of the ex-
posure cannot be underestimated. The aver-
age adult watches television for approxi-
mately two hours daily.® One study by
Stein and Friedrich estimates that nursery
school children average almost flve hours per
day viewing time with an increase through
elementary school, and then a gradual de-
crease to the two hour adult level ®

Even assuming a conservative estimate of
approximately three hours daily and using
George Gerbner's 1967-1969 average of 7.4
violent episodes per hour,” our two year
old child of 1960 will have been exposed to
1,215,450 violent Incidents on television by
1875. The cumulative effect of this violence
is accentuated by the findings of one re-
searcher that there is a killing every hour on
prime time television.n

Another soclal sclentist, G, 8. Lesser, esti-
mates that by the age of 18 a child born
today will have spent more of his life watch-
ing television than in any other single activ~
ity except sleep.=

Undeniably, television is one of the most
important factors in a child’s development.
At the same time, it 18 the most easily
changed. It is difficult to influence the effect
of parents, peers, schools and religious in-
stitutions. But television unlike the others
could be changed. More importantly, tele-
vision can become a teacher of positive values
for the young.

It is VIOLENT"s concern for this and future
generations of growing citizens which leads
it to respectfully request that the following
rule be adopted by the Commission.




CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

TEXT OF PROPOSED RULE

I. The licensee shall audit all entertain-
ment programming broadcast during the
composite week for violent episodes. This
audit shall include titles, lead-ins, and actual
content of such programming. It shall also
include previews shown during the composite
week of upcoming entertalnment programs.
The following auditing system shall be used
to determine the violence listing.

II. For the purposes of this rule, entertain-
ment programming is defined in 11(b) of Sec-
tlon IV-B, page 11 of the Application for
Renewal of Broadcast Station License, FPCC
Form 303. 11(b) reads as follows: Enter-
tailnment programs (E) include all pro-
grams intended primarily as encertainment,
such as music, drama, varlety, comedy, quiz.

III. The basic measurement for violence
listing is the violent episode. It is defined as
a contlnuous action, involving the same
set of characters (persons or animals), in
which any act or acts, whether intentional
or accidental, causing physical Injury or
death to these characters, takes place. A
violent episode also takes place when one
or more characters compels another set of
characters to act because of fear of being
hurt or killed.

IV. Each day during the composite week
all audited programming shall be listed and
categorized as follows: 1) type of episode, 2)
duration of episode, 3) type of characters
involved in violent episode, 4) name of pro-
gram, 3) type of entertainment program, and
6) time when program is shown.

V. In the event there is doubt whether or
not an episode should be listed, the doubt
should be resolved in favor of listing.

VI. The dally violence listing for the com-
posite weeks of the past three years shall be
contained in the licensee's renewal appli-
cation. The licensee should also have this
information available to the public in its
local place of business during the time in
which its application is pending. The licensee
shall announce the availability of this in-
formation on the air during prime time eve-
ning hours on three different dates prior to
filing an application for 'license renewal.

Ezplanation of the proposed rule

The listing system proposed by VIOLENT
does not support or condemn any type of
programming, It simply measures the oc-
currence of basic units of violence and makes
them avallable to interested citizens and the
Commission at renewal time, Responsibility
for measuring violence is put squarely where
it belongs: on the broadcast licensees them-~
selves. The following commentary aids in in-
terpreting the proposed rule.

Part I

A licensed station's self-conducted listing
system during the composite week, proposed
in Part I, Is the most practical means of as-
slsting the amount of violence broadcast. It
will be simple to conduct according to the
guldelines set out in Parts II-IV. Self-listing
answers government and public demands for
monitoring, yet avoids the creation of an-
other federal bureaucracy which many
broadcasters as well as private citizens fear®

The composite week now used by the Com-
mission to guage types of programming will
adequately serve as a fair sample of the
amount of violence broadcast. Because the
composite week is announced after programs
are broadcast, stations would be unable to
Juggle programming to distort the accuracy
of the listing system.

At least 60% of the programming shown
by network affiliated stations is provided by
the networks. Other syndicates and movie
distributors also provide a great deal of pro-
gramming to individual stations., Both net-
works and independent distributors, as a
service to stations, may wish to audit pro-

Footnotes at end of article.

grams for violence as called for in this peti-
tion, The findings of networks and distribu-
tors could then be easily disseminated to in-
dividual stations. However, rendering of such
service should not in any way lessen the re-
sponsibility of the individual stations for the
accuracy of its listings.
Part IT
Part II employs the definition promul-
gated by the Commission to define enter-
talnment programming, Entertainment pro-
are the only type of programs which
would be covered by this violence listing.
Other program categories include religious,
news, public affairs, instructional, sports,
educational Institutions, political, and edi-
torials. Commercial matter and non-com-
mercial announcements are also exempted.
Entertainment programming ranges from
cartoons to movies to musical variety shows.
Part IIT

VIOLENT’s proposed definition is based on
the definition of viclence used by the British
Broadcasting Corporation’s audience research
report, Violence on Television: Programiie
Content and Viewer Perception, the defini-
tive British study of televised violence re-
leasad ih 1971.% The definition can best be
understood by analyzing its five chief clauses
and giving appropriate examples of each.
The five clauses are: 1) continuous action,
2) involving the same set of characters, 3)
intentional and accidental, 4) persons or
animals, and 5) compels another to act.

The “continuous action” clause means un-
Interrupted violence of the same sort. There-
fore, a sword fight between the same two
characters is one violent episode, even thouzgh
the principals may strike each other's sword
25 times and the fight lasts five minutes.
However, If the two sword fighters stop fight-
ing for several minutes and then continue
their fight, two viclent episodes should be
listed because there has been a break in
the continuous action.

The clause “involving the same set of
characters” refers to common sources or in-
stigators of violence and common receivers
or recipients of violence. This clause Is nec-
essary to separate similar violent acts in-
volving different characters. For example, a
sheriff may have fist fights with two differ-
ent outlaws one after the other. The fist
fights should be listed as two episodes be-
cause of the involvement of two different sets
of characters. A different situation is that
of one instigator of violence and two re-
ceivers. For example, a cartoon super-hero
destroys two underwater beasts with one
shot of his laser beam pistol. This is listed
as only one episode because only one shot
was fired between the instigator and the two
recipients. Violence between groups is a pos-
sible third situation. If there is an air view
film of a battle scene without specifying in-
dividual combatants, the battle should be
recorded as one violent episode.

The clause “intentional or accldental” is
included so that all violent incidents de-
picted on television will be recorded. To the
viewer the distinction between intentional
and accldental makes little difference. The
violence itself makes the impression on him.
For example, if a detective accidentally
shoots and kills an individual, the man is
dead. The detective’'s intent may be impor-
tant in a court of law but not to the tele-
vision viewer.

The clause

“persons and animals” has
been inserted to Insure that all violent epl-

sodes with persons or are listed.
Animals are included because in many tele-
vision programs they play an {important
character role, for example, Lassie the dog,
Flipper the dolphin, or Ed the talking horse.
Harm to these characters can leave as deep
an impression on a viewer, especially a child,
as harm to a person. Eplsodes showing ani-
mals inflicting violence on persons should be
listed. So, for example, if glant leeches at-
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tack Everglades explorers the incidents are
listed. There are also many cartoon programs
with animals depicting human-like roles
that should be listed, for instance Huckle-
berry Hound or the Hair Bear Bunch. How-
ever, conventional acts of discipline or play
with animals such as picking a dog up by
his ears, spurring a horse, or prodding a mule
with a stick should not be listed.

The “compelling another to act” clause re-
fers to threats or coercion, either physical
or verbal. For example, a robber with a gun
is shown ordering a storekeeper to hand
over the money in his cash register. Fearing
the gun, the storekeeper gives the robber
the money. He has been forced to act because
of fear of being hurt. There are also ex-
pressly physical forms of coercion. For ex-
ample a detective walking up to a house is
shot at. He escapes getting hit by a second
shot by getting behind a nearby car. He has
been forced to take action because of fear
of being hurt or killed.

It should be noted that the definition
proposed here requires only the listing of
on-screen acts of violence. Implied acts, or
off-screen acts should not be listed.

Part IV

Part IV calls for a breakdown of the vio-
lent episodes into slx elements. Number one,
the type of violence, simply means a quick
description of the violent episode. Examples
are: “a gunfight between a sheriff and out-
law,” “bombing of a city” or “strangulation
scene.” Number two measures the time span
of the wviolent episode. For example, one
sword fight may last three minutes while
another lasts 15 seconds. They both are
categorized as a viclent episode, but the dif-
fering time span of the two incidents will
be of interest to many. Number three calls
for the type of characters involved in the
violent episode. Descriptive terms which can
be used here include major character, minor
character, female, male, adolescent, old per-
son. In other words, any short, definitive
description may be used to identify the char-
acters Involved in the violence. Number four
requires the name of the program on which
the violent episode occurred. This is included
for identification purposes and to determine
which programs contain the most viclence.
It will also serve as an Indicator of the level
of seriousness or the tone of viclence. A slug-
fest on a show like Here's Lucy will be dif-
ferent from one on Manniz. Number five asks
for the type of program. The Nielson rating
system provides a broad category system
which may be of some use here to show any
generic grouping such as adventure, quiz,
detective, or western. Number six asks for
the time at which the program was broad-
cast. The need for this is obvious. If a par-
ticularly gory mugging scene is shown on
Saturday morning, it is going to affect more
children than if it were broadcast after mid-
night on a weekday.

Part V

The meaning of Part V (which calls for a
presumption in favor of listing an episode
a8 violent) 1s clear on its face. The section
is necessary to avoid time consuming, hair
splitting arguments.

Part VI

Part VI is the basic public disclosure re-
quirement. Its purpose is to insure that pri-
vate citizens have the violence listings read-
ily accessible to them. For the convenience
of the public the listings should be on hand
at the local place of business of the televi-
sion station. Three on-the-ailr announce-
ments during evening prime time are needed
to insure the widest possible audience aware-
ness of the availability of the listings.

Benefits of the proposal
The auditing system proposed by VIOLENT
confers benefits on the public, researchers,
the Commission and broadcasters. At the
same time, the burden of responsibility for
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the system has been placed in the hands of
those most capable of dealing with it, the
individual stations. Such an approach is in
line with recent statements of Mr. Clay
Whitehead of the Office of Telecommunica-
tions Policy. Mr. Whitehead has: repeatedly
stated that individual broadcasters must as-
sume greater responsibility for thelr program-
ming.®

VIgOLENT‘s proposal will benefit the public
primarily in that for the first time it will
be possible to determine the amount of vio-
lent programming for particular time slots
and programs in any community. Not every-
one has the time, resources or desire to watch
lengthy segments of television in an effort
to determine the amount of violence present.
Yet responsible cltizens and parents are con-
cerned about such violent programming and
should be allowed access to information
about it,

The public will also be benefited in that
VIOLENT'S inventory system will not result
in another huge outlay of taxpayer money.
The proposal places any financial burden for
the system within the broadcasting mearket.
Unlike the million dollar study presently
being conducted by the NIMH or the ex-
pensive Surgeon General's Committee Re-
port, costs incurred by VIOLENT's proposal
can be equitably apportioned among spon-
sors and will eventually be reflected in the
price of the sponsor's product.

The Commission and Congress will benefit
from the VIOLENT proposal in that no longer
will they have to go to the expense and
trouble of special studies in order to achieve
a readable indicator of the volume and dis-
tribution of viclence on television. For all
their fanfare, these various studies have left
both Congress and the Commission in the
dark as to the amounts of viclence present
on television. There are those on the Com-
mission and in Congress, who may fear that
such an Inventory would be but a first step.
They argue that by some “domino theory of
regulation,” once the amount of violence is
determined, we are necessarily on the road
to total censorship of violence. Such a theory
assumes future irresponsibility on the part
of the Commission and Congress, both of
whom have been expressly entrusted with
the protection of constitutional liberties in
communications. On the contrary, VIOLENT’s
proposal seeks to create a better informed,
more responsible Commission and Congress
who will not be operating from within a
statistical vacuum.

Media social scientists will be aided by
VIOLENT's proposal in that they will
finally have a broad, standardized, Inex-
pensive data base from which to conduct
their research. Presently, without a tax-
payer’s grant or vested involvement with
the broadcasting industry, an independent
researcher operates at a distinct disadvan-
tage in his Investigations into the effects of
televised violence. VIOLENT"s proposal would
open up the field of research to a larger and
more diverse range of media speciallsts.

Furthermore, broadcasting stations, net-
works and syndicates will be aided by the
proposal. Broadeasters have stated repeat-
edly that they have an honest and abiding
concern -for vioience on television and that
they are, by way of various industry codes,
making a good faith effort to curb broad-
cast violence. But obviously their efforts
are failing, since Dr. George Gerbner's re-
cently released figures show that violence is
agaln on the rise. The auditing system pro-
posed will allow the licensees, broadcasters
and syndicates to reevaluate the weaknesses
of past codes, and formulate more effective
codes which will successfully deal with the
problem. Publishing the data can act to fur-
ther benefit the licensees In that they will

be able to use the information to authori-

Footnotes at end of article.
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tatively fend off irresponsible attacks on
their programming.
The Commission’s Authority

VIOLENT's proposed rule is clearly within
the Commission’s established powers as ex-
pressed in the Communications Act of 1934.
The Act gives the Commission the authority
to act affirmatively to promote the safety of
life and property through the use of wire
and radlo communications (47 U.8.C. 81).

