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To be major general

Brig. Gen. William H. Bauer IEererrdll
FV, Air Force Reserve.

Brig. Gen. Stuart G. Haynsworth,
P28V, Air Force Reserve.

Brig. Gen. Howard T. Markey, IERSrarcdll
FV, Air Force Reserve.

Brig. Gen. Alfred J. Wood, Jr., e rrdll
FV, Air Force Reserve.

To be brigadier general

Col. William C. Banton IIETSrarraBrV,
Air Force Reserve.

Col. Francis N. Clemens ISl V,
Air Force Reserve.

Col. Michael Collins, = erral"V,
Force Reserve.

Col. Bruce H. Cooke, IS alrYV,
Force Reserve.

Col. Roger M. Dreyer, IES el vV,
Force Reserve.

Col. John W. Huston RS alrV,
Force Reserve.

Col. Cecil T. Jenkins e e alrY,
Force Reserve.

Col. Stephen T. Keefe, Jr. Il V.,
Air Force Reserve.

Col. Leonard Marks, Jr. R SrralrV,
Air Force Reserve.

Col. Roy M. Marshall, TS et cdlFV, Air
Force Reserve.

Col. Robert M. Martin, Jr. EEETllFV,
Air Force Reserve.

Col. Sidney S. Novaresi, IS Srrdl FV,
Air Force Reserve.

Col. Pat Sheehan TS e dlF V, Air Force
Reserve.

Col. Ted W. Sorensen IETSTer alBFV, Air
Force Reserve.

Col. Edwin F. Wenglar, IS S alFV, Air
Force Reserve.

The following officers for appointment in
the Reserve of the Air Force to the grade
indicated, under the provisions of chapters
35, 831, and 837, title 10, United States Code:

T'o be major general

Brig. Gen. Gordon L. Doolittle, [aracen
P23 G, Air National Guard.

Brig. Gen. Raymond L. George, [REtocM
230G, Air National Guard.

Brig. Gen. George M. McWilliams,
238G, Air National Guard.

Brig. Gen. Robert S. Peterson, [Rrasend
223G, Air National Guard.

To be brigadier general

Col. John C. Campbell, Jr. I dlrG,
Air National Guard.

Col. Winett A. Coomer ISR llrG,
Air National Guard.

Col. William D. Flaskamp,
Air National Guard.

Col. Leo C. Goodrich, e dlrG, Air
National Guard.

Col. Cecil I. Grimes JISTOrallrG, Air
National Guard.

Col. Ronald S. Huey IS dlrG, Air

National Guard.

Air
Air
Air
Air
Air
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Col. Paul J. Hughes IS TSalFG, Air
National Guard.

Col. Grover J. Isbell IS dAlG, Air
National Guard.

Col. Billy M. Jones, IS llFG, Air
National Guard.

Col. Raymond A. Matera, IS et dlFG,
Air National Guard.

Col. Patrick E. O'Grady IS dlrG,
Air National Guard.

The following officer under the provisions
of title 10, United States Code, section 8066,
to be assigned to a position of importance
and responsibility designated by the Presi-
dent under subsection (a) of section 8066,
in grade as follows:

To be lieutenant general

Maj. Gen. Carlos M. Talbott,
EZ3'R (major general, Regular Air Force)
U.S. Air Force.

Col. John P. Fiynn, e dlF R (colo-
nel, Regular Air Force) U.S. Air Force, for
appointment to the temporary grade of
brigadier general in the U.S. Air Force to be
retroactive to the effective date of May 1,
1971.

Col. David W. Winn, [ errdl' R, (colo-
nel, Regular Air Force) U.S. Air Force, for
appointment to the temporary grade of
brigadier general in the U.S. Air Force.

U.S. ArRMY

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

To be general

Gen. Lewis Blaine Hershey, I Srarrill
Army of the United States (lieutenant colo-
nel, U.S. Army).

U.S. Navy

Rear Adm. William R. St. George, U.S.
Navy, having been designated for commands
and other duties of great importance and re-
sponsibility determined by the President to
be within the contemplation of title 10, Unit-
ed States Code, section 5231, for appointment
to the grade of vice admiral while so serving.

Rear Adm. Walter D. Gaddis, U.S. Navy,
having been designated for commands and
other duties of great importance and respon-
sibility determined by the President to be
within the contemplation of title 10, United
States Code, section 5231, for appointment to
the grade of vice admiral while so serving.

Rear Adm. Robert B. Baldwin, U.S. Navy,
having been designated for commands and
other duties determined by the President to
be within the contemplation of title 10, Unit-
ed States Code, section 5231, for appointment
to the grade of vice admiral while so serving.

Vice Adm. John M. Lee, U.S. Navy, for ap-
pointment to the grade of vice admiral, when
retired, pursuant to the provisions of title 10,
United States Code, section 5233.

The following named captains of the line
of the Navy for temporary promotion to the
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grade of rear admiral, subject to qualifica-
tions therefor as provided by law:

Lando W. Zech, Jr.
Reuben G. Rogerson
Cyril T. Faulders, Jr.
Robert P. McKenzie
Henry P. Glindeman,
Jr.
James R. Sanderson
Gordon R. Nagler
Robert F. Schoultz
Robert H. Blount
Harold G. Rich
George P. March
Jeremiah A. Denton,
Jr.
Donald P. Harvey
John D. Johnson, Jr.
Robert K. Geiger
Kenneth G. Haynes
Kenneth M. Carr
Paul A. Peck
Ralph M. Ghormley

John B. Berude
Thomas B. Russell, Jr.
Elmer T. Westfall
Paul C. Boyd
Charles S. Williams,
Jr.
Edward P. Travers
William H. Ellis
Ralph H. Carnahan
James B. Stockdale
William J. Crowe, Jr.
Robert S. Smith
Richard A. Paddock
Roy F. Hoffmann
William H. Harris
Robert H. Gormley
James H. Foxgrover
Ernest E. Tissot, Jr.
Gerald E. Synhorst
Carl T. Hanson
William J. Cowhill

John T. Coughlin Albert L. Kelln
Carlisle A. Trost
IN THE ARMY

Army nominations beginning Kenneth W.
Aichang, to be colonel, and ending Lawrence
A. Trivieri, to be lieutenant colonel, which
nominations were received by the Senate and
appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on
March 20, 1973; and

Army nominations beginning John E.
Simpson, to be lieutenant colonel, Regular
Army, and colonel, Army of the United States,
and ending Bruce Edward Zukauskas, to be
second lieutenant, which nominations were
received by the Senate and appeared in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on March 27, 1973.

IN THE NAVY

Navy nominations beginning David O. Ald-
rich, to be ensign, and ending Marsden E.
Blois, to be commander, which nominations
were received by the Senate and appeared
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on March 27,
1973.

IN THE MARINE CORPS

Marine Corps nominations beginning Cur-
tis J. Anderson, to be second lieutenant, and
ending David W. Lutz, to be second lieuten-
ant, which nominations were received by
the Senate and appeared in the CONGRESSION=~
AL RECORD on March 20, 1973;

Marine Corps nominations beginning
Ronald Achten, to be first lieutenant, and
ending William E. Short, Jr., to be second
lieutenant, which nominations were received
by the Senate and appeared in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD on March 20, 1973; and

Marine Corps nominations beginning
Vivian B. Bulger, to be colonel, and ending
William D. Young, Jr., to be lieutenant colo-
nel, which nominations were received by the
Senate and appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD on March 27, 1973.
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WEST VIRGINIA'S NEW RIVER
GORGE—AN AREA OF WONDROUS
BEAUTY, SCENIC SPLENDOR, AND
HISTORIC SIGNIFICANCE

HON. JENNINGS RANDOLPH

OF WEST VIRGINIA
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

Friday, April 6, 1973

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, to-
morrow I travel to the “Grand Canyon
of the East,” the New River Gorge area
in Fayette County, W. Va., to address the
Fayette Plateau Chamber of Commerce’s

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO

third annual banquet. This beautiful area
is located in the heart of the magnifi-
cent Appalachians, about a 1-hour drive
southeast of Charleston.

Fayette Plateau Chamber of Com-
merce, West Virginia Department of
Natural Resources, and various organi-
zations in southern West Virginia are
actively working toward the development
of the New River Gorge area as a national
park.

New River Gorge is one of the oldest
gorges in North America. This gorge,
which has many locations that are over
a thousand feet deep, is abundant in
scenic and recreational advantages.

West Virginia prides itself in the dis-
tribution of modern parks in this region
which emphasize the unspoiled outdoors.
Rugged beauty is everywhere. At Bab-
cock State Park flows a stream jumping
with trout. The canyon tramway at
Hawks Nest State Park sweeps down from
the main lodge to the bottom of the
585-foot deep New River Gorge. Pipe-
stem State Park’s restaurant features a
panoramic view of the gorge. The famed
Horseshoe Bend of the New River Can-
yon can be seen from atop the Grandview
Park’s amphitheater, which, during the
summer, hosts “Hatfields and McCoys”
and “Honey in the Rock,” both musical
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drama depicting the Mountain State’s
history. Near the small town of Talcott
is Big Bend Tunnel, immortalized by
John Henry, the ballad of the giant Negro
who “beat the steam drill till he died.”
These attractive and historic places are
only some of the areas that abound in
this section of our wonderful West Vir-
ginia.

In this part of the New River Gorge
construction will start soon on one of
our country’s largest bridges—River
Canyon Bridge. The proposed four-lane,
3,000-foot structure will be the highest
bridge built above water east of the Mis-
sissippi towering 873 feet over the New
River. It will be the longest steel arch
bridge in the world.