Specifically, Commission members:

Have the authority to make general rules
and regulations requiring stations to keep
such records of programs, transmissions of
energy, communication or signal as it may
deem desirable. (emphasis added) (47 US.C.
5303(1)).

The Commission is empowered through
this section to promulgate any rule which
it thinks desirable. Nothing more need be
proven under this standard to justify Com-
mission action. This is not an enfaorcement
provision, but rather a rule aimed at pro-
viding the Commission with information
gathering power. As such, the standard of
proof required to justify Commission action
is the minimal standard of desirability.

In response to this authority, the Com-
mission requests. extensive information in
its: Form 301 and Form 303 which appli-
cants must complete to apply for or renew
licenses. In them, the applicant or licensee
is requested to give such information as a
detalled balance sheet of the applicant for
90 days previous; other businesses In which
the applicant or any officer, director or prin-
cipal stockholder has more than a 25% in-
terest; the make and type of transmitting
apparatus, modulation monitors, frequency
monitors; and even the date of the last
tower repainting.

Also ineluded in Forms 30i and 303 is a
requirement for disclosure of program con-
tent under Section IV-B “Statement of Tele-
vision Program Services” which requires the
applicant to submit (1) exhibits ascertain-
ing the needs of his particular community;
(2) a breakdown of hours, minutes and per-
cent of total air time devoted to News, Pub-
lic Affairs and other programs, along with a
composite log and other requisites with re-
gard to past programming, (3) varlous esti-
mates as to proposed programming pol-
icles, (4) total amount of broadcast time
devoted to commercial matter during the
composite week; (5) proposed commercial
practices; (8) & statement of general sta-
tion policies and procedures which must in-
clude the names of station personnel who
make programming determinations, whether
or not the station has adopted a code of
broadcasting standards and practices, and, if
80, a description of such policies.

These requests for desired information,
and VIOLENT's proposed rule, are simply
requests for disclosure. Therefore, the test
to be applied in determining Commission
authority is that of desirability.

Further, the Commission is mandated to
act “as public convenience, interest or ne-
cessity requires™ (47 U.S.C. S303).

In its general grant of authority under
Section 303, the Communications Act does
not enumerate a specific regulatory scheme
to be carried out by the Commission. Rather,
it allows the Commission to fulfill its duty
by determining how the public interest
might best be served. As Justice Frahkfurter
spoke for the Supreme Court in NBC v. U.S.

But the Act does not restrict the Commis-
slon merely to supervision of the traffic. It
puts upon the Commissfon the burden of
determining the composition of that traffic.»

As an aid to applicants in conforming with
the requirements of Section IV-B of Forms
301 and 303, a pollcy statement was issued in
1960. The Cemmission said in that state-
ment:

The regulatory responsibility of the Com-
mission in the broadcast field essentially in-
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volves the maintenance of a balance between
the preservation of a free,competitive broad-
cast system, on the one hand, and the rea-
sonable restriction of that freedom inher-
ent in the public interest standard provided
in the Communications Act on the other

The listing system proposed by VIOLENT,
like the other requirements of Forms 301 and
303, allows the Commission to obtain factual
data to fulfill its public interest mandate
without threatening the First Amendment
rights of the broadcasters, because there is
no system of censorship, judgment or evalua-
tion of data involved in the VIOLENT pro-
posal. The responsibility for measuring pro-
gram content is left to a free, competitive
broadcasting Industry.

When the Commission moves into the area
of enforcement, 8303 contains two tests, (1)
public interest and convenience and (2)
necessity, for determining whether the Com-
mission may regulate In a given area in a
given manner. Under a public interest test,
the standard which the Commission uses is
that of whether there is a controversial issue
of sufficlent public importance involved to
justify action.

The Commission explained the industry’s
responsibility to issues of public concern in
a series of notices on drug related musical
lyries in 1871. In these notices the Com-
mission referred to the “epidemic of illegal

use’ to which the licensee could not
be indifferent to the potential of his facilities
to compound the problem.

The plain fact is that the licensee is not
& common carrier—that the Act makes him a
public trustee who is called upon to make
thousands of programming decisions over his
license terms. The thrust of the Notice is
simply that this concept of licensee responsi-
bility extends to the question of records
which may promote or glorify the use of
illegal drugs. A licensee should know whether
his facilities are being used to present again
and again a record which urges youth to
take heroin or cocalne—that it is a joyous
experience.®™

Certainly the public concern wtih encour-
agement of drug use should be no less than
the public's concern with the subtle en-
couragement of violence in this nation.
Therefore, éyen using the higher public in-
terest test, VIOLENT's proposal meets the
standard set for Commission action.

The final test devised by 5303 is that of
necessity. This standard requires proof of
necessity before positive action can be taken
by the Commission. Commission action need
only be based on a preponderance of the
evidence test. With cigarette smoking, Banz-
haf v F.C.C., as with television violence, the
danger is “documented by a compelling ac-
cumulation of statistical evidence.” ® All the
proof necessary to support VIOLENT's pro-
posal can be found in the six volumes of the
Surgeon General's report. It is neither neces-
sary nor practical to allow the efects of tele-
viced violence to go unchecked while more
Incontrovertible data is sought.

VIOLENT’s proposal, therefore, meeets each
of the 3 tests devised to judge the appropri-
ateness of Commission Action. The listing
system, like the other requirements of Forms
301 and 303, allows the Commission to obtain
desired factual data through reasonable reg-
ulation. The Commission can act to fulfill
its public Interest mandate without threat-
ening the 1st Amendment rights of the broad-
casters, because there Is no system of cen-
sorship, judgment or evaluation of data
involved in the VIOLENT proposal. No specific
method of regulation is proposed to come
under the challenge of 8326. The responsi-
bility for measuring program content is left
to a free, competitive broadcasting industry.
VIOLENT’S petition distinguished from other

proposals

VIOLENT'S proposal is unlike all previous
petitions made to the Commission and the
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courts concerning televised violence. Fore-
most among such actions were the 1972 peti-
tion of O. R. Grace, Mr. George Corey's peti-
tlon in the same year, the petition of the
Foundation to Improve Television (F.I.T) In
1970 and a subsequent court sult by three in-
dividual members of F.IT. VIOLENT has
steered clear of legal pitfalls in these actions
while at the same time attempting to im-
prove the basic theme underlying ‘them.

The O. R. Grace petition charged that
much programming is “vulgar and violent.” «
It urged immediate review of all licensees as
well as network practices and policies. This
attempted solution dees not concern itself on
a practical level with the intricate relation-
ship between the Commission and the in-
dustry. The Commission has no direct control
of network policy and the word “network”
appears nowhere in the Communications Act
of 1934. Neither does the O. R. Grace proposal
work within the well established procedures
of review followed by the Commission. In
its letter of response to O. R. Grace, the Com-
mission states that the proper time for
licensee review is at license renewal, and it
is at that time that such matters may rightly
be discussed. VIOLENT has followed the
Commissicn’s recommendations and has
geared any considerations regarding violent
content of programing to the license renewal
forum.

In the Corey complaint, petitioner request-
ed two actions from the Commission. First,
he sought intervention into license renewal
proceedings and the withholding of licenses
from three New England stations until elther
hearings could be held to determine the
amount of viclence broadcast or until the
Commission could establish violence guide-
lines. Second, he suggested the institution,
under the fairness doctrine, of a public serv-
ice wviolence warning before the airing of
violent programs. Mr. Corey assumes in his
petition that stations which broadcast
violence are necessarily operating against
the public interest. Further, he assumes that
the Commission could create a violence
standard and then use this standard to
Justify license revocation and programming
control.

VIOLENT’s proposal makes no such as-
sumption. It does not create a standard of
violence mnor is it a rating of vio-
lence. It is merely a listing of violent in-
cidents. Clearly such a listing does not
of itself create a rating standard by which
to justify the revocation of a station’s license.
Violent has followed the Commission’s rec-
fusal to deal with the issue in the manner
sought in the Corey petition. In addition
VIOLENT has followed the Commission's rec-
ommendations in its response to Corey that
it is more appropriate to consider industry-
wide issues through the rule making forum.
VIOLENT's petition, therefore, does not seek
to search out violent stations in a “witch
Eunt” approach to the problem, but rather
seeks a rule applicable to all stations.

The Foundation to Improve Television
(F.IT.) petition < proposed to ban all vio-
lence on televislon during certain evening
hours, and to refuse license renewals on the
basis of a violence determination. The Com-
mission chose not to deal with the violence
question at the time because it was awalting
the results of the SBurgeon General's Report
before acting on the issue. Although the
report has been out for nearly a year, there
has been no action on the violence issue.

In a subsequent suit brought by three in-
dividual members of F.IT., Mary Maguire
et. al. v. Post-Newsweek stations, et al.,® the
complainants sought to restrict the telecast
of specific programs which it termed ex-
cessively violent. This request was rejected
by the Federal District Court for the District
of Columbia and on appeal. The rationale
for the rejection was that the appropriate
forum for such an action is the Commission
itself.
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VIOLENT suggests none of the above pro-
posals. It does not seek to censor, restrict,
or ban questionable entertainment program-
ming. Nor does it desire to deny license re-
newal on the basis of the amount of violence
aired. No value is attached to televised vio-
lence. either positive or negative. Nor is the
Commission asked to sit In judgement of any
or all programming. VIOLENT's proposed rule
is restricted to a request for information on
programming services from all licensees at
the appropriate time of license renewal.

CONCLUSION

VIOLENT's proposal speaks for itself: there
is a causal llnk between televised violence
and violence in soclety. The link has been
sclentifically proven and attested to by con-
gressional leaders, citizens groups, and
members of the broadcasting industry
themselves. Despite this overwhelming con-
cern, there has been no real effort made
to ascertain the amount of violence broad-
cast over the nation’s air waves.

VIOLENT proposes a system to list violent
incidents broadcast during the composite
week. Such a listing conforms with and does
not significantly differ from other informa-
tion now requested on the license renewal
form. The informatlon so provided will be
made accessible to any citizen or group. If
approved, the proposal could be put into
effect immediately, with a minimum of effort
by the Commission.

Such a listing system would benefit the
public, Congress, researchers and broadcast-
ers themselves. All will be given a data base
from which to discuss and evaluate the de-
trimental effects of violent programming.
No similar data base presently exists. It Is
inconceivable that a thorough investigation
of televised violence can proceed without
this data.

VIOLENT's proposal is within the Com-
mission’s authority. It does not abridge the
statutory guarantees of freedom of expres-
slon in section 326 of the Communications
Act of 1934. Enactment of the proposal
should not be seen as a first step towards
censorship, but rather as a means of pro-
viding information to stimulate lively public
debate.

VIOLENT respectfully requests the Com-
mission to carefully consider its proposal,
taking whatever action it deems appropriate,
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MIAMI BEACH MUSIC AND
ARTS LEAGUE

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

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, it is my
honor to bring to the attention of my
distinguished colleagues an outstanding
cultural orzanization, the Miami Beach
Music and Arts League, whose esteemed
president for 1972-73 is Mr. Lee Reiser.

The league, founded by the noted mu-
sic laureate, Ruth C. Brotman, in Janu-
ary 1951, annually presents a series of
eight public concerts in the Miami Beach
Auditorium, Miami Beach, Fla.

The purpose of this organization is to
provide scholarships for young, talented
musicians and those in the allied arts in
the Greater Miami area, to further en-
courage such artistic endeavors, and to
recognize artistic accomplizhments pub-
licly and annually in the Dade County
areq.

This nonprofit organization provides
musical, social, and other programs for
its members and guests throughout the
year. The league raises funds through
concert subscription sales and through
concert subscription sales and through
the generous contributions of its spon-
sors and friends.

Amateur, talented young people, re-
gardless of race, creed, or color, are ree-
ognized by this fine organization which
gives them, when selected, the opportu-
nity to perform in concert before the
league and the general publie. Those per~
forming in these concerts are presented
with scholarships and awards to enable
them to further their careers and develop
their artistry at institutions of their
choice.

Of great nostalgia to the members of
the league is the first concert organized
by the league in 1951, under President
Ruth Brotman, which included such na-
tional and international artists as Dr.
Bertha Foster, Mme. Mana Zucca,
Frances Seibel, Anthony Loeb, Florence
Kutzen, Olga Bibor Stern, Anyuta Meli-
cov, Edward Mandel, Sholom Asch, and
Harold Shapiro.

The league, now in its 22d year, has a
total membership of over 2,100 devoted
sponsors, contributors, and subscribers.
In 1972 the league was able to distribute
over $4,000 in scholarships and awards to
deserving, talented young musicians and
artists of Dade County.

The league and all its worthy members
are to be commended for the outstanding
job they are doing to promote and en-
courage the cultural enrichment of our
area’s young people.

A GRACEFUL TRIBUTE TO PUBLIC
- MEN

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

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I was priv-
ileged to join my distinguished colleague
and dear friend, the Honorable ROBERT
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MoLLOHAN, at a dinner in his honor last
fall in his district, at Moundsville, W. Va.
The delightful invocation by Father
Robert E. Lee of Our Lady of Snows
Church-Mount Olivet, Wheeling, W. Va,,
has stuck in my mind and I thought I
might share it with our colleagues on
both sides of the aisle. Father Lee has
something to say to each of us, I think,
as we carry out our responsibilities as
elected representatives of all the people:
InvocaTioN BY FaTHER RoBERT E. LEE

O God, we believe that you are here present
with us this evening as we gather to pay
tribute to Congressman Robert Mollohan and
such public figures as Congressman Claude
Pepper, who repressnt us in the government
ol county, stat=, and country. The recogni-
tion is for work well done in sharing time
and life for th2 good of constituents, the
people, God's people.

Your son Jesus Christ would know about
banquets: he attended them while on earth.
He ate with sinners as well as saints and He
recognized a person's worth as he read a
peérson’s soul.

S0, we feel very much a community of
people, hop;ifully, as co-creators of good with
the Supreme Creator aiid we say “*Well Done™
to people who multiply talents for the good
of others. Bless, O Lord our representatives
for years well sp2nt in our servics and God’s.
Bless and consecrate the minds, ambitions
of all in public life . . . Long after election
fever has quieted down, may they work for
llberty, justice and peace with lofty ambi-
tions, refined consciences and a sérise of the
Creator’s dignity in all people . ..

Finally O God; so that all people can work
hand in hand for the good, the true and
the beautiful, in the interest of egual time,
and for the non-alienation of half my parish,
bless also the Republicans.

REMOVING THE RANSOM

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

Mr. PODELL. Mr. Speaker, during the
last few days some interesting news has
come out of the Soviet Union. It appears
that in certain selected cases, the Soviet
authorities are waiving their infamous
education tax imposed on Jews seeking
to emigrate to Israel.

Since we are currently engaged in at-
tempts to pass amendments to the ad-
ministration’s trade bill that would have
precisely this effect, I must admit that I
am encouraged by the Soviets’ actions.
American public opinion does indeed
have an effect on the Russian Govern-
ment.

And yet, it is precisely this effect that
concerns me as well as pleases me. For it
it is transparently obvious that the Rus-
sians are reacting directly to stimuli
from the American Congress. They des-
perately want their most-favored-nation
trading status, so much so that they are
willing to make what is for them a major
concession on a point of great sensitivity.
‘Were it not for the determination of the
Congress in supporting the Freedom of
Emigration Act, the 44 Soviet Jews
whose ransoms were waived in the past
2 weeks would still be languishing in
Russia.

The Soviet Union seems to be giving
quite a lot, but is in effect giving very
little. The education tax, which offi-
cially became Soviet law last December,
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is still on the books, and will remain
50, The tax is being waived in a very
few, selected number of cases. There are
still many more people being denied
visas than there are cases of visas being
granted. The excuses for denials become
flimsier and flimsier. For example, the
Golygorsky family were denied a family
visa on the ground that their older son
Viadimir, a 25-year-old violinist served
in the army. He did serve for 2 years,
but his rank was private and he had no
access to secret information. Even with
the apparent relaxation of emigration
restrictions, no activists and very few
scientists are being granted permission
to emigrate.

All of this indicates that we should
not think that the present relaxation
of restrictions means very much in the
long run. We should be aware that this
is jus: a ploy by the Soviet Government,
to Iull the Congress into believing that
its objective of easing Russian emigra-
tion restrictions has been attained. This
objective will not be attained, no matter
what reports we may read or hear, until
there is no longer any barrier to emigra-
tion from the Soviet Union.

We must not think that now we can
give up on the Freedom of Emigration
Act. This legislation is the only leverage
we have on the Russians. The threat of
the act's passage was what made them
ease off in the first place. If we drop the
legislation now, what is to keep the So-
viet authorities from reimposing the exit
tax, or perhaps imposing even harsher
restrictions on the Jews seeking their
freedom?

It would be shorfsighted folly to give
up now, just when we taste the first
small fruits of victory. We ought not to
back down until we have a complete vic-
tory, and the doors to Russia are thrown
wide open.

I would like to insert in the Recorp
an article irom last Friday’s New York
Post. It should serve to remind us of
what we are fichting for.

The article follows:

[From the New York Post, Mar. 30, 1973]

SoviEr JEws: No EXIT FOR MANY
(By Stephens Broening)

Moscow.—For 60 rubles a month, Lev Libov
nails soundproof padding on the apartment
doors of people sensitive to nolse. As a Ph.D
in the chemistry of metallurgy, he is mas-
sively overgualified for his work, but it pro-
vides a living for his wife Natalya and their
9-year-old son Dan.

He lost the job he was trained for after he
applied for permission to leave for Israel
nearly two years ago. Since then he’s been
assigned to a kind of no-exit purgatory cre-
ated especially for thousands of Soviet Jews
the state refuses to yield.

Like many of the well educated Jews who
have tried to join the flow of emigrants to
Israel—running about 2300 a month this
year—Libov has been prevented from work-
ing in his specialty and fiatly prevented from
leaving, For him and others like him the
hurdle of the diploma tax seems light years
aWay.

The men whe control emigration appar-
ently feel he knows too much, that his de-
parture will subtract from the national sum
of knowledge and slow the march toward
communism.

In his desperation Libov has turned to a
mild sort of activism, the signing of open let-
ters, petitions and the occasional tentative
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sit-in at a government office. During the visit
of President Nixon last spring, five policemen
arrested him at home before dawn and held
him in 10 days’' preventive detention. Son
Dan told his mother: “I said to the kids at
school that papa went on a business trip
to Leningrad.”

Details of Libov’s situation emerged from
a series of interviews with Moscow Jews who
agreed to discuss their difficulties. They
claimed there were thousands like them
throughout the Soviet Union. Among those
interviewed were the familles of:

Yurl Kosharovsky, a physicist who was
fired when he applied for the “character ref-
erences” necessary to support any applica-
tion for an exlt visa. Officials said he could
go, but his wife Nora's “special quallfications™
as a former mathematician at Moscow State
University would keep her here.

An official of the Interior Ministry told her
last fall; “If you were a shopgirl you could
leave.” Kosharovsky works now as a steve-
dore.

Barukh Enbinder, a former physicist at the
Institute of Physical Chemistry of the Acad-
emy of Sciences. He applled for character
references on Dec, 26, 1971, Two days later,
he was fired. He hasn't worked since and risks
arrest for “parasitism.” He has a wife, Orlova,
and a T-month-old son.

Viadimir Slepak, a computer specialist with
two sons, 21 and 13, Slepak and his elder son
Alex have been arrested, notably during the
Nizon visit. “Will my husband and son be at
home when I return or will they have been
arrested?” Slepak’s wife Maria asks. The Sle-
paks have appealed to the Interior Ministry
and the KGB secret police for a way out.
Last October a KGB officer told them: "If you
want to live among Jewish people go to Biro-
bidzhan.” That is the so-called Jewish auton-
omous republic that Stalin created between
Manchuria and the Soviet maritime prov-
inces.

Barukh Orlov, a historian, and his wife
Maria have both been fired from their jobs.
*“We have no work and no money," they com-
plained. Their 15-year-old daughter, one of
two children, gets anonymous threatening
phone calls. Orlov has a bad heart.

Mikhall Babel, an engineer fired from his
job last June. He initiated administrative ac-
tion for reinstatement but lost. He works as
a loader in a bakery for 70 rubles a month.
The ruble s worth $1.34 at the official ex-
change rate. Helen, his wife, says her daugh-
ter hears ‘“nothing but bad words about
Israel" in her school, “"but Israel is her
motherland.”

THE BEEF ABOUT BEEF

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

Mr. PODELL. Mr. Speaker, last Thurs-
day night, President Nixon brought us
some long-overdue news. He was impos-
ing a price ceiling on meats at their
present level.

Unfortunately, this is not good news.
For the level at which the price ceiling
was imposed was the highest level of
meat prices in the history of this Na-
tion. It is the level at which most Ameri-
can consumers could no longer afford to
buy meat: for their dinner table. It is a
level that is prohibitively expensive for
all but the wealthy.

The alternatives left open to us are
none too good. Fish is nearly as expensive
as the cheaper cuts of beef. Eggs are sell-
ing for 79 cents a dozen. How many doz-
ens of eggs will it take to feed a family of
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four that cannot afford meat? This is
no bargain either. And cheese prices are
equally high.

We are now into a nationwide meat
boycott. The power of the housewife is
pitted against the might of the meat pro-
ducing and packing industry. It seems,
that for a short time, at least, the house-
wife will prevail. We have already seen
meat prices come down a bit in the last
few days. But this will be a temporary
victory.

Beef cattle growers are threatening to
withhold their animals from the market,
seeking to keep prices at their current
levels and drive them even higher if
possible. Unless the Federal Government
steps in and takes an active hand in the
matter, the housewife will ultimately be
defeated in her attempt to get the best
food for her family at the lowest possible
price.

The President’s price freeze shows
good intentions, but we all know the
famous saying about good intentions. We
need more. We need a rollback of food
prices to their levels of last November.
We need a thorough revamping of the
farm subsidy program that will give the
farmer a fair return on his investment
without penalizing the consumer with in-
flated prices. We need a detailed study of
the food production and distribution in-
dustry in this country to find out pre-
cisely where the consumer’'s food dollar
goes. We need to find out how food dis-
tribution can be accomplished more
efficiently, and how we can improve
productivity on the farm, in the middle-
men’s factories and packinghouses, and
in the groceries.

Housewives cannot fight their battle
alone any longer. They need to know
that the President and the Federal Gov-
ernment are fighting on their side, and
protecting their interests. Let us go from
a price freeze to a price rollback as soon
as possible, and restore some sanity to
the dinner table.

INCLUDING MASS TRANSIT IN NA-
TIONAL TRANSPORTATION TRUST
FUND

(Mr. PODELL asked and was given
permission to extend the remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. PODELL. Mr. Speaker, I am today
introducing a bill to establish a National
Transportation Trust Fund. Each year
the proponents of mass transit in the
Congress fight for the crumbs left by
the highway lobby. This year's fight is
already in progress. The Senate recent-
ly authorized the discretionary use of
$850 million of the highway funds for
urban areas. If the Members of the House
join in this action—and that is doubt-
ful—the first stage of the battle will be
won,

The House must go along with this
piecemeal approach to funding to salvage
a disastrous situation. However, this fol-
1y should be ended as quickly as pos-
sible. The Congress created the Depart-
ment of Transportation in recognition of
the central role transportation facilities
play in national life. Unfortunately the
creation of a new Cabinet post did little
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to unify all the various aspects of trans-
portation policy in the country. While
all come under one purview, highways,
railroads, airways, and mass transit all
remain in their own separate bailiwicks
fighting and struggling with each other
for a share of available funds. Mass
transit for urban areas has remained
the stepchild of the lot.

Why should we wait until the trans-
portation problems of the rest of the
country are as severe as those of New
York City before we act? One of the
daily frustrations of living in New York,
or any other major metropolitan area, is
the noise, pollution, and congestion
caused by automobiles. Finding a park-
ing space is cause for rejoicing, and
those who do not fight the traffic suffo-
cate in the subways.

A rational approach to the funding
and planning of our transportation needs
is for many a question of survival and
the numbers increase daily. Under my
legislation a National Transportation
Trust Fund would absorb the separate
trust funds which now exist for high-
ways, airports, airways, and other spe-
cific categories. It would require the Sec-
retary of Transportation to formulate
within 1 year from the date of enactment
a comprehensive plan for the effective
implementation of a unified transporta-
tion program.

It should be clear that this is not an
attack on the automobile or the exten-
sion and repair of the highway system
where needed. It is a call for policies
tailored to different regional needs, The
Secretary would be directed to consult
with regional, State, and local agencies
in an effort to achieve a better balanced,
more effective system.

My district feels the question of mass
transit most sharply but other benefits
would accrue from this legislation. For
example, the railroads of the Northeast
are on the verge of collapse and this
must be dealt with in the context of the
entire transportation system. The inter-
relationship of freight and passenger
service, of rails, highways, waterways,
B.‘l;ld rapid transit must finally be recog-
nized.

PUBLIC SAFETY OFFICERS AND SUR-
VIVORS WOULD BE PROTECTED
AGAINST CRIMINAL ACTS

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

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Speaker, today
Messrs. SMITH, SANDMAN, RAILSBACK,
Fi1su, Hocan, and Moor#EeAD of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary are joining me
in introducing a legislative proposal
drafted by the Attorney General entitled
the “Public Safety Officers’ Benefits Act
of 1973.”

The purpose of the bill is to provide a
$50,000 Federal payment to the survivors
of State and loeal publid safety officers,
including firemen, who died in the per-
formance of duty as the direct and
proximate result of a criminal act.

This legislation is urgently needed be-
cause of the growing risk of death that
public safety officers face while carry-
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ing out their assigned tasks, and be-
cause of the existing disparity in sur-
vivors benefits from State to State.

Statistics clearly demonstrate the in-
creasing incidence of violent street crime
and support official estimates that the
rate of violent street crime increased
by 156 percent during the decade of the
1960’s. In addition, in recent years, more
deaths result from the premeditated de-
sign of violent dissenters who have cho-
sen public safety officers as a symbolic
target for demonstrating dissatisfaction
with society.

Notwithstanding the severe occupa-
tional hazards which confront police-
men, firemen, correctional officers, and
other public safety officers, many States
have failed to provide sufficient death
benefits for the survivors. For example,
a study conducted in October 1970 re-
ported that 18 States provided no such
financial assistance and even where
States have provided death benefits, they
are generally inadequate.

For these cogent reasons we believe
Federal minimum payment of $50,000
should be provided to meet the imme-
diate financial needs of survivors of pub-
lic safety officers who give their lives
in the line of duty.