Mr. President, I commend the alert
and active members of the Fayetie
Plateau Chamber of Commerce, the dili-
gent officials of the West Virginia De-
partment of Natural Resources, the able
Senators and delegates of the West Vir-
ginia State Legislature, and many other
dedicated citizens in their efforts to
establish the gorge as a national facility.
It has been a privilege for me to cooperate
in this important endeavor. West Vir-
ginia contains a charm and an alluring
atmosphere that is yet to be discovered
by millions of people throughout the Na-
tion. We are working to have our “house
in order” when they come in increasing
numbers. Our hospitality is genuine to
homefolk and visitors from afar.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that an article and editorial from
the Fayette Tribune and two concurrent
resolutions adopted unanimously by the
West Virginia State Legislature be in-
serted in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

[From the Fayette Tribune, Mar. 15, 1973]
LEGISLATURE Asks CONGRESS FoR GORGE
NATIONAL PaARE

Two concurrent resolutions urging Con-
gress to provide funds for development of the
New River Gorge into a natlonal park and
directing the W. Va. Department of Natural
Resources to make a study of recreational
prospects in the gorge were adopted unani-
mously by the House of Delegates and the
State Senate, it is being announced today by
Del. T. E. Myles, majority leader of the House.

The House actually passed the resolutions
twice. Del. Carroll Bemgarner and Del. Myles
were outspoken in support of resolutions, in-
troduced by Del. Mary Martha Merritt,
Raleigh county, pertaining to the New River
Gorge, and these measures passed without
any opposition on March 8.

However, in deference to State Sen. Pat. R.
Hamilton, according to Del Myles, the House
of Delegates consented to allow the Hamilton-
sponsored resolutions to pass, even though
normally it is customary to pass a measure
reaching the other body first,

When Robert K. Holliday was in the House
of Delegates, he sponsored a resolution which
called to the attention of Pres. John F.
Kennedy the need for establishing the New
River Gorge Country project, and it even-
tually helped lend to many improvements
at Hawks Nest State Park, Babcock State
Park, Grandview State Park and the estab-
lishment of Pipestem. Del. Myles also was a
member of the House when that resolution
passed.

The House Concurrent Resolutions were
numbered 10 and 11, and actually Senate
concurrent resolutions 3 and 4 passed both
houses.

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

J. B. Hess, executive director of the Fay-
ette Plateau Chamber of Commerce, sald
today that “I am delighted to hear the splen-
did news that our state legislature has
passed two concurrent resolutions calling for
federal and state participation toward estab-
lishing a national park serving especially
Fayette and Raleigh counties and the whole
state. These resolutions are important, they
mean something, and they are the kind of
measures which we need to promote from our
state legislature which will bring the bene-
fits of ecology and bring about a better eco-
nomy for our state.”

Hess continued, “By the very nature of the
resolutions, the West Virginia Department of
Natural Resources will become involved, and
we hope that it will follow the request of the
legislature and move the natlonal park prop-
osition to the top of its program. I think it
is one of the best programs which the state
could be working towards.”

“Furthermore, we do express our personal
appreciation to Sen. Hamilton and Del. Myles
for their special efforts in getting these res-
olutions passed and we know that all our
legislators in this area will follow up and
encourage the Department of Natural Re-
sources to become engaged in this promotion
and work."”

Hess pointed out that since Grandview
State Park in Raleigh is involved, “I hope
that Del, Jackie Withrow and Speaker Lewis
McManus and others will be using their full
influence in helping move the project along.”

“I want to see all the work which we can
do speeded up so that the application can be
made soon, and I am continuing to follow up
on the proposition through contacts with
U.S. Sen. Jennings Randolph's office,”” he
concluded.

“Directing the Department of Natural Re-
sources to study the New River Gorge for
purposes of dedicating it to public recre-
ational use.

“Whereas, The New River, historical in
its own right as one of the world's oldest
rivers, flows through the majestic New River
Gorge; and

“Whereas, The New River Gorge is sur-
rounded by many historical places; and

“Whereas, This whole area should be pre-
served for the enjoyment of all West Vir-
ginians, including generations yet unborn;
and

“Whereas, A thorough evaluation should
be made of its potential for recreational
use, including such aspects as land acquisi-
tion, preservation of historical places, ac-
quisition of old railroads, roads and other
rights-of-way and kinds of improvements
that may be made; therefore, be it

“Resolved by the Legislature of West
Virginia;

“That the Department of Natural Re-
sources is hereby directed to thoroughly re-
view, examine and study the New River Gorge
with a view toward recreational development
and include therein evaluations of land ac-
quisition, preservation of historical places,
acquisition of old railroads, roads and other
rights-of-way and kinds of improvements
that may be made.”

THE SENATE OF WEST VIRGINIA,
Charleston, W. Va., March 22, 1973.
Hon. JENNINGS RANDOLPH,
New Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SENATOR RanpoLprH: I enclose to you
herewith a copy of Senate Concurrent Reso-
lution No. 3, adopted by the West Virginia
Senate on March 12, 1973, and by the House
of Delegates on March 15, 1973, expressing
the sentiments of the West Virginia Legis-
lature that the Federal Congress should pre-
serve and take the necessary steps to pro-
mote the preservation of the New River Gorge
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area in West Virgima as a National Park.
With very kindest good wishes, I am
Sincerely,
Howarp W. CarsoN,
Clerk.

SeNaTE CONCURRENT REsSoLUTION No, 3
(By Mr. Hamilton)

Memorializing the Congress of the TUnited
States to recognize the natural beauty,
scenie splendor and historical significance
of the New River and the New River Gorge
and expressing the sentiments of the West
Virginia Legislature that Congress should,
by appropriate legislation, preserve the
area in its natural state for posterity and
provide the necessary funds fo develop it
as a national park
Whereas, The New River and the New River
Gorge abound In natural beauty, scenic
splendor and historical significance; and
Whereas, This 1s an area which should be
preserved in its natural state for all poster-
ity and made available for recreational use
for people from throughout the eountry; and

Whereas, The Federal Government is pos-
sessed with the resources to develop this area
as a national park, thereby preserving its
natural beauty, scenic splendor and histori-
cal significance for posterity and enable peo-
ple from throughout the country to enjoy
recreational uses of this area with the people
of West Virginia: therefore, be it

Resolved by the Legislature of West Vir-
ginia: That it memorialize the Congress of
the United States to recognize the natural
beauty, scenic splendor and historical sig-
nificance of the New River and New River

Gorge and expresses its sentiments that the

Congress, by appropriate legislation, preserve

the area in its natural state for posterity and

provide the necessary funds to develop it as

a national park; and, be it
Resolved further, That certified copies of

this resolution be sent to the Clerk of the

United States Senate and Clerk of the House

of Representatlves and to members of the

West Virginia congressional delegation.

[From the Fayette Tribune, Mar. 15, 1973)
RESOLUTIONS FOR NATIONAL PARK

Since 1964, national parks acreage has
swelled by more than 214 million acres and
78 new parks have been created in the United
States. We call upon the Nixon administra-
tion to establish a national park in the New
River Gorge area of Fayette and Raleigh
counties,

We call upon the Congress of the United
States to recognize the natural beauty, scenic
splendor and historical significance of the
New River and the New River Gorge. Con-
gress should by legislation preserve the area
in its natural state for posterity and provide
the necessary funds to develop it into a na-
tional park.

This newspaper with all Its editorial
strength endorses the concept of a national
park for our area and will continue to work
with Fayette Plateau Chamber of Commerce
Executive Director Jim Hess to bring about
the idea to a reality.

We congratulate all our representatives in
the state legislature for their work In seeing
to it that two concurrent resolutions could
pass both houses of the legislature officially
starting the governmental mechanics for
gaining a national park in this area and pro-
viding additional recreational facilities on
the New River Gorge. We especlally want to
thank Del. T. E. Myles, majority leader of
the House, for pushing these measures
through.

It 18 this kind of legislative action that
gives us confidence in our public servants,
and we salute them!
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SENATOR DICK CLARK, OF IOWA—
SOME SERIOUS QUESTIONS

HON. DICK CLARK

OF IOWA
IN THE BENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

Friday, April 6, 1973

Mr. CLAREK. Mr. President, articles
appeared in the Washington Post and
New York Times yesterday concerning
the past record of John W, Dean III, now
chief legal counsel to President Nixon.

I believe the allegations raised in these
articles, taken in the context of the
record of the Judiciary Committee, Mr.
Dean's handling of FBI files in connec-
tion with the “Watergate” case, and
his turning over of letters on the Fitz-
gerald matter to the Air Force, raise seri-
ous questions as to the wisdom of Mr.
Dean’s continuing in his present post.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to insert these articles into the
Recorp for the benefit of Senators.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

[From the Washington Post, Apr. 5, 1973]
Deaw Herp Firep FroM FmsTt JoB

Jack Anderson, in a column published
today, says that John W. Dean III, chief legal
counsel to President Nixon apparently was
forced to leave his first job as an attorney
in 1966 for what the head of his law firm
termed “unethical conduct.” Anderson cited
a confidential 1967 Civil Service Commission
form in which the charge was made.

Dean would make no comment but the
‘White House, yesterday released a letter by
an attorney, written in 1969, that defended
Dean.

The unethical conduct charge was made
by Vincent B. Welch, senior partner in the
Washington law firm of Welch and Morgan.
Anderson noted that two years after making
the charge, Welch wrote that it was perhaps
“an overstatement.”

Dean’s departure from the firm followed
an apparent dispute with Welch over applica-
tions for TV station licenses in St. Louis.
Welch and Morgan were partners in one UHF
venture there and Dean was discussing with
others the possibility of taking part in a
rival TV station.

Welch said only “no comment” when con-
tacted yesterday about Dean's departure
from the firm in February, 1966, after work-
ing there six months.

The letter in defense of Dean was written
by an attorney involved In the TV license
applications, Earl R. Stanley, and was sent to
a friend of Dean's, attorney Edward P. Tap-
tich. It was written in January, 1969, a month
before Dean was appointed associate deputy
attorney general.