In this bill, “public safety officer” is
defined to include persons serving pub-
lic agencies, with or without compensa-
tion, in activities pertaining to law en-
forcement, corrections, courts with
criminal or juvenile delinquent jurisdic-
tion, and firefighting. This gratuity

would serve as a Federal floor for surviv-
ors benefits and, with certain exceptions,
would be in addition to any other bene-

fits due the survivers. Benefits due under
this proposal would not be subject to
Federal income taxation.

It is estirhated that the cost of this
legislation would be $9.4 million annual-
ly, based upon recent statistics on as-
saults against public safety officers. This
cost would consist of approximately $8.3
million in awards and $1.1 million in
administrative expenses.

The text of the bill and a section-by-
section analysis follows. I urge speedy
action by the House to provide these
much needed benefits which will help
significantly in combating crime,

The material follows:

H.R. 6449

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “Public Safety Offi-
cers’ Benefits Act of 1973."

SEc. 2. Title I of the Omnibus Crime Con-
trol and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amend-
ed, s amended by adding at the end thereof
the following new part:

“PART J—DEATH BENEFITS FOR PUELIC
SAFETY OFFICERS
YDEFINITIONS

“Sec. 701. As used in this part—

“(1) ‘child’ means any natural, illegiti-
mate, adopted, or posthumous child, or step-
child of a deceased public safety officer who
18—

“(A) under eighteen years of age; or

“{B) over eighteen years of age and in-
capable of self-support because of physical
or mental disabllity; or

“(C) over eighteen years of age and a
student as defined by section 8101 of title 5,
United States Code;
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“(2) ‘criminal act’' means any crime, in-
cluding an act, omission, or possession un-
der the laws of the United States or a State
or unit of general local government which
poses a substantial threat of personal in-
jury, notwithstanding that by reason of age,
insanity, intoxicatlon or otherwise the per-
son engaging in the act, omission, or posses-
sion was legally incapable of committing a
crime;

“(8) ‘dependent’ means wholly or substan-
tially reliant for support upon the income of
a deceased public safety officer;

“(4) ‘line of duty' means within the scope
of employment or service;

“(6) ‘public safety officer’ means a per-
son serving a public agency, with or with-
out compensation, in any activity pertain-
ing to—

*“(A) the enforcement of the criminal laws,
or the prevention, control, reduction or in-
vestigation of crime; or

“(B) a correctional program, facility or
institution where the activity is deter-
mined by the Administration to be poten-
tially dangerous because of contact with
criminal suspects, defendants, prisoners, pro-
bationers or parolees; or

“(C) a court having criminal or juvenile
delinquent jurisdiction where the activity
is determined by the Administration to be
potentially dangerous because of contact
with criminal suspects, defendants, prison-
ers, probationers or parolees; or

“(D) firefighting

“RECIPIENTS

“Sec. 702. Upon a finding by the Adminis-
tration that a public safety officer has been
killed in the line of duty and the proximate
cause of such death was a criminal act or ap-
parent criminal act, the Administration shall
pay a gratuity of $50,000 to the eligible sur-
vivor or survivors in the following order of
precedence:

“{1) if there is no surviving dependent
child of such officer to the surviving depend-
ent spouse of such officer;

*“(2) if there is a surviving dependent child
or children and a surviving dependent spouse
of such officer, one-half to the surviving de-
pendent child or children of such officer in
equal shares and one-half to the surviving
dependent spouse of such officer;

“(8) if there is no surviving dependent
spouse, to the dependent child or children
of such officer in equal shares;

“(4) if none of the above, to the depend-
ent parent or parents of such officer in equal
shares; or

*({6) if none of the above, to the depend-
ent person or persons in equal shares who are
blood relatives of the such officer or who were
living in his household.

“INTERIM BENEFITS

“Sec. T03. (a) Whenever the Administration
determines, upon a showing of need and prior
to taking final action, that a death of a pub-
lic safety officer is one with respect to which
a benefit will probably be paid, the Adminis-
tration may make an interim benefit pay-
ment not exceeding $3,000 to the person or
persons entitled to receive a benefit under
section 702 of this part.

“(b) The amount of any interim benefit
paid under subsection (a) of this section
shall be deducted from the amount of any
final benefit paid to such person or persons.

“(¢) Where there 1s no final benefit paid,
the recipient of any interim benefit paild
under subsection (a) of this section shall be
liable for repayment of such amount. The
Administration may waive all or part of
such repayment, and shall consider for this
purpose the hardship which would result
from repayment.

“LIMITATIONS

“Sec. T704. (a) No benefit shall be pald
under this part—

“(1) if the death was caused by the in-
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tentional misconduct of the public safety offi-
cer or by the officer’'s intention to bring about
his death; or

“(2) i the actions of any person who
would otherwise be entitled to a benefit
under this part were a substantial contribut-
ing factor to the death of the public safety
officer.

“{b) The benefit payable under this part
shall be in addition to any other benefit that
may be due from any other source, but shall
be reduced by—

*(1) payments authorized by section 8191
of title 6, United States Code;

“(2) payments authorlzed by section 12(k)
of the Act of September 1, 1916, as amended
(D.C. Code, § 4-631(1));

“(3) gratuitous lump-sum death benefits
authorized by a State, or unit of general lo-
cal government without contribution by the
public safety officer, but not including in-
surance or workmen's compensation benefits;

“(4) amounts authorized under any Fed-
eral program, or program of a State or
unit of general local government receiving
Federal assistance under this title which pro-
vides for the compensation of victims of
crime.

“{c) No benefit pald under this part shall
be subject to execution or attachment.

“PROCEDURE

“8ec. T06. (a) In the event of the death
of a public safety officer serving a State or
unit of general local government, the notifi-
cation of such death shall be filed with the
Governor or the highest executive officer of
the State.

“(b) The Governor or the highest execu-~
tive officer of a State upon receipt of notifi-
cation of the death of a public safety officer,
shall promptly notify the Administration of
the pendency of a certification, and, after
due investigation, shall certify to the Ad-
ministration all facts relevant to the death
upon which the benefit may be paid.

“(e) The Administration upon receipt of
certification by a Governor of the highest
executive officer of a State shall determine if
& benefit is due, and, if so, to whom and in
what amounts.

“REGULATIONS

“Sec. T06. The Administration is authorized -
to establish such rules, regulations and pro-
cedures as may be necessary to carry out the
purposes of this Act.

MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS

Sec. 3. Section 520 of the Omnibus Crime
Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as
amended, 1s amended by inserting “(a)’ im-
mediately after “520" and by adding at the
end thereof the following new subsection:

“(b) There is authorized to be appropri-
ated in each fiscal year such sums as may be
necessary to carry out the purposes of Part
J."

Sec. 4. Until specific appropriations are
made for carrying out the purposes of this
Act, any appropriation made to the Depart-
ment of Justice or the Law Enforcement As-
sistance Administration for grants, activities
or contracts shall, in the discretion of the At-
torney General, be avallable for payments of
obligations arising under this Act.

Sgec. 5. If the provisions of any part of this
Act are found invalld or any amendments
made thereby or the application thereof to
any person or circumstances be held invalid,
the provisions of the other parts and their
application to other persons or circumstances
shall not be affected thereby.

Sec. 6. This Act shall become effective and
apply to acts and deaths occurring on or
after the date of enactment of this Act.

BECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS

The title of the legislation is the “Public
Safety Officers’ Benefits Act of 1973",

Section 2 amends Title I of the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968,
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as amended, by adding at the end thereof a
new Part J entitled “Death Benefits for Pub-
lic Safety Officers”. Title I of the Safe Streets
Act established, among other things, the Law
Enfercement Assistance Administration, end
under this proposal LEAA would be given the
responsibility of administering the benefits
program.

The definitions of terms used in the legis-
lation are set out In section 701 of the new
Part J.

The term “child” is defined in subsection
(1) to include any mnatural, illegitimate,
adopted, or posthumous child, or stepchild
of a deceased public safety officer who Is un-
der eighteen years of age, or over eighteen
and either Incapable of self-support due to
mental or physical disability or a student
as defined in 5 U.S.C. § 8101. (Section 8101
defines a "student” to be an Individual under
23 years of age who has not completed four
years of education beyond the high school
level £nd is regularly pursuing a full-time
course of study or training at certain types
of institutions.) The term “child” is defined
broadly (the child may be married, for ex-
ample) because he must be dependent upon
the public safety cfficer in order to be an ell-
gible surviver. So long as a child i1s de-
pendent, he would be eligible to recover
regardless of certain other conditions such
as marital st:tus.

The term “criminal act” is defined in sub-
section (2) of section 701. The term is rele-
vant because the death of a public safety
officer must result proximately from a crim-
inal act or an apparent criminal act before
his survivors would be eligible for benefits.
“Criminal act” means any crime under the
laws of the United States or a state or unit
of general local government which poses a
substantial threat of personal injury, and
includes any act, omission or possession.
Even if the individual perpetrating the of-
fense were legally incapable of committing

a crime because of age, insanity or intoxica-

tion, for example, the officer's survivors
would still be eligible for benefits.

The term “dependent” means wholly or
substantially reliant for support upon the
income of the deceased officer. A survivor
must be determined to be financially de-
pendent before he is eligible to recover bene-
fits, The term is intended to be flexible
enough to prevent a rigid application of
the statute.

“Line of duty" means within the scope of
employment or service, An officer must be
killed in the line of duty as the proximate
result of a criminal act or apparent crimi-
nil act before eligibility attaches.

Subsection 5 defines the term “public
safety officer”. A “public safety officer” is a
person serving a public agency, with or with-
out compensation, in any activity pertaining
to: (A) the enforcement of the criminal laws,
or the prevention, control, reduction or in-
vestigation of crime; (B) a correctional pro-
gram, facility or institution; (C) a ccurt hav-
ing criminal or juvenile delinquent juris-
diction; or (D) firefighting. With respect to
(B) and (C), the activity would have to be
determined by the Administration (LEAA)
to be potentially dangercus because ol con-
tact with criminal suspects, defendants, pris-
oners, probationers or parolees. The intent of
the definition is to include only those public
servants who risk death from ecriminal acts
because of the inherent nature of their work.
(The term “public agency” as used In this
definition is itself defined in section 601(i)
of the Safe Streets Act, and means generally
any state or unit of local government, or any
department or agency of such state or unit. It
does not include the federal government or
federal agencies.)

Sectlon T02 of the new Part J establishes
the criteria for eligibility, and delineates the
order of precedence among those who may be
recipients of benefits under the Act. The sec-
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tion provides that LEAA will pay a gratuity
of 850,000 to eligible survivors upon a finding
that a public safety officer has been killed in
the line of duty and the proximate cause of
death was a criminal act or apparent criminal
act. To be eligible, survivors would have to
be financially dependent upon the deceased
public safety officer. The following dependent
individuals would be eligible for benefits: a
spouse; or If there is a child or children, the
spouse and the child or children; or If there
is no surviving spouse or children, the parent
or parents; or if none of the above, certain
blood relatives or household members,

Section T03 provides for the payment of
interim benefits not to exceed $3,000 to eli-
gible survivors upon a showing of need be-
fore final action is taken by the Administra-
tion. ($3,000 would be the maximum amount
per case regardless of the number of survi-
vors). Any such interim benefits would be de-
ducted from the amount of the final benefit.
Where no final benefit is awarded the recipi-
ent of an interim benefit would be liable for
repayment. The Administration could waive
repayment of any or all of the amount, how-
ever. In making this determination, the Ad-
ministration would be required to consider
the hardship which would result from repay-
ment.

Bection 704(a) enumerates those situations
in which no benefit shall be paid. No benefit
shall be paid if death was caused by
the officer's international misconduct or
by his intention to bring about his own
death, or if the actions of any person
who would otherwise be an eligible survivor
were a substantial contributing factor of the
death.

Section 704(b) states that the death gra-
tulty shall be in addition to any other benefit
that may be forthcoming from any other
source. However, the benefit would be re-
duced by payments authorized under: (1) 5
U.S.C. §8191 which makes a non-federal
officer eligible for benefits under the Federal
Employees Compensation Act when the offi-
cer is killed or injured while performing a
federal or quasi-federal function; (2) sec-

lon 4-531(1) of the District of Columbia
Code, which provides for similar but not
identical benefits to those provided herein
for deceased D.C. police and firemen; (3)
any state or local program providing gratui-
tous lump-sum death benefits which are not
contingent upon contributions by the officer;
and (4) any federal or federally assisted pro-
gram to comepnsate the victlms of crime.
These reductions are intended to minimize
the inequities that could result from an
officer’s survivors recovering benefits from
more than one program when such programs
are designed for essentially the same purpose.

Subsection (c¢) provides that no benefit
paid pursuant to the provisions of the legis-
lation shall be the subject of execution or
attachment.

The new section 705 establishes the pro-
cedure to be followed with respect to an
application for death benefits, Notification of
an officer's death must first be filed with the
Governor or the highest executive cfficer of
the particular State (subsection (a)). The
Governor or executive officer is then required
to notify the Administration of the pendency
of a certification. After investigation, all rel-
evant facts surrounding the death shall be
certified to the Administration. (Subsection
(b)). The Administration, upon receipt of
certification, then determines if a benefit is
due, and if so, to whom and in what amounts,
(subsection (c)).

Sectlon T06 authorizes the Administration
to establish such rules, regulations and pro-
cedures as may be necessary to carry out the
purposes of the Act.

Bections 3, 4, 5 and 6 of the legislation are
miscellaneous provisions. Section 3 authorizes
such sums as may be necessary to carry out
the Act; section 4 provides that any appro-
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priation made to the Department of Justice
or LEAA may be used to make benefit pay-
ments wuntil specific appropriations are
made; section 5 makes the provisions of the
Act severable; and section 6 provides that the
Act shall be effective and apply to acts and
deaths occurring on or after the date of
enactment.