In the letier, Stanley said Dean and a
television management expert at Welch and
Morgan had discussed with him setting up a
UHPF-TV station in 8t. Louis, which would be
a rival to a UHF (channel 24) station Welch
and Morgan were attempting to establish
there. The management expert, Boyd Fellows,
who had assisted in the channel 24 venture,
left Welch and Morgan abruptly at the same
time as Dean, according to former attorneys
with the firm.

Stanley wrote that such discussions were
not unethical and that both Dean and Fel-
lows had planned to leave the Welch and
Morgan firm before taking active roles in the
rival station. He praised Dean as an “ex-
tremely honorable, conscientious, careful and
able man."

A former member of the Welch-Morgan
firm sald yesterday that “somehow Welch be-
came aware of their plans . . . and was an-
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noyed at not being told by John (Dean) what
he was planning to do . .. There was an
argument, bitterness . . . and Dean left the
firm. I'm not sure you would characterize
John's leaving as & mutually-agreeable resig-
nation or an outright dismissal.”

In recalling the 1066 dispute, the attorney
sald, “We were young lawyers at the time
(Dean had graduated from Georgetown Uni-
versity Law School the previous June), and
his ideas of what was expected of him were
not completely formed yet.”

Welch himself, in & late 1968 letter to the
Civil Service Commission, recharacterized
Dean’'s departure “as having resulted from a
basic disagreement over law firm policies
regarding the nature and scope of an asso-
ciate’s activities.”” He said he was writing the
letter “cognizant of the implications for
Mr. Dean which my (original) character-
ization may have .. .”

Another former attorney with the Welch-
Morgan firm said ‘‘all departures from Welch-
Morgan are hasty . . . mine was hasty and I
quit. And then it's not uncommon for Welch
to get mad at someone.”

Late yesterday Anderson’s associate, Les
Whitten, said that, in addition to what was
printed in the column, “It is our understand-
ing that Mr. Dean was working on a rival
application while actually an associate of the
Welch and Morgan firm—without informing
other members of the firm.

“Former members sald the partners ac-
tually considered taking the matter before a
grievance committee for disbarment pur-
poses. The firm members said there was a
dramatic confrontation after Dean was
caught with the application for himself and
his friends.”

As for the TV stations, the Welch-Morgan
venture struggled through six wyears of
changes and postponements and finally died
in 1971, without ever having gone on the air,

[From the Washington Post, Apr. 5, 1973]
DeaN Was FIrep FrRoM FirstT Law JoB
(By Jack Anderson)

White House counsel John Wesley Dean
III, who prepares all President Nixon's legal
opinions, was fired from his first law job for
“unethical conduct.”

Civil Service Commission files contain a
form, dated Aug. 30, 1967, and marked “In-
quiry For United States Government Use
Only,” which gives a report on Dean's dis-
missal from the prestiglous Washington law
firm of Welch and Morgan.

The form is signed by Vincent B. Welch,
senjor partner, who checked “Yes" after the
question: “To your knowledge has (Dean)
ever been discharged or has he resigned from
any employment after being told his conduct
or work was not satisfactory?"”

Under “reason for discharge or resigna-
tion,” Welch wrote: “Unethical conduct.”
Asked to “please explain fully,” he added
“While employed by this firm, applicant un-
dertook work unbeknownst to us at the time,
in direct conflict with the interests of the
firm and a client thereof.”

The handsome, blond, 34-year-old Dean
has provided the legal support for President
Nixon's battle with Congress, Including the
blanket claim of executive privilege, the
broad use of the pocket veto and the im-
poundment of appropriated funds,

The President also assigned Dean to in-
vestigate the Watergate mess, although Dean
personally had brought one of the Watergate
ringleaders, G. Gordon Liddy, into the White
House. Not surprisingly, Dean produced a
white-wash report exonerating all present
White House employees.

The FBI, conducting its own investigation,
asked Dean whether E. Howard Hunt, the
other Watergate ringleader, had an office in
the White House executive office building,
Dean claimed not to know, although three
days earlier, he had sent aides to search
Hunt’s office, drill open his safe and clear
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out any incriminating documents. Even L.
Patrick Gray, the acting FBI director, was
compelled under oath to admit that Dean
“probably lied” to the FBI. This happens to
be a federal offense.

DEAN FIRED

Dean was fired from the Welch and Mor-
gan firm, according to the Civil Service files,
on Feb. 4, 1966. He wangled a political ap-
pointment as minority counsel to the House
Judiciary Committee, under auspices of Rep.
William MeCulloch (R-Ohio). The following
year, Dean was appointed associate director
¢” the National Commission on Reform of
Criminal Laws.

Among his duties, he directed a study of
“conflict of interest"—the very cffense that
brought his discharge from the Welch and
Morgan firm. A spokesman of the firm re-
fused to confirm or deny that Dean had been
fired.

However, attorneys formerly assoclated
with the firm told us Dean was kicked out
of the office after he was caught in a conflict
over a St. Louis television application. One
attorney described his exit as a “forced de-
parture.” Another reported more explicitly
that Dean wasn’t even allowed to pick up his
belongings, which were returned to him by
mail.

SECRET APPLICATION

According to this source, Dean had been
assigned by the firm to prepare an applica-
tion for a television license for the Con-
tinental Summit Television Corp. At the
same time, he allegedly filed a secret, rival
application for himself and some Ifriends.
Our source said this was grounds for dis-
barment, but out of compassion, the firm
merely fired him. Another former member of
the firm, while agreeing on the circum-
stances, questioned whether Dean could have
been disbarred.

We checked the files at the Federal Com-
munications Commission and found, curi-
ously, that the paperwork handled by Dean
is missing from the file. Of course, this may
be inadvertent.

We spoke to several attorneys who have
worked with Dean. Some describe his work
as mediocre at best; others say he is both
charming and intelligent. He has used self-
hypnosis, says one source, to improve his con-
centration.

Increasingly, however, the embattled Dean
appears to be a weak pillar for the President
to rest his bold legal doctrines on. Yet only
last week, the President phoned Dean from
Key Biscayne, Fla., to express his full support.
Press secretary Ron Ziegler made a point of
of emphasizing this to newsmen. “The Pres-
ident,” said Ziegler, "has complete confidence
in Mr. Dean and wanted me again, here this
morning to specifically express President
Nixon's absolute, total confidence in Mr. Dean
in this regard.”

Footnote: Civil Service Commission files
show that two and a half years later Welch
watered down the unethical conduct charge.
Former firm members explained that he
acted on appeal from Dean's political
Ifriends. The files show he wrote a letier,
dated Oct. 20, 1968, to the Civil Bervice
Commission declaring the unethical conduct
charge “may have been an overstatement.”
Welch added rather wvaguely: “A more apt
characterization of Mr. Dean’s depariure
would be to describe it as having resulted
from a basic disagreement over law firm
policies regarding the nature and scope of an
assoclate’s activities.”

[From the New York Times, Apr. 5, 1973
Deaw, Nmxon's Counser, Was DismIissep

From Fmst Law JoB 1N 1966 1v “DisacREE-

MENT™

(By John M. Crewdson)

WasHiNcTON, April 4 —President Nixon's
chief legal counsel, John W. Dean 3d, was
dismissed from his first job with a Wash-
ington law firm in 1966 for what his em-
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ployer first termed “unethical conduct” but
later described as a “basic disagreement”
over the firm's policies.

The circumstances under which the 28-
year-old Mr. Dean lost the job as an associate
with the firm, now Weleh & Morgan, were
disclosed by Jack Anderson in a syndicated
newspaper column to be released tomorrow.

The White House replied today that the
incident described by Mr. Anderson might
“have more properly been characterized as a
basic disagreement over law firm policies”
and did not make a black-and-white case
as far as Mr. Dean’s conduct was concerned.

According to Mr. Anderson’s account, Mr.
Dean was assigned in late 1965 by the Welch
firm, where he began work soon after gradu-
ating from the Georgetown University Law
School, to help prepare an application for
a new television station in St. Louis.

*“At the same time,” the Anderson report
says, "“he allegedly filed a secret, rival appli-
cation for himself and some friends” in the
same city.

“UNETHICAL coONDUCT"

Vince B. Welch, the firm’s senlor partner,
subsequently told the Civil Service Commis-
sion, which was considering Mr. Dean for a
position with a Federal commission, that Mr.
Dean had been discharged for “unethical
conduct.”

Mr. Welch asserted, in response to a com-
mission inguiry, that Mr. Dean, “while em-
ployed by this firm, undertook work unbe-
knownst to us at the time, in direct conflict
with the interests of the firm and a client
thereof.”

Mr. Anderson quoted unidentified sources
as suggesting that Mr. Dean's actions in
working on competing applications at the
same time constituted “grounds for disbar-
ment” but that “out of compassion, the firm
merely fired him.”

On October 29, 1968, more than a year after
Mr. Welch submitted his original assessment
to the commission, he wrote in a follow-up
letter that his description of Mr. Dean's con-
duct as unethical might have been an
“overstatement.”

“A more apt characterization of Mr. Dean's
departure,” he wrote, “would be to describe
it as having resulted from a basic disagree-
ment over . . . the nature and scope of an
associate's activities.”

APPEAL ALLEGED

In his column, Mr. Anderson said he had
learned that Mr. Welch had “watered down"
the charge after recelving “an appeal from
Dean's political friends.”

Gerald L. Warren, the deputy White House
press secretary, told newsmen today at San
Clemente, Calif., that Mr. Dean learned in
1968 of Mr. Welch's assertion and asked Mr.
Welch, “through an intermediary,” to correct
it. Neither Mr. Anderson nor Mr. Warren
identified the intermediary.