NIXON'S MEAT PRICE FREEZE IS
TOTALLY INADEQUATE

(Mr. BINGHAM asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and fo include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, the
President’'s imposition of a ceiling on the
price of meat last week was a hollow
gesture which, in my opinion, is a totally
inadequate approach to the present price
crisis confronting the American con-
sumer.

This freeze on the price of beef, lamb,
and pork alone is insufficient for two
basic reasons.

First, the President delayed taking ac-
tion until meat prices had reached such
astronomical levels that consumer boy-
cotts and public outrage had made head-
lines in every newspaper and magazine.
The level at which he froze prices is a
level which is far too high for public ac-
ceptance.

Second, a freeze on the price of meat
alone is an economic absurdity which is
doomed to disaster from its inception.
What the country needs is an immediate
freeze on the price of all goods and serv-
ices, not just on the price of meat, and a
gradual rollback of all consumer prices
to lower levels. Any future price in-
creases must be subject to strict guide-
lines and controls. Price controls on meat
alone cannot work, for if the costs of the
goods and services which farmers must
pay in order to produce meat continue to
rise, meat production will become un-
profitable for them, they will sharply re-
duce their output, and rationing and
black markets may result.

Last week, prior to the President’s an-
nouncement of meat price controls. I sub-
mitted a statement to the House Banking
and Currency Committee during the
course of that distinguished committee’s
hearings on the Economic Stabilization
Act and the price spiral which has struck
our Nation. I am attaching the statement
to my remarks of today.

This statement does not reflect the
subsequently imposed meat price con-
trols, but I feel that it represents a fair
analysis of the factors underlying the
shocking rise in national food prices. I
have cosponsored the legislation which
the Banking and Currency Committee
proposed as a solution to our current
price crisis—an immediate freeze on in-
terest rates and on the price of all goods,
services, and rents, a rollback of those
prices within 60 days, and & strict con-
trol of all future proposed price rises. I
shall continue to support this proposal
as a far more realistic and effective
course of action than the apparently
futile meat price freeze imposed by the
President.

I am also attaching an excellent
column by Rowland Evans and Robert
Novak which appeared nationwide to-
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day, entitled “Meat Price Ceiling: Too
Little, Too Late.”
The statement and article follow:
STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN JONATHAN B.
BincHAM

Mr. Chairman, I thank you for this oppor-
tunity to discuss the issue of skyrocketing
food prices. I would like to commend you
and your Committee for the leadership and
initiative which you have shown In con-
ducting hearings on the Economic Stabiliza-
tion Act and in the formulaiton of new leg-
islation aimed at controlling the growing in-
creases in the cost of living which are so
adversely affecting the American consumer.
The deliberations of this-Committee can have
a tremendous impact on the American stand-
ard of living for years to come.

Mr. Chairman, I am deeply troubled by the
rise in food prices which has taken place In
the U.S. since the summer of last year. These
increased consumer costs have struck par-
ticularly hard the elderly, persons living on
fixed incomes and pensions, the poor, and
families with growing children. The trip to
the supermarket or the corner grocery store
has turned into a nightmare for many Amer-
icans. In urban areas, where in normal times
food costs are invariably higher than in rural
areas, price rises have been devastating.

This Committee will certainly dig deep in
its efforts to answer the questions behind
the food cost hikes and to find solutions to
this complex problem. I wish to emphasize
my own opinion that existing agricultural
policy, the fallure of the Fresident to impose
price controls on raw agricultural products,
and the increased export of American food
products to foreign markets are among the
basic factors which underlie these stagger-
ing food price increases. A glance at the
record reveals the severity of these increases.

Since January of 1972, eggs have gone up
40 per cent in price, onions are up 33 per
cent, bacon is up 29 per cent, and potatoes
and milk are up 25 per cent, Hamburger has
climbed from 71 cents to 78 cents per pound,
bologna from £1.14 to $1.20 and chuck roast
from 79 cents to B6 cents. Nationwide whole-
sale food prices rose by 5 per cent in Decem-~
ber, and almost 3 per cent in January.

According to the U.S. Bureau of Labor
Statistics, retail food costs in the New York
area rose .3 per cent in December, 1.9 per
cent in January, and 2.5 per cent in February.
The price of meat, poultry, and fish jumped
45 per cent In the New York area last
month—Iif that continued for a year, the an-
nual price increase would be a staggering
54 per cent. All existing price rise records
are being broken as prices go right through
the ceiling.

This is the problem, and Congress must ad-
dress itself without delay to the development
of solutions.

I suggest that there are three courses of
action which we should take at once.

First, Congress should press for price con-
trols on food. In 1970, we gave the President
authority to control wages and prices, but
he committed a number of grave mistakes
in the exercise of those powers. He delayed
a year In exercising his authority to impose
mandatory controls, and when he finilly
acted, his controls were unfair and out of
balance. For example, controls were never
established for the prices of raw food. Then,
on January 10th of this year, the President
abandoned the compulsory wage-price con-
trols of “Phase II,” which were at least
partially effective in holding down the cost of
living and embarked, instead, upon a volun-
tary system known as “Phase III,"" which has
been a dismal fallure.

The present wage and price control pro-
gram includes price restraints on food once
it enters the processing stage, but those con-
trols have no effect on the basic cost of food.
Congress should formally require the Presi-
dent to exercise his power to control basic

CXTX——668—Part 8

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

food prices. If he is unwilling to take this
step, then we as a Congress must legislate a
price freeze on food. I am aware that there
is confiicting opinion on the effect which a
freeze on food prices would have in this
country. SBome warn that the result would be
a farmers’ resistance movement, cutbacks in
agricultural production, rationing, and black
markets. Others contend that business would
go on as usual. Congress has alternative ac-
tions avallable which must be explored. A
temporary food price freeze could be legls-
lated which might last for a period of several
months, a selective freeze on certain products
could be enacted, or across the board price
controls on all agricultural products could
be legislated. What is important is that we
take actlon now which will alleviate the
plight of the consumer.

Becond, Congress should ellminate subsidy
payments to farmers who hold their land out
of production. This anachronistic payment
system began two generations ago and was
initiated to improve an agricultural situa-
tion- which since has changed drastically.
Even with recent reductions in acreage sub-
sidized for non-production, there will still
be U.S. Treasury payouts of $2.5 billion for
20 million unused acres this year. A prime
factor in the skyrocketing cost of meat is
the rise in feed grain prices. Elimination of
non-production subsidies and increased grain
production would enable ranchers to pur-
chase grain and fatten livestock at lower
prices, a saving which could then be passed
on to the consumer. Every available acre in
the U.S, should be used to increase food
production and decrease food costs. Argu-
ments that supply would far exceed demand
and farmers would be bankrupted if non-
production subsidies were removed ring hol-
low when the growth of U.S. exports is
considered.

In 1972, the U.S. exported over $8 bil-
lion in agricultural products, and that fig-
ure Is expected to rise to at least $10 billion
this year. Australia and South Africa have
suffered major droughts and will be un-
able to meet growing demands in Europe
and Asla for more food imports. India is in
an agricultural crisis and faces a disastrous
food shortage. The Soviet Union and China
are emerging as potential major importers
of U.S. farm products. Both here and abroad
the American farmer will surely be able to
find adequate markets at a fair price for all
the products he can grow on heretofore un-
utilized land.

The noted economist Charles Schultze has
estimated that Federal subsidies to farmers
cost the American consumer §4.5 billion an-
nually in hidden food costs. The consumer
suffers at the cash register, because of arti-
ficially high prices for basic commodities,
and again at the hands of the tax collector,
who must levy large amounts to pay out
farm subsidies.

I do not advocate cutting out all Federal
price supports for agricultural products be-
cause the consumer could suffer in the
long run from an unregulated agricultural
market situation. But I do suggest that Con-
gress give very serlous consideration to the
elimination of wasteful subsidies pald for
nonproduction.

Third, Congress must root out and elim-
inate those taxes on food which are regres-
sive in nature and particularly burdensome
to lower-middle income and low Iincome
groups. A sallent example of this is the so-
called “Bread Tax,” a 756 cents per bushel
tax on wheat which raises the cost of a
pound loaf of bread by 2 cents. This tax, in-
cidentally, is levied only upon wheat used
for human consumption. In effect, animals
get a better shake from the tax collector on
wheat than do the consumers of this coun-
try.

Mr. Chalrman, unless Congress acts deci-
sively and quickly, a full-scale consumer
revolt will result.
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Housewife and consumer groups have be-
gun organizing food boycotts (my wife and
I are participating in such a boycott this
coming week), and restaurants are offering
discounts to patrons to avoid ordering beef.
A recent serles of thefts of supermarket
meat in Long Island, New York, has been
attributed in part to soaring meat prices.

Congress clearly has its work cut out for
it. In the development of solutions to the
problem, many competing interests must be
balanced. Consumers deserve a break, our
international balance of payments must be
considered, and the price, cost, and profit
structure of the enormous American food
processing industry must be analyzed. Also,
the American farmer must be treated with
dignity and understanding, and not be made
the whipping boy for our nation's economic
and agricultural woes. As is often pointed
out, in the past 20 years the prices which
farmers receive for crops have risen by only
eleven per cent, while retalil food rises have
climbed 56 per cent. The taxes imposed on
farmers grew by 297 per cent, and farm costs
climbed by 109 per cent over that period of
time, 60 per cent of today’s retail cost of
food is attributable to the transport, procegs-
ing and distribution of food, and salarles
In those sectors have Increased in order to
provide improved standards of living for their
employees.

Finding solutions and achleving com-
promises will not be a slmple matter, Mr.
Chairman. All Americans must be aware of
the enormous complexities which confront
this distinguished committee and the other
concerned organs of Congress which are
grappling with the issue of increasing food
prices. But all of us must make every effort
to come to the rescue of the American con-
sumer and deyelop a solution to the food
price erisis which confronts our nation.

Mr. Chairman, I believe that the legisla-
tlon you have introduced with a number of
Members of this Committee (H.R. 6168),
and which I have also introduced (HR.
6213), requiring the President to impose an
immediate freeze on prices—including food
prices—and interest rates'is one step we
simply must take on behalf of the best in-
terests of the American consumer. I con-
gratulate you and the Members of this Com-
mittee for your leadership. I urge this Com-
mittee to report this legislation out
promptly so that it may be enacted into law
at the earllest possible date.

[From the Washington Post, Apr. 2, 1973]
MeAT PRICE CEILING: ToO LITTLE, T0O LATE
(By Rowland Evans and Robert Novak)

Invoking meat controls with such typically
Nixonian stealth that some high-rmmln:g
White House aides were not consulted in ad-
vance, President Nixon now confronts a ma-
jor new political problem: A runaway Con-
gress ready to enact mandatory wage-and-
price controls far tougher than he wants.

m_the candid words of one presidential
assistant, the new ceilings on beef, lamb and
pork may only further dramatize the issue of
food iniiatlon, “tossing gasoline” on congres-
sional fires already burning furiously in favor
of a stringent new controls law.

Thus, Rep. Wilbur Mills of Arkansas, a
formidable critic of the permissive Phase IIT
contirals program, is now prepared to use his
great influence as chairman of the House
Ways and Means Committee to force House
passage of an across-the-board wage-and-
price freeze similar to the historic freeze of
Aug, 15, 1971.

Mills had strongly recommended & total
retail food-price freeze to Secretary of the
Treasury George Shultz. When Mr. Nixon
Thursday night bowed to the angry public
clamor against soaring food prices by im-
posing a ceiling severely limited to meat,
Mills was both surprised and displeased. He
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had expected a much broader emergency
program.

Accordingly, Mills is now prepared to take
the floor of the Eouse to fully support all
aspects (except an Interest rate ceiling) of an
across-the-board freeze that Rep. Wright
Patman of Texas, chairman of the House
Banking Committee, will propose when he
brings up the bill extending presidential
wage-price controls authority.

Moreover, Mr. Nixon’s bold appeal to the
voters over the head of Congress to back him
in the battle over vetoed spending bills
which started last week is also likely to stim-
ulate the same congressional demand, par-
ticularly among the Democratic majority, for
a far tougher controls law than the White
House wants. If such & bill went to the White
House and were vetoed, the Democrats could
use that veto as protection ogainst voting
for higher domestic spending.

Even worse for the President than these
unwanted congressional repercussions is the
mood widely shared among politicians that
Mr. Nixon is just groping with, not coming
to grips with, the inflation crisis.

Some leading outside economists, for ex-
ample, were certain that Mr. Nixon shifted
ground and trimmed his emergency controls
program at the last minute on Thursday. His
economlic advice still comes mainly from au-
thors of the disastrous Phase ITI—led by eco-
nomiecs czar Shultz, a doctrinaire free-mar-
keteer who has always opposed controls. The
Thursday decision is perceived by the out-
side economists as a sop to public demand—
too 1ittle, too late—by an administration that
isn’t sure what to do.

This mood, moreover, may explain the dra-
matic contrast between Wall Street’s tepid
reaction Friday, the day after the meat de-
cision, and the record rise in stock prices on
Aug. 16, 1871, the day after Mr. Nixon's
across-the-hoard freeze, The probable inter-
pretation: Wall Street’s money men, with
vast interests at stake in the anti-infiation
battle, were left wholly unconvinced that
the President’s meat decision will help much.