Mr. Warren added that the episode oc-
curred when Mr. Dean was fresh out of law
school and that it had “no relevance whatso-
ever to what he is doing now."”

In Washington, the White House released a
letter, dated Jan. 10, 1969, from a lawyer who
represented Mr. Dean and his organization
during the filing of the application.

In the letter, the lawyer, Earl R. Stanley,
said he had advised at the time that “in my
opinion, it would not be unethical or im-
proper in any respect for Mr. Dean to be-
come a part of the group” as long as he
recognized his duty to resign from Welch
and Morgan when the application was filed.

Mr. Dean has served Mr. Nixon as his chief
legal counsel since July, 1870. Since then, he
has advised the President on his authority
for the impoundment of funds appropriated
by Congress and the use of the pocket veto
and has investigated the iInvolvement of
White House personnel in the Watergate
case.
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Neither Mr. Welch, in his remarks to the
Civil Service Commission, nor Mr. Anderson
mentioned the following facts:

The broadcasting application on which Mr.
Dean had been asked to work, which in-
volved an ultra-high frequency television
station in the St. Louis area, had been sub-
mitted by a corporation listing Mr. Welch as
president, director and a major stockholder.

Federal Communications Commission rec-
ords show that that corporation, which even-
tually became known as the Continental
Summit Broadcasting Corporation, was
granted permission to broadcast on Channel
30 in St. Louis on Sept. 30, 1964, nearly a year
before Mr. Dean joined the firm.

On Aug. 6, 1965, five days after Mr. Dean
began work at Welch & Morgan, Continental
Summit asked the F.C.C. to change its as-
signed frequency to Channel 24. The request
was approved by the commission on Dec. 17
of that year.

The “rival application” to which Mr. An-
derson referred, was filed by the greater St.
Louis Television Corporation, of which Mr,
Dean and his wife were both stockholders.
It was filed March 18, 1966, more than a
month after Mr. Dean had left the Welch
firm.

The application by the Greater St. Louis
Corporation, which was approved by the com-
mission, was for permission to broadcast on
Channel 30.

On the incorporation papers filed with the
commission, Mr, Dean listed his net worth as
of February, 1966, at more than $0900,000, al-
though his salary at Welch & Morgan was
$7,600 a year.

“John was In it as a passive investor
* * & explained a former assoclate of Mr.
Dean at the firm.

The assoclate said Mr. Dean and Boyd Fel-
lows, who was employed as a television man-
agement expert at Welch & Morgan, decided
soon after they met that they would apply
for a license of their own.

“Boyd wanted his own station,” the friend
said of Mr. Fellows, who appears in F.C.C.
records as the president of the Greater St.
Louis Television Corporation. Another backer
was Mrs. Thomas C. Hennings Jr., the wife of
the late Democratic Senator from Missouri,
who was the mother of Mr. Dean's first wife,
Karla. The company was sold to a Manhat-
tan concern in 1968.

The couple was divorced about three years
ago, and Mr. Dean remarried last fall.

Mr. Fellows left the Welch firm at about
the same time that Mr. Dean departed, but
it could not be learned whether he, too, was
discharged.

Mr. Anderson quoted lawyer who was pres-
ent at the time as having sald that Mr. Dean
“wasn't even allowed to pick up his belong-
ings, which were returned to him by mail.”

According to the friend, Mr. Welch became
incensed when he learned of the plan by Mr.
Dean and Mr. Fellows to enter into competi-
tion with his own station, which never went
into operation.

He sald that Mr. Welch had discharged Mr.
Dean after learning that he was "in likely
competition with an employe of his own
office.” Mr. Welch declined today to comment
on any aspect of the matter.

Mr. Dean's friend, also a lawyer, added: “I
don’t know what canons of professional re-
sponsibility Johns alleged to have violated.
Essentlally, it was a disagreement over a busi-
ness matter."”

Mr. Anderson was out of Washington on
a speaking engagement and unavailable for
comment. Leslie Whitten, his associate, when
asked to clarify the assertlons of impropriety
of Mr. Dean’s part, sald they stemmed from
the fact that Mr. Dean had gone ahead with
the second application “without informing
other members of the firm.”
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MAJOR SMITH RETURNS TO
ROODHOUSE

HON. PAUL FINDLEY

OF ILLINOIS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 5, 1973

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, last week-
end was one of the high points of my
congressional career. I helped welcome
Maj. Philip E. Smith back to Roodhouse,
I1l., after his long imprisonment in Pe-
king, China.

More than 7 years ago, on Septem-
ber 20, 1965, then Capt. Philip Smith was
shot down by Chinese aircraft after his
plane strayed from its North Vietnamese
mission and flew over Hainan Island. Un-
til March 15, 1973, he was held captive,
without trial, by Chinese.

During those years, I tried every con-
ceivable way I could think of to make
confact with my constituent Philip
Smith to ease the burden of his con-
finement, and to help free him. I enlisted
the aid of prominent authors and politi-
cal leaders who traveled to China; I
visited Chinese embassies in Paris and
Ottawa; and I arranged for a member
of President Nixon’s party and later
minority leader, GeraLp R. Forbp, to take
extra food packages to Philip Smith when
they visited China last vear.

Finally, of course, it took a personal
initiative by the President of the United
States to bring him home to his family
and friends in Roodhouse.

To give you some idea of the kind of
man Phil Smith is, when I related what I
knew of his imprisonment and the efforts
which had been made on his behalf by
the President and Jerry Forp, his reac-
tion was one of deep humility. He said
that his words could not express his
gratitude and that he was surprised and
grateful that so many people had never
given up hope for his return. Most of all,
I am sure, his gratitude went out to his
family and President Nixon.

While in Roodhouse last Saturday,
Major Smith dedicated a bronze plaque
and a tree to each of the four men from
this little farming community who were
killed in the Vietnam war. His remarks
brought tears to the eyes of many and
will serve to inspire the Nation.

Here is what he said:

Friends, neighbors, and fellow Americans.,
I said on my arrival at Scott Pield, when I
saw all of my friends there to greet me, that
it was the greatest moment of my life. I con-
slder today equal to that day because you
are allowing me to dedicate these four trees
and plaques to those men who not only
served their nation, but gave their last full
measure of devotion that this nation might
remain free.

On February 27, 1967, Sp. 4 Teddy W. Steel-
man of RR. 3 died.

On December 20, 1067, Sp. 4 Daniel L.
Havens of RR. 1 died.

On June 14, 1968, Sgt. Jesse V. Hawk III
died.

On June 23, 1969, Sgt. George C. Peters
died.

These men, together with 46,000 other
Americans, are the ones whom we are hon-
oring this day. I am confident that they
will be long remembered by the people of
this community and this nation.

Over half a milllon Americans served in
Vietnam during this past decade, and re-
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gardless of the conditions under which we
served, we who have returned are the fortu-
nate ones., We shall never forget that it was
the sacrifice made by these four men, to-
gether with the other 46,000, that has made
it possible for the rest of us to return to
our friends and loved ones at home.

A war is always terrible, and it is my
prayer, and I am sure it is also your prayer,
that this nation shall not be called upon to
make this terrible sacrifice again.

I wish to compliment you people for hon-
oring these four men and letting their fam-
ilies and friends know that you remember
them with these living memorials.

Therefore I am honored, in behalf of the
people of this community, to present these
trees and plaques to the city of Roodhouse.

NATIONAL FHA WEEK, APRIL 1-7

HON. WILLIAM R. ROY

OF EANBAS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 5, 1973

Mr. ROY. Mr. Speaker, I received a
letter a short time ago from a young
woman in my district, Miss Brenda New-
man of Holton, Kans.

I am pleased to oblige her request and
call the attention of my colleagues to the
fact that April 1-7 is National FHA
Week.

As many of you know, FHA stands for
Future Homemakers of America, one of
the outstanding nationwide organiza-
tions for American high school boys and
girls.

There are currently more than one-
half million FHA members in almost
11,000 chapters in every State, the Dis-
trict of Columbia, Puerto Rico, the Vir-
gin Islands, and American schools over-
seas.

Membership in FHA is open to all jun-
for or senior high school students who
have taken a home economics course or
an occupational training class related to
home economics. The purpose of the
organization is to provide opportunities
for developing individual and group ini-
tiative in planning and carrying out ac-
tivities related to the dual role of home-
maker and wage earner.

A recent extension of FHA, the
HERO—Home Economics Related Oc-
cupations—organization, is designed to
help young men and women explore the
world of work in areas related to home
economics.

The overall goal of FHA members is
to help individuals improve personal,
family and community living.

Kansas has a very active FHA orga-
nization, with 9,600 FHA and HERO
members in 200 chapters. The current
National FHA president is a Kansan,
Miss Nancy Hodgkinson of Garden City.

The Kansas Association of FHA held
its annual convention in Topeka last Fri-
day, March 30. Mr. Speaker, I would like
to recognize the young ladies who
were elected to State offices at this meet-
ing.

The new president is Sue Harrison,
Sterling; vice-president of membership—
Susan Kimball, Richmond; secretary—
Marcia Bruce, Arkansas City; vice-pres-
ident of committees—Cherrie Harris,
Pittsburgh; vice-president of program of
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works—Patty Bruey, Anthony; treas-
urer—Sandra Stenzel, Wa Keeney; vice-
president of projects—Jan Dugan, Os-
borne; historian—Pam Meier, Lincoln;
vice-president of recreation—Dee Ebert,
Westmoreland; songleader — Suzanne
Baker, Hiawatha; and vice-president of
public relations—Janet Huff, Ness City.

I extend my congratulations to each of
these young women.

The theme of National FHA Week is
“Explore Roles—Extend Goals.” Work-
ing within this theme, each chapter in
EKansas is carrying out its own activities.

FHA members are already making
plans to play a large role in the Amer-
ican Bicentennial Celebration. FHA stu-
dent leaders, in cooperation with the
leaders of other vocational youth groups,
have developed general themes to guide
FHA activities in the years leading to
our anniversary as a nation on July 4,
1976.

I am sure that my colleagues join me
in wishing all FHA members great suc-
cess in their ventures.

And I would like to thank Brenda New-
man, the outgoing Kansas vice-president
of recreation, for renewing my aware-
ness of this outstanding organization.

HR. 69
HON. FORTNEY H. (PETE) STARK

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, April 5, 1973

Mr. STARE. Mr. Speaker, this morn-
ing I submitted testimony to the House
Committee on Education and Labor sup-
porting H.R. 69. This bill would insure
that Federal funding covered under the
Elementary and Secondary Education,
Impact Aid, and Adult Education Acts is
continued.

I would like to include that testimony
in the RECcoRD.

TESTIMONY OF CONGRESSMAN FORTNEY H.

(PETE) STARE, JR.

Mr. Chairman, members of the Commit-
tee, I thank you for allowing me to come
before you this morning and voice my con-
cerns for the educational path this country
i1s to follow. And make no mistake, the de-
cision of which path may very well depend
on how HR. 69 is reported out of this Com-
mittee. There is a clear and definite choice
to be made between H.R. 69 and the Admin-
istration's approach. I hope that the choice
will be H.R. 69.

You are more than familiar with the
choice before you; you have heard from
many witnesses urging you to support the
extension of the laws covered in H.R. 69.

The principal laws extended by H.R. 69, the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act,
the Adult Eduecation Act, and the Impact
Act laws are worthwhile approaches to im-
proving education for all members of so-
ciety. Thy have a proven track record of
bringing a better chance to people who
would, without this federal assistance, be
denied their right to fully explore and use
the educational systems.

A case in vpoint is the Livermore Valley
School District, in California. Livermore is
2 town of 87,703. Livermore has no major in-
dustry to support the School District. Many
Livermore residents work at the Lawrence
Livermore Radiation Laboratory, a federal
installation. Because of the presence of the
lab, and because so many students' parents
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are connected with the lab, the Livermore
School District has qualified for aid from
the federal government under the Impact
Aid Law (P.L. 81-874, Title 3, A and B).

In Fiscal Year 1966, Livermore's entitle-
ment was $707,603. They received $698,403, or
987% of entitlement. This fulfilled the letter
and intent of the law in that the support
equalled 50% of the cost of educating an
affected student. The cost per student for
that year was £604.00, and the federal sup-
port was $302.00 for every federally con-
nected student.

In Fiscal Year 1972, the support for fed-
erally connected students was down to 9%.
The federal government funded $94.00 of the
total cost per student of $899.00. In that year,
the entitlement for Livermore was $1,038,213,
but they received only $758,660, or 73% of
entitlement.

Livermore was able to adjust to the T3%
of entitlement. Although their programs suf-
fered, they continued to give their students
A decent education.

But then Fiscal Year 1973 came upon them.
Livermore was entitled to $1,064,477. They
will receive only $203,596 this year. And
of that, $146,000 came only after “hard-
ship” status was established. This represents
a difference of $860,878 between what they
were entitled to and what they will actually
receive. Impact aid now represents only
1.4% of the school district's total budget.
In 1966, the federal support level was 12.2.,

And unless H.R. 69 Is passed, next year will
be even worse for Livermore. There will be
no “hardship” money available; there will be
no money for 3-B civilians, and Livermore
can expect to receive a grand total of $56,-
T00. If only 3-A’s and 3-B’s military receive
support next year, the total loss over the
two years will be $1,911,000.

There are two more points pertinent to
Livermore. The citizens of Livermore pay
school taxes at a level that puts them in
the top 8% in the State of California, but
their current expenditures per student, prin-
cipally because of the drastic reduction in
federal support, is the third lowest in Ala-
meda County, and one of the lowest in the
State. If they only recelve 56,700 next year,
they will have the lowest expenditure in the
county, some $400-8600 below the mean.

As T mentioned, there is no major indus-
try in Livermore. The School District itself
is the second largest “industry” in the area—
second only to the Lawrence Radiation Lab-
oratory. There simply are no other tax bases
from which to draw this money.

Without P. L. B1-874 money next year, the
children will suffer. The expenditure per
student may well be lower next year than it
is this year. The programs of the school dis-
trict will suffer at least a 5% to 6% reduc-
tion across the board.

There will be no funds to hire additional
help, even though attendance is expected to
Increase by 500 students. The classrooms will
become more crowded and the quality of in-
struction will suffer even more.

I'm sure that Livermore is not an isolated
example. If H.R. 69 is not passed, if the sup-
port that the federal government has pro-
vided is suddenly and drastically removed,
if the school districts are forced to look else-
where for the support and assistance which
have been programmed in their budgets, then
our children will suffer.

It will be the children who see their pro-
grams and projects cut back. It will be the
children who we will have to face and say,
I'm sorry, but you will not have the oppor-
tunities we used to make available. And it
will be the children who ask, why not? And
I, for one, will not have a decent or fair
answer,

Actually, we don't have to wait for the
questions; they are already before us. I
would like to place in the record a letter I
received from the Principal, Student Body
President, a teacher and a concerned parent
of Castlemont High School in Oakland. Their
plea is both eloguent and tragic. They are
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in the center of the dilemma that has al-
ready struck our schools. I would like to
quote briefly from the letter:

“Castlemont High School, located in East
Oakland has an enrollment of 2500 student.
92% are Black and the others are Indian,
Chicano and White. At Castlemont 51% of
the students come from AFDC families and
we have a high transiency and truancy rate.

“At the present time there are approxi-
mately 550 students that read below the 4th
grade level, and a total of 1500 who read be-
low the Bth grade level in the entire school.
Despite this fact, we have only two reading
teachers and they can work with no more
than 150 students who read below the 4th
grade level. This year five English teachers
volunteered to teach reading to the 150 Tenth
grade students who read between the 4th
and 8th grade level. We are attempting to
see if we can bring them closer to their grade
level in order for them to succeed in school.
The establishment of this limited program
meant that the other teachers had to vol-
untarily accept a higher class size. The school
district does not have the funds to hire ad-
ditional reading teachers. At present the dis-
trict faces a deficit of £1,500,000 because of a
loss of ADA and Public Law 874 funds . . »

*“It is inconcelvable to us that any society
would allow this kind of situation to exist.
During the last ten years we have spent more
than one hundred thirty seven billion in
Vietnam, and we will have to spend billions
more in years to come to rebuild Vietnam ...
(and yet there) is a surplus of people who
want to teach, and the students at Castle-
mont need a few of those people . .. (and we
aren’t getting them.)"

Sincerely,
RicHARD F. ARTHUR,
Principal.
Mivron Happew, Chairman,
Citizens Advisory Council.
JERALD LUzAR, Chairman,
Faculty Council.
RopIN GILLIS,
Student Body President.

We must not ignore their plea. We must
not allow our desire for economizing to start
with our children’s education. If we are to
economize, and I belleve we must, then let
us begin with excessive and unnecessary ex-
penditures. Let’s cut back the military mon-
ster, let's shave the bureaucracy, but for the
children's sake, let's not remove their right
to a full and complete education.

BILL REQUIRING IRS TO PAY 6-PER-
CENT INTEREST ON CERTAIN
TAX REFUNDS

HON. DAVID R. OBEY

OF WISCONSIN
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, April 5, 1973

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, to perk up
the Internal Revenue Service, so that it
responds promptly to taxpayers who act
promptly, I am introducing legislation
to require the IRS to pay a 6-percent in-
terest penalty if it fails to issue a re-
fund within 30 days to a taxpayer who
files a valid claim for refund on or he-
fore March 1.

Literally millions of taxpayers will
check their mailboxes today and find the
refund check they are looking for is not
there. It should be there, but it is over-
due. This is especially true of taxpayers
whose returns are being processed at the
newest IRS service center, at Brook-
haven, N.¥., and at the 2-year-old cen-
ters at Memphis, Tenn., and Fresno,
Calif.
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The IRS says that, on the average, it
takes 6 weeks to issue a refund check.
I think that is too much time to process
returns that are filed by March 1. And
the delay is more painful this year, be-
cause the average refund as of March 21
was $345.25—up from $251.72 for the
comparable period last year.

Under existing law, the IRS has 45
days from the April 15 filing deadline to
process a return and issue a refund
check without incurring an interest
penalty. That means that if a taxpayer
files by March 1, the automation wizards
at IRS can fiddle with his return for a
full 90 days before they start owing him
6 percent on what he was coming back.

Mr. Speaker, the IRS is keen on col-
lecting interest when a taxpayer files
late. They are so keen on it at IRS that
they will even demand an interest pay-
ment from a taxpayer on money refund-
ed to him in error.

That is right. In fact, a taxpayer
singled out for an erroneous refund has
been cursed. He is stuck with the check.
IRS computers are not geared to recog-
nize a taxpayer's complaint that he re-
ceived a refund he was not entitled to.
He will just have to wait until the IRS
comes to its automated senses, realizes
its mistake, and asks for the money back.
The catch is that IRS expects this hapless
taxpayer to fork over 6 percent interest
for the period that check was erroneously
in his possession.

If the IRS wants to play that way on
collecting interest, it should be told to
pay that way, too. Not incidentially, my
bill also requires the IRS to inform a tax-
payer why a refund is being made. That
may not seem like much of a problem to
an individual taxpayer who knows pain-
fully well how much he owes or has left-
over each year, but it certainly is to the
businessman. He may receive a refund
check at an address where he has not
lived or done business for years, for a
reason that is not stated, and for a tax
year that is not specified.