Likewise, if the President’s new ceiling on
meat was supposed to appease AFL-CIO
President George Meany, as many Democrats
believed, it was a fallure. Meany's blast at
the White House for putting a ceiling on
meat at the highest prices In history means
one thing: His potent lobby will be turned
loose for & total effort to persuade the House
to impose stringent price controls.

Nor is there any mathematical formula
showing that the new meat controls will ac-
tually work. Packinghouse operators now
cannot bid for choice cattle at higher prices,
which means cattle feeders cannot raise thelir
prices to compensate for rising, still uncon-
trolled, feed costs. This could actually reduce
the supply of beef to the market, while keep-
ing prices at their current peak, and lead to
rationing, black markets—or both.

In short, Mr. Nixon has taken a high-risk
political gamble with a meat-controls pro-
gram that did not satisfy Congress, consum-
ers and most economists. If the President
has restored credibility in his Phase III anti-
infiation program, the evidence still lles
somewhere off in the future.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. Cormax, for today, on account of
official business.

Mr. Marsunaca (at the request of Mr.
O’NEemL), for today, on account of offi-
cial business.

Mr. McCormAck (at the request of Mr.
O’'NEemL), for today, on account of death
in the family.

Mr. Came (at the request of Mr. GERALD
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R. Forp), for today, on account of offi-
cial business.

Mr. CrowNIiN (at the request of Mr.
GeraLD R. Forp), for today, on account of
official business.

Mr. Younc of South Carolina (at the
request of Mr. GeraLp R. Forp), for to-
day, on account of official business.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

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

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. RoserT W. DANIEL, JR.), tO
revise and extend their remarks, and to
include extraneous matter:)

Mr. STEELE, today, for 5 minutes.

Mr. RosisoN of New York, on April 4,
for 30 minutes. ;

Mrs. HeckrLER of Massachusetts, today,
for 5 minutes.

Mr, SArAsIN, today, for 5 minutes.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Stupps), to revise and ex-
tend their remarks, and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. McFaLL, today, for 5 minutes.

Mr. Dices, today, for 5 minutes.

Mr. GonzaLez, today, for 5 minutes,

Mr. HArRRINGTON, today, for 5 minutes.

Mr. MinisH, today, for 5 minutes.

Mr, BrRapEMaAS, today, for 5 minutes.

Mr. THORNTON, today, for 5 minutes.

Mr. MarH1s of Georgia, today, for 10
minutes.

Mr. FrASER, today, for 5 minutes.

Ms. ABzue, today, for 10 minutes.

Mr. DaniELSON, today, for 15 minutes.

Mr. TIERNAN, today, for 5 minutes.

Mr. Biacer, on April 3, for 15 minutes.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:

Mr. F'RASER, in the body of the REcoRrb,
and to include extraneous matter, not-
withstanding it exceeds two pages of the
Recorp and is estimated by the Public
Printer to cost $680.

Mr, MurpHY of New York and to in-
clude extraneous matter not withstand-
ing the fact that it exceeds two pages of
the ConcressioNaL Recorp and is esti-
mated by the Public Printer to cost $850.

Mr. GraY in two instances, and to in-
clude extraneous material.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Ropert W. DaniEL, Jr.), and to
include extraneous matter:)

Mr. HANRAHAN,

Mr. ZION.

Mr. SNYDER.

Mr. DERWINSKI.

Mr, FisH in two instances.

Mr,. QUIE,

Mr, Yourc of Florida in five instances,

Mr. FROEHLICH in two instances.

Mr. ZWACH.

Mr. DENNIS.

Mr, KEMP.

Mr. CLEVELAND.

Mr. Bop WILSON.

Mr. Bray in two instances.
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Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT in two instances.

Mr. CARTER.

Mr, VEYSEY in two instances.

Mr, WymMan in two instances.

Mr. WHITEHURST.

Mr. TrOMSON of Wisconsin.

Mr. Hocan in three instances.

Mr, FRENZEL.

Mr, COUGHLIN.

Mr. HosMEeR in two instances.

Mr. MooruEAD of California.

Mr. McCLOSKEY.,

Mr. Price of Texas.

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

Mr, LITTON.

Mr.

Mr.

Mr.

Mr.

Mr.

Mr.

HARRINGTON.

pE Luco.

HersToskr in 10 instances.
Wirriam D, FORD.

O’HARA.

KASTENMEIER.

Mr. Carney of Ohio in two instances.

Mr. Conyers in 10 instances.

Mrs. Grasso in 10 instances.

Mr. BrRASCO.

Ms. Apzuc in five instances.

Mr. Hanna in three instances.

Mr, VAN DEERLIN.

Mr. Burxe of Massachusetts.

Mr. Evins of Tennessee in six instances.

Mr. HUNGATE.

Mr, Annonzio in five instances.

Mr. SATTERFIELD.

Mr. Casey of Texas.

Mr, ROSTENKOWSKI.

Mr. ZaBLockI in two instances.

Mr. BENNETT.

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

Mr. BingaaMm in two instances.

Mr. F1sHER in six instances.

SENATE BILLS REFERRED

Bills of the Senate of the following
titles were taken from the Speaker’s ta-
ble and, under the rule, referred as
follows:

S. 13. An act to amend title 18 of the
United States Code to provide ‘civil remedies
to victims of racketeering activity and theft,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

8. 15. An act to amend the Omnibus Crime
Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 to pro-
vide a Federal death benefit to the surviving
dependents of public safety officers; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

8. 33. An act to amend the Omnibus Crime
Control and Safe Streets Act of 1868 to au-
thorize group life insurance programs for
public safety officers and to assist State and
local governments to provide such insurance;
to the Committee on the Judiclary.

8. 300. An act to provide for the compensa-
tion of persons injured by certain criminal
acts, to make grants to States for the pay-
ment of such compensation, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. DRINAN. Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 2 o'clock and 48 minutes p.m.) the
House adjourned until Tuesday, April 3,
1973 at 12 o'clock noon.
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EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

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

692. A communication from the Presldent
of the United States, transmitting a draft of
proposed legislation to authorize reduction
or suspension of import barriers to restrain
inflation (H. Doc. No. 93-75); to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means and ordered to
be printed.

693. A letter from the General Counsel
of the Department of Defense, transmitting
a draft of proposed legislation to amend ti-
tles 10 and 14, United States Code, and
certain other laws, to modernize the retire-
ment structure relating to members of the
uniformed services; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

694. A letter from the Director, Central
Intelligence Agency, transmitting a draft of
proposed legislation to amend the Central
Intelligence Agency Retirement Act of 1064
for certain employees, as amended, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

695. A letter from the Chief of Legisla-
tive Affairs, Department of the Navy, trans-
mitting notice of the proposed donation of
certain surplus railroad equipment to the
Warren County Chapter of the National Rail-
way Historlcal Soclety, Warrenton, N.C,, pur-
suant to 10 U.S.C. 7545; to the Committee
on Armed Services.

606. A letter from the Chairman, Federal
Deposit Insurance Corporation, transmitting
an interim report of the operations of the
Corporation during 1972; to the Committee
on Banking and Currency.

6807. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary of State for Congressional Rela-
tions transmitting a report on deliveries of
excess defense articles during the second
quarter of fiscal year 1073, by acquisition
cost and value at the time of delivery, pur-
suant to section 8(d) of Public Law 91-672;
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

698. A letter from the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare, transmitting a draft
of proposed legislation to extend the au-
thorization of appropriations for educational
broadcasting facilities grants;, to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

699. A letter from the Acting Secretary
of Health, Education, and Welfare, trans-
mitting a plan for providing hospital care
for merchant seamen and other beneficlaries
now served by the Public Health Service Hos-
pitals at Baltimore, Boston, Galveston, New
Orleans, San Prancisco, and Seattle, pur-
suant to section 3 of Public Law 82-585; to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

700. A letter from the Secretary of Trans-
portation, transmitting a report on the study
of the “barge mixing rule problem,” pur-
suant to Public Law 91-500, excluding the
comments and views of the Interstate Com-
merce Commission and the Secretary of the
Army; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

701. A letter from the Vice Presldent for
Public and Government Affairs, Natlonal
Railroad Passenger Corporation; transmitting
the financial report of the Corporation for
December, 1972, pursuant to section 308(a)
(1) of the Rall Passenger Service Act of
1970, as amended; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce.

702. A letter from the Commissioner, Im-
migration and Naturalization Service, De-
partment of Justice, transmitting reports
concerning visa petitions approved accord-
ing certain beneficlaries third and sixth pref-
erence classification, pursuant to section 204
(d) of the Immigration and Natlonality Act,
as amended [8 U.S.C. 1154(d) ]; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.
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T03. A letter from the Commissioner, Im-
migration and Naturalization Service, De-
partment of Justice, transmitting coples of
orders entered in the cases of certain aliens
found admissible to the United States, pur-
suant to section 212(a)(28)(I)(if) of the
Immigration and Nationality Act [8 U.S.C.
1182(a) (28) (1) (ii) (b) ]; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

T04. A letter from the Commissioner, Im-
migration and Naturalization Service, De-
partment of Justice transmitting coples of
orders entered in cases in which the author-
ity contained in section 212(d) (3) of the Im-
migration and Nationality Act was exercised
in behalf of certaln aliens, together with a
1ist of the persons involved, pursuant to sec-
tion 212(d) (8) of the Act [8 U.S.C. 1182(d)
(6) ]; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

T05. A letter from the Commissioner, Im-
migration and Naturalization Service, De-
partment of Justice, transmitting copies of
orders entered in the cases of certain aliens
under the authority contained in section 13
(b) of the act of SBeptember 11, 1957, pursu-
ant to section 13(c) of the act [8 U.B.C. 12566
{c) ]; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

708. A letter from the Governor of the Ca-
nal Zone, transmitting a draft of proposed
legislation to authorize the President to pre-
scribe regulations relating to the purchase,
possession, consumption, use, and transpor-
tation of alcoholic beverages In the Canal
Zone; to the Committee on Merchant Ma-
rine and Fisheries.

707. A letter from the Administrator, Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Administration,
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation
to amend section 203 of the National Aero-
nautics and Space Act of 1958, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Sclence and
Astronautics.

T08. A letter from the Administrator of Vet-
erans Affairs, transmitting a draft' of pro-
posed legislation to amend title 38 of the
United States Code in order to establish a
National Cemetery System within the Veter-
ans’ Administration; assist States in the es-
tablishment and operation of veterans’ cem-
eterles; to revise eligibility for burial allow-
ance; to eliminate certain duplications in
Federal burial benefits; and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

709. A letter from the Acting Assistant Sec-
retary of State for Congressional Relatlons,
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation
to amend the International Organizations
Immunities Act to authorize the President
to extend certain privileges and immunities
to the Organization of African Unity; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

T710. A letter from the Chairman of the
Council of Economic Advisers, transmitting a
report on the repeal of the excise tax on mo-
tor vehicles, pursuant to Public Law 92-178;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

RecEIVED FrROM THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL

T11. A letter from the Comptroller General
of the United States, transmitting a ‘report
on protecting the consumer from potentially
harmful shellfish (clams, mussels, and oys-
ters); to the Committee on Government
Operations.

712. A letter from the Comptroller General
of the United States, transmitting a report
on problems in obtaining and enforcing com-
pllance with good manufacturing practices
for drugs; to the Committee on Government

tions,

713. A letter from the Comptroller General
of the United States, transmitting a report
on cost growth in weapon systems in the
Department of Defense; to the Committee
on Government Operations,

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk

10593

for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. POAGE: Committee on conference, A
conference report to accompany H.R. 2107;
(Rept. No. 93-101). Ordered to be printed.

Mr. FRASER: Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs. House Joint Resolution 205. Joint res-
olution to create an Atlantic Union delega-
tion; (Rept. No. 93-102). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

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

By Mr. ABDNOR:

HR. 6415. A bill to amend the Federal
Trade Commission Act (15 U.B8.C, 41) to pro-
vide that under certain circumstances ex-
clusive territorial arrangements shall not be
deemed unlawful; to the Committee on In-
terstate and Forelgn Commerce.

By Ms. ABZUG:

H.R. 6418, A bill to provide public service
employment opportunities for unemployed
and underemployed persons, to assist States
and local communities in providing needed
public services, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. BADILLO:

HR. 6417. A bill to amend the tarif and
trade laws of the United States to promote
full employment and restore a diversified
production base; to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 18954 to stem the outflow of
U.8. capital, jobs, technology, and produc-
tion, and for other purposes; to the Com-=-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr, BIAGGI:

H.R. 6418. A bill to amend section 9 of
title 17 of the United States Code; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 6419. A bill to provide for the con-
struction of a Veterans’ Administration hos-
pital of 1,000 beds in the county of Queens,
New York State; to the Comittee on Veter-
ans’ Affairs.