Mr. Speaker, my bill would also act
as a deterrent should the Federal Gov-
ernment ever decide to slow the pace of
refunds as a matter of economic policy.
While I have no evidence whatsover that
such is the case this year, I do recall an
expression of concern that the extra bil-
lions to be refunded this spring—because
of massive overwithholding least year—
might tend to overheat the economy, and
a suggestion from some quarter that a
refund stretchout might be a wise pre-
caution. The prospect of paying even a
small interest penalty to millions of tax-
payers would make short work of such a
cynical practice.

I think this bill can achieve a measure
of taxpayer justice. If the working man
wants to allow his paycheck to be over-
withheld during the year, as a savings
device or just because he likes to receive
a sizable lumpsum refund the next spring,
that is up to him. All this bill says—and
remember that his employer has until
the end of January to send out W-2
forms—is that if he then quickly and
correctly signifies his readiness to have
the excess amount refunded, the IRS
will either have to oblige him or pay the
penalty.

The text of my bill follows:
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HR. —

A bill to amend the Internal Revenue Code
of 19054 to provide that interest shall be
paid to individual taxpayers on the calen-
dar-year basis who file their returns before
March 1, if the refund check is not mailed
out within 30 days after the return is filed,
and to reqguire the Internal Revenue Serv-
ice to give certain information when mak-
ing refunds
Be it enacted by the Senate and House

of Representatives of the United States of

America in Congress assembled, That sec-

tion 6611 of the Internal Revenue Code of

19564 (relating to interest on overpayments)

is amended by redesignating subsection (h)

as subsection (i) and by inserting after sub-

section (g) the following new subsection:
“{h) Calendar Year Individual Returns

Filed Before March 1.—In the case of any

individual who files his return of any tax

imposed by chapter 1 or 2 on a calendar-
year basls, if such individual files his return

for a taxable year before the March 1 im-

mediately following the close of such tax-

able year and if refund of any overpayment
of such tax is not made within 30 days after
the date he files such return, then, notwith-
standing any other provision of law, interest
shall be allowed under subsection (a) on such
overpayment for the period beglnning on the
date he filed such return and ending on
whichever of the following is the earlier—

“(1) the date the refund check is mailed,

or

“(2) the first date on which interest on

such overpayment is allowed under subsec-
tion (a) (determined wtihout regard to this
subsection).
In determining the date on which any over-
payment exists for purposes of this subsec-
tion, amounts shall be deemed paid on the
day actually pald or credited, but not earlier
than the date on which the individual filed
his return.”

Sec. 2. Sectlon 6402 of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1954 (relating to authority to
make credits or refunds) is amended by add-
ing at the end thereof the following new sub-
section:

“(c) Notice to Taxpayer.—Whenever the
Becretary or his delegate makes any refund
to a taxpayer, he shall notify the taxpayer
of —

“(1) the tax and the taxable period to
which such refund is attributable, and

“(2) the reason for making such refund.”

Sec. 3. The amendments made by this Act
shall apply with respect to amounts refunded
after the date of the enactment of this
Act.

URHO SAARI: EL SEGUNDO'S PRIDE

HON. CHARLES H. WILSON

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, April 5, 1973

Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Califor-
nia. Mr. Speaker, California’s Mark Spitz
brought glory and glamour to the art of
swimming last year. But it is Mr. Urho
Saari, retiring coach at El Segundo High
School, who has given this city the ben-
efit of his athletic agility by compiling
one of the greatest records in the history
of California high school aquatics.

Since 1946, his water polo team has
earned a record 376 wins and only 92
losses. The El Segundo Swim Club un-
der his leadership has produced 18
U.S. representatives to the swimming
and water polo competitions in the
Olympic and Pan American Games.
These fine athletes have earned more




April 6, 1973

than 40 team and individual national
titles in water polo and swimming.

Mr. Saari’s expertise in water polo has
qualified him to coach the U.S. team in
the 1951 Pan American games as well as
the 1952, 1960, and 1964 Olympic games.
And, widely recognized for his achieve-
ments, Urho Saari was voted “National
Water Polo Coach of the Year” in 1964
and “Water Polo Coach of the Year” in
1965 by the Southern California Swim-
ming, Water Polo and Officials Associa-
tions.

A community-minded individual, Mr.
Saari has helped to train several hun-
dred lifeguards, including more than
one-third of the permanent lifeguard
staff of the Los Angeles County Depart-
ment of Beaches.

The city of El Segundo has proclaimed
May 24, 1973, as Urho Saari Day in Trib-
ute to his outstanding achievements in
aguatics and dedicated service to the
community. I join with them in adding
my personal commendations to Mr.
Saari for a job well done. He has brought
honor to the city of El Segundo and in-
spiration to our youth.

WATERGATE

HON. WILLIAM J. SCHERLE

OF IOWA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 5, 1973

Mr. SCHERLE., Mr. Speaker, when
news of the “Watergate caper” first
reached the press, most people were
frankly ineredulous. The whole operation
seemed so pointless, the elaborate espi-
onage techniques so childish. It was im-
plausible that the top officials of one of
the country’s two major political parties
would countenance such shenanigans, as
silly as they were sinister. The public
seemed inelined to accept the arguments
of the defendants who were caught red-
handed in the Democratic Party head-
quarters, to believe that they were act-
ing independently, and to forget the
whole unsavory mess.

It is difficult to pinpeint exactly when
the Watergate caper became the Water-
gate scandal, or when public indifference
turned to indignation. Probably it was a
gradual transformation, born of accu-
mulated evidence rather than any sin-
gle fact. To date, the Watergate case
has incriminated or implicated not only
some unimportant employees of the
Committee To Reelect the President,
but its finance chief and campaign man-
ager, as well as Mr, Nixon’s chief aide,
his personal lawyer, his appointments
secretary, two White House counsels, and
the President’s personal choice for Di-
rector of the FBI. Far more than the
reputation of any single administration
or party, Watergate has challenged the
integrity of the Government as a whole
and crippled its effectiveness.

The cloud of complicity hanging over
the White House is compounded by the
administration’s insistence on invoking
the traditional executive privilege to
shield its stafl from a public investiga-
tion. They are not, as Senator ErvIN,
chairman of the select committee to in-
vestigate the conspiracy, remarked
drily, “nobility or royalty.” They are re-
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sponsible for illegal actions undertaken,
financed, or directed by them just like
any ordinary citizen. The cloak of ex-
ecutive privilege should never be used
to shelter wrongdoers, no matter how
highly placed. And clearly someone very
highly placed is hiding behind the skirts
of immunity, an arrant egotist, drunk
with power but lacking in the most ele-
mentary political judgment. Only a
Madison Avenue huckster, intrigued by
007 sensationalism, could have con-
ceived such a foolhardy scheme. As
Tallyrand said to Napoleon: “It is worse
than a crime; it is an idiotic mistake.”

If the President does not wish him-
self and his entire government to be
tarred with the same brush, he must im-
mediately direct his entire staff to co-
operate fully with the congressional
committee as well as the grand jury in-
vestigating the case. He must also de-
mand the resignation of anyone con-
victed by the evidence. Nothing less will
satisfy the aroused conscience of the
people and their Congress.

AUSCHWITZ REVISITED

HON. THADDEUS J. DULSKI
OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, April 5, 1973

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Speaker, it is now
some 30 years since the atrocities of
Auschwitz occurred during World War
II

But the imprint in memory is indelible.
The victims have not been forgotten, as
is evidenced by the daily visits of Poles
and others to pay their respects, often
in the form of wreaths and bouquets.

Mr. Speaker, the story of Auschwitz
has been told in very vivid and sympa-
thetic manner by a Chicago Daily News
correspondent, Raymond R. Coffey. I am
including his text as part of my remarks:

[From the Buffalo (N.Y.) Evening News,

Mar. 7, 1973]

AUSCHWITZ STANDS AS A MEMORIAL To 4 MiL-
LIoN VICTIMS OF Nazi INHUMANITY
(By Raymond R. Coffey)

Avscawirz, PoLanp, March 7—"“Every inch
of this ground is soaked in blood,” the
old Pole in the black beret sald as we passed
the still-standing barbed wire fence and en-
tered the camp.

He was solemn, and still bitter, and still
moved by the grief that comes easily in a
country where one in every five persons was
killed in World War II, where virtually every
family lost close relatives.

But now, 30 years later, neither he nor
anyone else really can put Into adeguate
words the enormous and still palpable horror
of Auschwitz,

The Auschwitz-Birkenau complex here in
southern Poland near the Czech border was
the Nazis' biggest “death factory.”

More than 4 million people—4 million peo-
ple—were killed here, according to the In-
ternational Military Tribunal at Nuremberg.

Most of them were Jews. But their were
many non-Jewish Poles here, too. The vic-
tims of Auschwitz included cltizens of more
than 20 countries.

Mostly they died in the gas chambers, their
bodies then burned in the crematoria which
were operated on an assembly-line basis.

Auschwitz-Birkenau is preserved as a mu-
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seum, a reminder and a memorial to the
victims,
EXPERIENCE WITH IMPACT

To walk through It, even now, is an ex-
perience that can produce some sleepless
nights.

Part of the reason for its stunning impact
is that it is so well preserved. Parts of it
look like they could be put back into opera-
tion tomorrow.

Over the main gate still hangs the sign
the Nazl 88 put there: "“Arbeit macht frei"”
(work brings freedom), which was the first
vicious mockery.

The prisoners soon came to know that, as
camp officers told them, the only real way
to freedom was through the chimneys of the
body ovens.

From outside, the red brick camp build-
ings look pleasant enough, almost like a
slightly rundown boarding school.

But inside is something else.

In one bullding is an exhibit of more than
2 tons of human hair shorn from the vic-
tims after they were gassed and before their
bodies were burned.