By Mr. BIAGGI (for himself, Ms.
Aszvc, Mr. AppaBso, Mr. BROWN
of California, Mr. CLARK, Mr. ConN=-
YERS, Mr. Davis of Bouth Caro-
lina, Mr. Epwarps of California,
Mr. Emeerce, Mr. Fisg, Mr. FrLoobn,
Mr. Gaypos, Mrs. Greey of Ore-
gon, Mr. Heistoski, Mr. HosMER,
Mr. HupNuT, Mr. HunT, Mr. EYROS,
Mr. Mazzory, Mr. Meeps, Mrs.
Ming, Mr. MorroEaN, Mr. Nix,
Mr. PerpPeEr, and Mr, PETTIS) :

H.R. 6420. A bill to amend the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 to pro-
vide a program of grants to States for the
development of child abuse and neglect pre-
vention programs in the areas of treatment,
training, case reporting, public education,
and information gathering and referral; to
the Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. BIAGGI (for himself, Mr.
PopeLn, Mr. RANGEL, Mr, REgs, Mr.
RoOE, Mr. RoncaLio of Wyoming, Mr,
ROSENTHAL, Mr. Ro¥YsAL, Mr. Stroc-
KEEY, Mr. SymNcTOoN, Mr., Vicor-
1TO, Mr. Won PAT, and Mr. YATRON) :

H.R. 6421. A blll to amend the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 to pro-
vide a program of grants to States for the
development of child abuse and neglect pre-
vention programs in the areas of treatment,
tralning, case reporting, public education,
and information gathering and referral; to
the Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. BINGHAM:

H.R. 64232, A bill to provide for posting in-
formation in post offices with respect to reg-
istration, voting, and communicating with
lawmakers; to the Commlittee on Post Office
and Civil Service.
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H.R. 6423. A bill to amend section 5042(a)
(2) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954
to permit individuals who are not heads of
familles to produce wine for personal con-
sumption; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. BINGHAM (for himself, Mr.
CHARLEs H. Wmsonw of California,
and Mr. MazzoLI) :

HR. 6424, A bill governing the use of the
Armed Forces of the United States in the
absence of a declaration of war by the Con-
gress; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. BURKE of Florida (for him-
self, Mr. ArcHER, Mr. Bararis, Mr.
Brown of California, Mrs. CHISHOLM,
Mr. CronmN, Mr. Davis of South
Carolina, Mr. DErwiNskI, Mr. GREEN
of Pennsylvania, Mr. HinsHaw, Mr.
HorToN, Mr. JonNEs of North Caro-
lina, Mr. LeGGETT, Mr. MaynE, Mr.
McCroskeEY, Mr. MrrcHELL of Mary-
land, Mr. MoaxiLEY, Mr. Mureuy of
Nlinois, Mr. PerT1s, Mr. PopELL, Mr.
RoE, Mr. RosEnNTHAL, Mr. RousH,
Mr. WAMPLER, and Mr. WHITE) :

H.R. 6425. A bill to amend title 10 of the
United States Code in order to make certain
totally and permanently disabled World War
II servicemen and their dependents eligible
for CHAMPUS medical benefits; to the Com-
mittec on Armed Services.

By Mr. BURKE of Florida (for himself,
Mr. WHITEHURST, Mr. YaiTRON, Mr.
Youne of Alaska, and Mr. YouNG of
Florida) :

H.R. 6426. A bill to amend title 10 of the
United States Code in order to make certaln
totally and permanently disabled World War
II servicemen and their dependents eligible
for CHAMPUS medical benefits; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

By Mr. BUREE of Florlda (for him-
self, Mr. ARCHER, Mr. BarFaLls, Mr.
Browx of California, Mrs. CHISHOLM,
Mr. CoLLIER, Mr. CRONIN, Mr. Davis
of Bouth Carolina, Mr. DERWINSKI,
Mr. HmsHAW, Mr. Jones of North
Carolina, Mr. LEGGETT, Mr. McCLos-
KEY, Mr. MoAKLEY, Mr. MurrPHY of
Illinois, Mr. PopELL, Mr. ROSENTHAT,
Mr. RousH, Mr. WaMPLER, Mr. WHITE-
HURST, Mr. YaTRON, Mr. Youwc of
Alaska, and Mr. Youxnc of Florida) :

HR. 6427. A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code in order to provide addi-
tional compensation to veterans who are to-
tally disabled as a result of combat injurles;
to the Committee on Veterans Affairs.

By Mr. CAREY of New York:

H.R. 6428. A bill to amend the Agricultural
Adjustment Act of 1938 to eliminate wheat
marketing certificates, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. CARTER:

HR. 8429. A bill to establish Capiltol Hill
as a historic district; to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs.

H.R. 6430. A bill to encourage earlier re-
tirement by permitting Federal employees to
purchase into the civil service retirement
system benefits unduplicated in any other
retirement system based on employment in
Federal programs operated by BState and
local governments under Federal funding
supervision; to the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service.

By Mr. CONYERS (for himself, Mr.
GONZALEZ, Mr, DRINAN, Mr, Marsu-
NAGA, and Mr. Worrr) :

H.R. 6431. A bill to amend the Economic
Opportunity Act of 1964 to require that any
plans to reorganize the Office of Economic
Opportunity be transmitted to Congress pur-
suant to the Executive Reorganization Act,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Education and Labor.

By Mr. CRANE:

H.R. 6432. A bill to amend the Urban Mass
Transportation Act of 1964 to provide a sub-
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stantial Increase (on & revenue-sharing

basis) in the total amount authorized for

assistance thereunder, to increase the por-

tion of project cost which may be covered by

8 Federal grant, and for other purposes; to

the Committee on Banking and Currency,
By Mr. DONOHUE:

HR., 6433. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 19564 to allow a credit
against the individual income tax for tuition
pald for the elementary or secondary educa-
tion of dependents; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. DRINAN:

HR. 6434. A bill to amend the National
Sclence Foundation Act of 1950 in order to
establish a framework of natlonal sclence
policy and to focus the Nation's sclentific
talent and resources on its priority problems,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Sclence and Astronautics.

By Mr, DULSETI:

HR. 6435. A bill to amend section 225 of
the Postal Revenue and Federal Salary Act
of 1967; to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Bervice.

By Mr. DUNCAN:

H.R. 6436. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to disallow any deduc-
tion for depreciation for a taxable year in
which a residential property does not com-
ply with requirements of local laws relating
to health and safety, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. DUNCAN (for himself, Mr,
Camp, Mr. CrLarRg, Mr. Froobp, Mr.
PoLey, Mr. IcHORD, Mr, JoHNSON of
California, Mr. McEwWeN, Mr. Mc-
SPADDEN, Mr. QUILLEN, Mr. ROONEY
of Pennsylvania, Mr. RUNNELS, Mr.
SAYLOR, Mr, SHOUP, Mr. SKUBITZ, Mr,
S¥ymms, and Mr. UpALL) :

H.R. 6437. A bill to protect the domestic
economy to promote the general welfare, and
to assist in the National defense by provid-
ing for an adequate supply of lead and zinc
for consumption in the United States from
domestic and foreign sources, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr, FASCELL:

H.R. 6438. A bill to amend the Freedom of
Information Act to require that all infor-
mation be made avallable to Congress; to the
Committee on Government Operations.

By Mr. FRASER:

H.R. 6439. A bill to provide local self-gov-
ernment for the people of Washington, D.C.;
to the Committee on the District of Co-
Iumbia.

By Mr. FUQUA:

HR. 6440. A Dbill to amend the Federal
Property and Administrative Services Act
of 1949 to permit donatlons of surplus sup-
plies and equipment to State education agen-
cles; to the Committee on Government
Operations.

HR. 6441. A Dbill to amend the Uniform
Time Act of 1966 in order to provide that
daylight saving time shall be observed in the
United Btates from the first Sunday follow-
ing Memorial Day to the first Sunday follow-
ing Labor Day; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. GUDE (for himself and Mr,
BroYHTNLL of Virginia) :

HR. 6442. A bill to amend title 5 of the
United States Code to provide that super-
grade employees (and certain other Federal
employees) whose pay s subject to a special
statutory limiftation shall be credited, for
civil service retirement purposes, with the
full amount of the basle pay they would be
entitled to receive in the absence of such lim-
itation; to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Bervice,

By Mr. HANNA:

H.R. 6443. A bill to assure that Federal
housing assistance programs are carried out
to the full extent authorized by Congress; to
the Committee on Banking and Currency.
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By Mr. HASTINGS (for himself, Mr.
Gaypos, Mr. RoNcaLrLo of New York,
Mr. BucHANAN, Mr. ECEHARDT, Mr.
Davis of Georgila, Mr. EocH, Mr.
CLEVELAND, Mr. HaMILTON, Mrs.
CmisHoLM, Mr. HELsTOSKI, Mr. Bur-
TON, Mr. MATSUNAGA, Mr. STEPHENS,
Mr. BRADEMAS, Mr. CARNEY of Ohio,
Mr. RowNcaro of Wyoming, Mr. Ro-
piNo, Mr. McDapg, Mr. ROSTENKOW-
sx1, Mr. Wawpre, Mr. McCorMACK,
Mr. FLYNT, Mr. McSpappEN, and Mr.
MALLARY) :

H.R. 6444. A Dbill to. extend through fiscal
year 1974 the expiring appropriations author-
izations in the Public Health Service Act, the
Community Mental Health Centers Act, and
the Development Disablilities Services and
PFacilities Act, and for other purposes; to the
Commitiee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce,

By Mrs. HECELER of Massachusetts:

HR. 6445. A Dbill to provide that respect
for an individual's right not to participate In
abortions contrary to that individual's con-
sclences be a requirement for hospital eligli-
bility for Federal financial assistance and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. HELETOSEI :

H.R. 64468. A bill to authorize financial as-
sistance for opportunities industrialization
centers; to the Committee on Education and
Labor.

By Ms. HOLTZMAN:

H.R. 6447. A bill to require States to pass
along to individuals who are recipients of aid
or assistance under the Federal-State public
assistance programs or under certain other
Federal programs, and who are entitled to so-
clal security benefits, to full amount of the
1972 increase in such benefits, elther by dis-
regarding it in determining their need for as-
sistance or otherwise; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. EEMP:

H.R. 6448. A bill to extend to volunteer fire
companies and volunteer ambulance and
rescue companies the rates of postage on
second-class and third-class bulk malilings
applicable to certain nonprofit organizations;
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Bervice.

By Mr. McCLORY (for himself, Mr.
Smrrae of New York, Mr. SaNpman,
Mr. RaiLsBack, Mr. FisH, Mr. HoGaN,
and Mr. MoorHEAD of Callfornia):

HR. 6449. A Dbill; Public Safety Officers’
Benefits Act of 1973; to the Committee on
the Judiclary.

ByNMr. McFALL (for himself and Mr.

IX) :

HR. 6450. A bill to amend the Economic
Stabilization Act of 1970 to establish a tem-
porary Price-Wage Board, to provide tem-
porary guidelines for the creation of price
and pay rate stabilization standards, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency.

By Mr. MATHIAS of California (for
himself, Mr. McFALL, Mr, CHARLES H.
Wirsoxn of California, Mr. BURGENER,
Mr. MoorHEAD of California, Mr.
HINSHAW, Mr. STark, and Ms, BUrgE
of California) :

HR. 6451. A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment of the California Desert National
Conservation Area; to the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs,

By Mr. Mimnisa (for himself, Mr.
GETTYS, Mr. HANLEY, Mr. BrRAsco, Mr.
EocH, Mr. Correr, Mr. Younc of
Georgia, Mr, Moaxiey, and Mr.
StaRK) :

H.R. 6452. A bill to amend the Urban Mass
Transportation Act of 1964 to provide a sub-
stantial increase in the total amount au-
thorized for assistance thereunder, to in-
crease the portion ¢f profect cost which may
be covered by a Federal grant, to authorize
assistance for operating expenses, and for
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other purposes; to the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency.
By Mrs. MINK:

HR. 6453. A bill to amend title 10 of the
United States Code to deem service as a mem-
ber of the Women's Airforce Service Pllots
during World War II to be active service for
purposes of computing retirement and lon-
gevity benefits; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

By Mr. O'HARA.

H.R. 6454. A bill to amend title 18 of the
United States Code to permit the transpor-
tation, mailing, and broadcasting of adver-
tising, Information, and materials concerning
lotteries authorized by law and conducted by
a State, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. PODELL:

H.R. 6455. A bill to establish a Transpor-
tation Trust Fund, to encourage urban mass
transportation, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. QUILLEN:

H.R. 6456. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to provide for a special addi-
tion to the pension of veterans of World
War I and to the pension of widows and chil-
dren of veterans of World War I; to the
Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

H.R. 6457. A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code to liberalize the provi-
sions relating to payment of disability and
death pension; to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs.

By Mr. ROGERS (for himself, Mr.
Kyros, Mr. PREvER, Mr, SYMINGTON,
Mr. Roy, Mr. NELSEN, Mr. CARTER, Mr.
HasTINGS, Mr. HEmnz, and Mr. Hup-
NUT) :

HR. 6458. A Dbill to amend the Public
Health Service act to authorize assistance for
planning, development and initial operation,
research, and training projects for systems
for the effective provision of health care serv-
ices under emergency conditions; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

By Mr. SATTERFIELD:

H.R. 6459. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of Agriculture to develop and carry out a
forestry incentives program to encourage a
higher level of forest resource protection, de-
velopment, and management by small nonin-
dustrial private and non-Federal public forest
landowners, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. SAYLOR:

H.R. 6460. A bill to establish a natlonal
land use policy, to authorize the Becretary
of the Interior to make grants to encourage
and assist the State to develop and imple-
ment State land use programs, to coordinate
Federal programs and policles which have a
land use impact, to coordinate planning and
management of Federal lands and planning
and management of nearby non-Federsl
lands, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

H.R. 6461. A bill to grant a Federal charter
to the American Golf Hall of Fame Asso-
ciation; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

HR, 6462. A bill to amend the Federal
Salary Act of 1867, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service.