When the Russians liberated the camp in
1945 they found more than 7 tons of hair
in warehouses—hair the Nazis had not yet
managed to ship off to factories to be made
into mattresses and other items.

In another room is a huge plle of shaving
brushes, combs, clothing brushes taken from
the victims; In another a gruesome collec-
tion of artificial arms, legs and other ortho-
pedic devices stripped from the victims.

In still another is a vast collection of the
suitcases the victims arrive with, not know-
ing how very socon their stay at Auschwitz
was going to end in the gas chambers.

On many of the suitcases the names of
the victims can still be read—Marta Oppen-
heim, Sara Bunzel of Vienna, Helene Lew-
andowski, Olga Kornfeld, Marie Jellinek,
Thomas PFischer.

—

RUSTING EMPTY CANS

Then there is the pile of rusting empty
cans that contained the “Cyclon B" gas
which was dumped through celling vents to
kill the people herded into the gas chambers.

In “Block 10" is where S8 doctor Carl Clau-
berg conducted sterilization experiments on
women prisoners aimed at finding a speedy
way of biologically exterminating the Slavic
people.

Across the way in “Block 11" is where pris-
oners were held for special punishment and
torture, many of them dying in the tiny
bricked-up “standing cells” where men could
only stand, for days on end, and often died of
suffoction or starvation.

Just outside this building is the black
“wall of death” where thousands of prisoners
were executed by being shot In the back of
the head.

A little distance away stands the gallows
on which men were hanged, sometimes four
at a time. The Nazis erected the gallows just
outside the camp kitchen where prisoners
had to look at the still dangling victims as
they lined up for food.

Still intact are “Crematoria” chamber-oven
complexes built at Auschwitz-Birkenau.

And outside this crematorium stands an-
other gallows—this one built and used to ex-
ecute Rudolph Hess, the SS officer who
founded Auschwitz and commanded it for its
first 3 years.

Hess was hanged at the scene of his crimes
on April 16, 1947.

In one building is a large urn containing
a bit of the ash from the ovens—a monu-
ment that symbolizes all the wvictims of
Auschwitz.

Bus loads of Poles still come here every day
to see the camp and place wreaths and bou-
quets of flowers at the urn.

They haven't forgotten.

No one who comes here could.
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ATLANTIC RELATIONS

Hon. PETER H. B. FRELINGHUYSEN

OF NEW JERSEY
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, April 5, 1973

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Speaker,
following up my remarks yesterday on
the lack of wisdom in approving an
Atlantic Union resolution, I should like
to submit an article written for the
Christian Science Monitor by a partici-
pant at the Amsterdam Conference last
week. Dr. Bowie is a member of the Har-
vard Center for International Affairs and
of the Harvard faculty.

In particular, I would like to call the
attention of the Members to Dr. Bowle's
point that—

The Europeans do not want or expect the
US. to push Europe to unity. Yet U.B. ac-
tions inevitably do help or hinder the process
of European integration. And as the members
seek to unite, some fear the U.S. may exploit
their differences in ways which split them
and undermine their progress.

The full text of the article follows:
ATLANTIC RELATIONS
(By Robert R. Bowle)

Europeans are uncertain and deeply trou-
bled about the outlook for thelr relations
with the United States. That concern was
apparent in discussions at a large European-
American meeting held in Amsterdam last
week, and in private talks with officials and
others in London, Bonn, Brussels.

Leading Europeans consider close coopera-
tlon with the U.S. essential for mutual secu~
rity and prosperity. While anti-American and
neutralist sentiment has grown, especially
among young people, largely as a result of
Vietnam and detente, it is still not a major
political influence. For the most part the
Europeans aspire to a form of partnership in
which Europe would have its own voice and
define its own interests, but would concert
its policies and actions closely with the U.S.
The obstacles to that aim are serious and
arise for both sides of the Atlantic.

Basically the Europeans are far from sure
that the U.S. now shares that goal or gives
it high priority, They are baffled and wor-
rled by many aspects of U.S. policy and un-
clear about its premises.

Take security and NATO, for example. The
Europeans are satisfied that Mr. Nixon con-
tinues to consider Europe's security as a
major U.8. interest and they appreciate his
resistance to the Mansfield effort to reduce
U.8. forces In Europe. For them nuclear
parity with the Soviet Union has enhanced
the significance of such forces, despite de-
tente. Their presence reinforces the deter-
rent, but even more, it counters Soviet polit-
ical pressure which would grow if the U.S.
commitment were thought to be declining,
Despite Mr. Nixon's attitude, however, Euro-
peans are uneasy as to whether political pres-
sure and defense cuts will eventually force
substantial troop reductions.

In the economic field, the situation is
also unsettling. Does the U.S. view the Euro-
pean Community and Japan primarily as
adversaries in monetary and trade affairs,
with each side looking out only for its own
advantage? Much of the U.S. rhetoric and
action since Aug. 15, 1971, might tend to
suggest this. And hints by high officials of
linking economic concessions to security
issues are hardly reassuring,

Pinally, in East-West affairs, there is the
shadow of US.-Soviet bilateralism. While
SALT I was generally approved, there are
nagging concerns about the current negotia-
tions in SALT II, on mutual and balanced
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force reductions, and in the conference on
security. In these, Europe’s interests could
be directly prejudiced by some outcomes,
such as restraints on forward-based weapons
technology, or on indigenous forces In Cen-
tral Europe. Such restrictions could hamper
or block future European defense efforts, or
give the Soviet Union handles for impeding
the progress toward European unity.

Underlying these specific concerns Is a
more fundamental one. Mr. Nixon's style
and approach to foreign affairs remind some
Europeans more of de Gaulle than of earlier
U.S. leaders. He appears more inclined to
unilateral action and to resist being con-
strained by allied ties, tendencles which are
encouraged by Europe's inability to assert
itself more effectively.

Indeed that is the other half of the Eu-
ropean predicament. In its members’ eyes,
the Community has regained momentum
since its enlargement and the Paris summit
of last fall. They consider its program of
studies, reports, and measures, which are
intended to produce “Eurcpean union" by
1980, as a serious agenda even if ambitious.
And in recent months they have worked to-
gether more closely on monetary issues and
in pursuing joint policies in the security
conference in Helsinkl.

Yet they are keenly aware how far they
are from political and economic union which
would make them an effective entity for real
partnership. To achieve that quantum jump
will require substantial transfers of au-
thority to central institutions of the com-
munity. Where are the political leadership
and will required to do that rapidly? The
machinery of the community is now ex-
tremely cumbersome, and national leaders
are heavily preoccupied with domestic prob-
lems and pressures,

The Europeans do not want or expect the
U.S. to push Europe to unity. Yet U.S. ac-
tions inevitably do help or hinder the process
of European integration. And as the mem-
bers seek to unite, some fear the U.S. may
exploit their differences in ways which split
them and undermine their progress.

With all the difficulties and divergences it
is easy to be pessimistic about the prospects
for creating the Community and the Atlan-
tic partnership. The task is far harder in
this period than it would have been under
earlier conditions. A decade was lost first
through British hesitation in the '50's, and
then from de Gaulle in the "60’s, Meanwhile
the U.S. position has been eroded by the
frustrations of Vietnam and its economic
and political consequences.

But, if the task is more difficult, it is still
just as essetnial. Interdependence is a fact
of life. In view of the stakes, the hope must
be that leaders in all the advanced nations
will judge the necessities correctly and rise
to meet them.

OBSERVANCE OF THE 30TH ANNI-
VERSARY OF THE WARSAW GHET-
TO UPRISING

HON. ANGELO D. RONCALLO

OF NEW YOREK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 5, 1973

Mr. RONCALLO of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I am most pleased to support
and cosponsor House Joint Resolution
303 authorizing the President to pro-
claim April 29, 1973 as a Day of Obser-
vance of the 30th Anniversary of the
Warsaw Ghetto Uprising.

This proclamation shall serve to re-
mind our Nation of the boundless limits
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of the human spirit. From the depths of
despair and murder of the most eal-
culating and degrading nature, the Jews
of Warsaw rose up in a struggle which
shall forever serve as a light upon man-
kind’s determination for freedom and
dignity.

We today are witness to this indestruc-
tible spirit through the persons who have
created and sustain the living State of
Israel, It will serve us all well to take a
few moments from our day-to-day ac-
tivities and reflect upon the Warsaw
Ghetto Uprising and our own love of
liberty.

TO CREATE MORE JOBS

HON. BELLA S. ABZUG

OF NEW YOREK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, April 5, 1973

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Speaker, in support
of expanding and improving the Emer-
gency Employment Act of 1971, I re-
cently had the privilege of presenting
testimony to the Select Subcommittee
on Labor. I would like to insert that
testimony into the Recorp at this point:
TESTIMONY oF BELLA S. Aszuc, SELECT SUB-

COMMITTEE ON LABOR, APRIL 3, 1973

Mr. Chairman, one of the most persistent
themes of the Nixon Administration has
been that we are a healthy nation in all
respects—that the current inflationary and
high unemployment trend is an anomoly
and will subside in a short time,

No matter what rhetoric the Administra-
tion uses, however, it cannot hide the facts.
The nationwide unemployment rate is at
5.2%. More vivid are the figures of the Job-
less rate for nonwhites—a whopping 9.6%,
unchanged from a year ago, and unemploy-
ment among the teenlabor force, 16%.

The Administration’s to these
figures has been to use traditional indirect
methods which reveal the staleness of Presi-
dent Nixon's thinking and his lack of con-
cern for the working man—tax breaks for
business investments in the hope that they
will “trickle down" and create jobs.

This strategy has falled in the past—
witness the unemployment figures, It will
certainly fall in the future. We must wait
no longer to find a resolution to the ever
growing and ever-present problem of job-
lessness in this country. We must get to the
root of the problem and do so quickly. And
the solution is to create jobs where there are
none, and where the need is.