By Mr. SEIBERLING:

HR. 6463. A bill to amend the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968
to provide a Federal minimum death and dis-
memberment benefit to public safety officers
or their surviving dependents; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 6464. A bill to increase the contribu-
tion of the Feceral Government to the costs
of employees’ health benefits insurance; to
the Committee on Post Office and Clvil Serv-
ice.

H.R. 64685. A bill to amend the Postal Re-
organization Act of 1970, title 39, United
States Code, to eliminate certain restrictions
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on the rights of officers and employees of
the Postal Service, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Bervice.

H.R. 6466. A bill to amend subchapter III
of chapter 83 of title 5, United States Code,
relating to civil service retirement, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

H.R. 6467. A bill to permit officers and em-
ployees of the Federal Government to elect
coverage under the old-age, survivors, and
disability insurance system; to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. SKUBITZ:

HR. 6468, A bill to amend the Federal
Trade Commission Act to provide that un-
der certain circumstances exclusive terri-
torial arrangements shall not be deemed un-
lawful; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce,

By Mr. SLACK:

H.R. 6469. A bill to amend the Lead-Based
Paint Polsoning Prevention Act; to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. THONE:

H.R. 6470. A bill to amend the Export Ad-
ministration Act of 1969, as amended; to the
Committee on Banking and Currency.

H.R. 6471. A bill to amend certaln provi-
slons of the Land and Water Conservation
Fund Act of 1965 relating to the collection of
fees in connection with the use of Federal
areas for outdoor recreation purposes; to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. WALDIE (for himself, Mr.
StoxEs, Mr. Moss, Mr. EILBERG, and
Mr. ST GERMAIN) :

H.R. 6472. A bill to amend titles 390 and 5,
United States Code, to eliminate certain re-
strictions on the rights of officers and em-
ployees of the Postal Service, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Bervice.

By Mr. WAMPLER.:

H.R. 6473. A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code to make certain that
reciplents of veterans' pension will not have
the amount of such pension reduced because
of increases in monthly social security bene-
fits; to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. BOB WILSON:

H.R. 6474. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to establish a program of in-
sured and direct educational loans for eligible
veterans; to the Committee on Veterans
AfTairs,

By Mr, WINN:

HR.6475. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to expand the authority
of the National Institute of Arthritis, Metab-
olism, and Digestive Diseases in order to
advance the national attack on diabetes; to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

By Mr. FINDLEY (for himself, and
Mr. SCHNEEBELI) :

H.J. Res. 472. Joint resolution to create an
Atlantic Union delegation; to the Committee
on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. HOGAN (for himself, Mr. Be-
vinL, Mr, Camp, Mr. HUBER, Mr,
EEATING, Mr., LUJAN, Mr. MazzoLrl,
and Mr. Won Par):

H.J. Res. 473. Joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States guaranteeing the right to life
to the unborn, the ill, the aged, or the in-
capacitated; to the Commission on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. WINN:

H.J. Res. 474. Joint resolution to authorize
the President to issue annually a proclama-
tion designating the month of May in each
year as “National Arthritis Month'; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. VANIK (for himself, Mr. DIGGs,
Mr. DingeELL, Mr. HasTINGS, Mr. MIN-
sHALL of Ohlo, Mr. MosHER, Mr.
O'Hara and Mr. YATES):
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H. Con. Res. 172, Concurrent resolution re-
questing the President to negotiate with the
Government of Canada to establish water
levels for the Great Lakes; to the Committee
on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. FROEHLICH:

H. Res, 336. Resolution to authorize the
Committee on Banking and Currency to con-
duct an investigation and study of all mat-
ters relating to the cost and availability of
food to the American consumer; to the Com-
mittee on Rules,

MEMORIALS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memo-
rials were presented and referred as
follows:

119. By the SPEAEER: Memorial of the
Legislature of the Commonwealth of Massa-
chusetts, relative to the proposed Nantucket
Sound Island Trust; to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs.

120. Also, memorial of the Legislature of
the State of West Virginia, relative to the
preservation of the New River Gorge area as
& natlonal park; to the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs.

121. Also, memorial of the House of Repre-
sentatives of the State of Montana, relative
to regional medical programs; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

122, Also, memorlal of the House of Repre-
sentatives of the State of Montana, request-
ing Congress to propose an amendment to
the Constitution of the United States guar-
anteeing the right of the States to enact or
preserve laws which protect the right to life
of unborn human beings; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

123. Also, memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Washington, ratifying the pro-
posed amendment to the Constitution of the
United States relative to equal rights for
men and women; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

124. Also, memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Mississippi, relative to support
of the commercial fishing Industry; to the
Committee on Merchant Marine and Fish-
eries.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ABDNOR:

HR. 6476. A bill for the rellef of Harold
C. and Vera L. Adler, doing business as the
Adler Construction Co.; to the Committee on
the Judiclary.

By Ms. ABZUG:

H.R.6477. A bill for the relief of Lucille
de Saint Andre; to the Committee on the
Judicliary.

By Mr, SISK:

H.R.6478. A bill for the relief of Cmdr.
Andrew P. Jensen, U.S. Navy; to the Com-
mittee on the Judielary.

By Mr. STEED:

H.R. 6479, A bill for the relief of Clyde E.

Boyett; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. WINN:

H.R. 6480. A bill to in te In the Dis-
trict of Columbia the National Inconveni-
enced Sportsmen’s Assoclation; to the Com-
mittee on the District of Columbla.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk
and referred as follows:

95. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the city
council, Elizabeth, N.J., relative to the boy-
cott of meat products; to the Committee on
Banking and Currency.
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96. Also, petition of the Congress of Mi-
cronesia, Trust Territory of the Paclfic Is-
lands, relative to the island o* Rol-Namur;
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

97. Also, petition of the Congress of Mi-
cronesia, Trust Territory of the Pacific Is-
lands, relative to the future political status
of Micronesia; to the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs.

98. Also, petition of Ronald E. Huffstutler
and others, Oneonta, Ala., relative to pro-
tection for law-enforcement officers against
nuisance suits; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

9. Also, petition of Ronald Hasley and
others, Hollywood, Fla., relative to protec-
tlon for law-enforcement officers agalnst
nuisance suits; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

100. Also, petition of John R. Leach and
others, Pembroke Pines, Fla., relative to pro-
tection for law-enforcement officers against
nuisance suits; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

101. Also, petition of Willlam Fearherley,
Addison, Ill., and others, relative to protec-
tion for law-enforcement officers against
nuisance suits; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

102. Also, petition of Mareen A. Lunt and
others, Berkeley, Ill., relative to protection
for law-enforcement officers against nuisance
suits; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

103. Also, petition of David J. Petgen and
others, Goshen, Ind., relative to protection
for law-enforcement officers agalnst nuisance
suits; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

104. Also, petition of Henry Miller and
others, Michigan City, Ind., relative to pro-
tection for law-enforcement officers against
nuisance suits; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.
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105, Also, petition of Jerry Stoner, Wabash
Fraternal Order of Police, Wabash, Ind., and
others, relative to protection for law-enforce-
ment officers against nuisance suits; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

106. Also, petition of Ira C. Austin, Sr., and
others, New Orleans, La., relative to protec-
tlon for law-enforcement officers agalinst
nuisance suits; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

107. Also, petition of R. E. Humphress and
others, Berlin, Md., relative to protection for
law-enforcement officers agalnst nulsance
sults; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

108. Also, petition of Jack K. Richard, Ber-
lin, Md., and others relative to protection for
law-enforcement officers against nulsance
suits; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

108. Also, petition of A J. Aranca, Jr.,
Bloomfield, N.J., and others, relative to pro-
tection for law enforcement officers against
nusiance sults; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

110. Also, petition of Vincent Raymond,
Garfield Heights, N.J,, and others, relative to
protection for law enforcement officers
against nulsance suits; to the Committee on
the Judicliary.

111. Also petition of Carl Wiece, Euclid,
Ohio, and others, relative to protection for
law enforcement officers against nuisance
suits; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

112. Also, petition of Roger Whiting, Hills-
boro, Ohio, and others, relative to protection
for law enforcement officers against nuisance
suits; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

113. Also, petition of Leland F. Matuszak,
Lorain Fraternal Order of Police, Lorain,
Ohio, and others, relative to protection for
law enforcement officers against nulsance
suits; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
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114. Also, petition of H. K. St. John, North-
field, Ohlo, and others, relative to protection
for law enforcement officers against nuisance
Buits; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

115. Also, petition of Bill Moon and others,
Pryor, Okla., relative to protection for law
enforcement officers against nuisance suits:
to the Committes on the Judiciary.

116, Also, petition of David Rogers, Easton,
Pa., and others, relative to protection for law
enforcement officers against nulsance suits;
to the Commitee on the Judiciary.

117. Also, petition of David K. Caldwell
and others, Latrobe, Pa., relative to protec-
tlon for law enforcement officers against
nuisance suits; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

118. Also, petition of Jesse L. Wearer and
others, Shamokin, Pa., relative to protection
for law enforcement officers against nuisance
suits; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

119. Also, petition of Gary P. Lenzi, Sharon,
Pa., and others, relative to protection for law
enforcement officers against nulsance suits;
to the Committee on the Judiclary.

120. Also, petition of R. W. Spradling,
Charleston, W. Va., and others, relative
to protectlon for law enforcement officers
against nuisance suits; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

121. Alsp, petition of Raymond Fraid,
Eenosha, Wis., relative to protection for law
enforcement officers against nuisance suits;
to the Committee on the Judiclary.

122. Also, petition of the common council,
Sturgeon Bay, Wis., relative to the Economic
Development Administration and the Upper
Great Lakes Regional Commission; to the
Committee on Public Works.

123. Also, petition of the city council,
Holland, Mich., relative to revenue sharing;
to the Committee on Ways and Means,
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THE HANDICAPPED AT WORK:
TOMORROW'S CHALLENGE

HON. FRANK CHURCH

OF IDAHO
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES
Monday, April 2, 1973

Mr. CHURCH. Mr, President, the win-
ning essay in this year's Idaho State
“Ability Counts” contest, sponsored by
the Governor’s Committee on Employ-
ment of the Handicapped, is Susanne
Jane Mansell of Boise.

I have just had occasion to read her
winning essay, entitled “The Handi-
capped at Work: Tomorrow's Chal-
lenge.”

Also winning in the Idaho contest is
David Sharp, of Idaho Falls, for his post-
er on Hire the Handicapped. I wish it
were possible to reprint this young man’s
striking poster in the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp. Since we deprive ourselves of
graphic representation in the REecorb,
however, I can only say that it is a strik-
ing piece of work, which I know will be
highly effective.

Reading Miss Mansell’s essay, it is
easy to see why this young woman was
selected as a winner in the contest.

Miss Mansell is the daughter of a dis-
abled veteran, and understands the prob-
lems of the handicapped from immedi-
ate experience.

In her essay, she notes the problems
that had to be overcome by the United

States to put a man on the moon, and
wonders why—if we can overcome those
barriers—we cannot at the same time
remove the barriers we put in the way
of the handicapped.

It is a very legitimate question. As she
states in her essay:

The entire space program i{llustrates the
will of mankind to break down barriers and
to strive for the impossible dream, Now we
need to prove ourselves in the important area
of service to humanity.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of Miss Mansell’s essay
be printed at this point in the Extensions
of Remarks.

There being no objection, the essay
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

THE HANDICAPPED AT WORK: TOMORROW'S

CHALLENGE
(By Susanne Jane Mansell)

Ten, nine, eight, seven, six, five, four, three,
two, one, blast off |

A great roar arose, overpowering all other
sounds in the area. The ground shook with
the force of the rocket’s lifting off the launch-
ing pad. It seemed as if the whole earth were
being jarred loose from its foundations! The
air was electric with excitement. The date
was July 20, 1969, and man had undertaken
his first excursion to the moon.

Some Americans like Joe Blake, born blind,
and Marjorie Adams, confined to a wheelchalr
by multiple sclerosis, could only listen to
radloed reports; yet they too experienced the
challenge of man's seeking a goal higher than
all others and being willing to pay the price
to realize that goal.

Since that dramatic “first,” four moon

landings have occurred. What seemed im-
possible yesterday is now within reach in the
space program. For man to land on the moon
he had to overcome obstacles, previously un-
surmountable. Now, man can travel through
space at extraordinary speed and dares hope
to go beyond the moon to more distant
planets.

This question comes to my mind: if man-
kind has advanced sufficiently to venture into
outer space against tremendous odds, why
can he not break down the barrlers that
haunt the handicapped worker?

Seeking answers, I talked first with my
father, a disabled veteran. To my surprise, he
knew a great deal about such barriers.
Though he believes attitudes have greatly
improved over the past half-century, he cited
a recent magazine survey which revealed that
“out of 16,000 adults and 1,000 school age
children, 63 per cent of the people questioned
wanted to get the handicapped out of sight.” *
Consldering that “one out of every seven
persons in the United States is disabled In
some way”? that like hiding our heads in
the sand.

What is being done to change attitudes to-
ward the handicapped and what is their hope
for the future? “The most effective example
I know of is LIVE, Inc., in Bolse. LIVE strives
to establish dignity and self-worth in the
disabled person. By tralning and employing
the handicapped worker, LIVE gives him an
opportunity to be self-supporting.”?® This
improves his opinion of himself; and, in
turn, raises other people's opinion of him.
A person who is usefully and gainfully em-
ployed Is happiler and better-adjusted.

“As for the future, there is reason to hope.
I believe in the human race and have con-
fidence that, as we become aware of the

Footnotes at end of article.
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