The Emergency Employment Act of 1971
must be expanded and improved. I am a
sponsor of the Hawkins bill, HR. 3984, If
pending legislation is passed, at least 500,000
publie service positions will be created. When
this occurs, unemployment will be reduced
almost immediately by more than one-tenth.
In addition, the multiplier effect of these
jobs, which will trigger an increase in spend-
ing and investment, should create another
one to two million jobs.

And these public service jobs would not
be in “dead end"” projects, as the President
contemptuously calls them. They would be
created in fields such as environmental
quality, health care, education, public safety,
crime prevention, erime control, prison re-
habilitation, neighborhood improvements,
rural development, park maintenance and
general community improvement.

The need for these social services grows
every day. As our urban population expands,
the Federal and local governments should
and must provide services which will make




April 6, 1973

our cities pleasant and habitable for people
of all incomes. As our environment changes,
we will need people to work on solving the
problems attendant to such changes. Our
elderly and ill citizens need expanded health
care facilities and services which are not
coming from the private sector.

We must not fail our own cltizens. There
are 4,500,000 men and women able to work
and unemployed today. We must act im-
mediately to bring them back into the
economic mainstream.

CAMPAIGN FINANCING

HON. DONALD W. RIEGLE, JR.

OF MICHIGAN
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, April 5, 1973

Mr. RIEGLE., Mr. Speaker, the issue
of campaign financing is a critical one
for our country and the /#merican peo-
ple. Robert Lewis has written a very
useful article on this subject, and I am
inserting it for the attention of my col-
leagues:

[From the Flint (Mich.) Journal,
Mar. 18, 1973 ]
REeGRETS GROW OVER CAMPAIGN-FUND Law
(By Robert Lewls)

WasHINGTON.—A story making the rounds
has one congressman saying to another, “You
can bet prison reform will get action this
session.”

“How do you figure?" his companion asked.

“After the changes we made in the cam-
paign finance law, that's where we're all
going to be.”

Politicians are jittery over the campaign
finance reforms they passed last year in a
moment of weakness, and they should be.

The federal election campaign law pro-
vided, for the first time, a fairly good pic-
ture of who finances elections and, in some
instances, why.

Although most donors are motivated by
honest conviction, others contribute for fav-
ors past and future.

“One can rarely nail down a casual rela-
tionship between campaign gifts and later
political acts,” says John Gardner of Com-
mon Cause, the citizens lobby. “But the pat-
terns of political giving create a cloud of
suspicion that can only deepen the cynicism
of the average citizen.”

A study by Common Cause showed a cor-
relation between $110,000 in dairy-industry
contributions to congressional candidates last
year and support for dairy legisiation by the
recipients.

Similarly, labor unions showered known
supporters of national health insurance with
$210,000, while the American Medical Asso-
ciation gave $253,600 to backers of its medi-
credit health bill.

President Nixon's re-election committee
returned $705,000 in tainted donations, in-
cluding $250,000-mostly in $100 bills—from
Robert L. Vesco, the central figure in a
security fraud investigation.

The committee has $4.7 million in the bank,
and all election bills are paid, yet the con-
tributions continue. The committee received
$246,000 in January and February, including
$100,000 from Mrs. Ruth L. Farkas who has
been nominated to be ambassador to Luxem-
bourg.

Mrs. Farkas, wife of a New York City de-
partment store owner, said the money is part
of a $300,000 pledge she and her husband
made before the election. Because of the
unusual timing, the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee delayed her confirmation
pending an Iinvestigation.
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Also benefitting from post-election con-
tributions was Sen. Robert P. Griffin,
R-Mich., who received more than $50,000
after the ballots were counted.

Post-election gifts aren't illegal but they
raise the guestion of whether the candidate
would have received the money had he lost.

Although it is against the law for corpora-
tions and labor unions to contribute, “volun-
tary” giving by executives and union mem-
bers is standard practice. And unions con-
tribute staff time, office space and other
services that are worth additional millions.

“There is nothing in our political system
today that creates more mischief, more cor-
ruption and more alienation and distrust
on the part of the public than does our sys-
tem of financing elections,” says Gardner.

“It allows individuals and groups which
seek preferential treatment from govern-
ment to give unlimited sums of money to
public officials who can provide such treat-
ment.

“Both candidates and givers (willingly or
not) are prisoners of a system which exposes
them to suspicion and pressure, and legiti-
mizes the exchange of money for political
favors.”

The new campaign finance law required
full disclosure of contributions above $100
and individual gifts of any amount. It was
thought that the disclosure provision would
work to hold down huge contributions but
it hasn't. Nixon's top 10 donors gave more
than $4 million, and the top 100 gave $14
million.

The new law sets partial 1imits on overall
campaign spending and it was thought this
would keep election costs within reason. But
it hasn't.

Spending for all elections in 1972 totaled
an estimated $400 million compared to $300
million in 1968. Nixon spent an estimated
$45 million and Sen. George McGovern spent
$30 million.

Griffin raised $1.4 million to win a job that
pays $42,500 a year, and another senate
candidate spent $2.5 million.

After one election under the new law, 1t
is apparent that full disclosure and spend-
ing ceilings will not eliminate the abuses of
private campaign financing. As long as candi-
dates are forced to depend on donations from
special interests to win elections, there will
be abuses.

The answer may lie In public financing of
federal elections, administered by an inde-
pendent elections commission with strong
enforcement powers.

Until basic changes are made, former Mary-
land Congressman Edward Garmatz's creed
will prevail. Garmatz, chairman of the House
Merchant Marine Committee, was asked why
he received most of his election money from
the maritime industry.

“Who in the hell did they expect me to get
it from—the post office people, the bankers?”
he replied. “You get it from the people you
work with, who you helped in some way or
another. It's only natural.”

MEAT BOYCOTT

HON. SILVIO 0. CONTE

OF MASSACHUSETTS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, April 5, 1973

Mr. CONTE. Mr, Speaker, this week’'s
meat boycott around the country has
been characterized as a “Housewives Re-
bellion.” I would like to call to the at-
tention of my colleagues the fact that
other segments of our population are
also concerned about the high price of
meat and other foodstuffs. To illustrate
this, I would like to tell you what the
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youngsters at the Clarksburg Elementary
School in the First District of Massa-
chusetts are eating for school lunch to-
day.

The enfree is a toasted cheese sand-
wich, with side dishes consisting of
french fries, peas, and carrots. For des-
sert, the menu calls for chocolate cream
pudding and, of course, milk will be
served. The meal, as you can readily
see, is meatless.

After careful consideration and con-
sultation with the school’s cafeteria
manager and the Massachusetts State
school lunch director, the superintendent
of the Clarksburg school system, Joseph
J. Joseph recommended that the meat-
less school lunch program for the week
of April 2 through 6 be instituted. The
plan was discussed with all of the young-
sters and the permission of parents was
requested before the child could par-
ticipate.

Mr. Joseph reports that the response
has been “tremendous.” In fact, the
Clarksburg school, which regularly serves
200 school lunches a day, has seen an in-
crease in the school Iunch count during
the meatless days.

I noted at the beginning that the cur-
rent manifestation of concern over the
high price of food is not only a “House-
wives Rebellion”"—it is also not only a
“Children’s Crusade.” We are all af-
fected by high prices and we are all con-
cerned, school child, parent, teacher, re-
tiree.

I commend the action of the Clarks-
burg Elementary School and submit the
full school menu for this week for my
colleagues who may be looking for sug-
gestions for low cost, nufritional, meat-
less lunches:

MeNUS

April 2: Tuna-macaroni salad, green and
yellow beans, Vienna bread, peaches.

April 3: Vegetable soup, peanut butter
sa?‘dmches. saltines, cheese, Knobby apple
cake.

April 4: Pizza (tomato sauce-cheese), but-
tered spinach, snickerdoodle, fruit cocktail,
April 5: Toasted cheese sandwiches, French

fries, peas and carrots,
pudding with nut sprinkle,

April 8: Fish sticks, spaghetti, tomato
sauce, corn, bread and butter, butterscotch
pecan squares.

chocolate cream

THE NEED FOR CONTINUED
BIOMEDICAL RESEARCH

HON. DONALD M. FRASER

OF MINNESOTA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, April 5, 1973

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to stress the level of excellence the
United States has achieved in biomedical
research through the national program
of health research fellowships and
traineeships.

The following statement by the Mayo
Foundation in Minnesota articulately
points out the likely impact of the ad-
ministration’s plan to phase out this
program which is vital in improving the
health of our Nation.

I hope my colleagues will give
thoughtiul study to legislation now un-
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der consideration by the Public Health
and Environment Subcommittee that
will assure uninterrupted progress in
conquering the many diseases for which
there is still no treatment or cure.
The statement follows:
IMPACT OF THE FEDERAL ADMINISTRATION'S
BUDGET PROPOSALS ON RESEARCH TRAINING
PROGRAMS OF MAYO FOUNDATION

The NIH research training programs are
integral to the nation’s biomedical research
resources and its health care programs.

During the past three decades, American
biomedical science has achieved international
preeminence. The ever-increasing complexity
of that science requires the talents of gifted
individuals highly and specifically trained to
conduct biomedical research.

Upon the products of that research, both
basic and applied, the already established
advances in treatment of disease have been
based, and future progress in such treatment
will depend. Upon those scientists also has
rested a major component of the responsibil-
ity for teaching medical students and medical
house officers (residents) the medical science
so0 essential to their competence as practicing
physiclans.

A decision to curtail training of medical
sclentists today carries unfavorable impli-
cations for future advances in medical re-
search and for improved medical care.

The research training grants programs,
postdoctoral fellowships, and career devel-
opment awards of the NIH have provided fi-
nancial support essential to producing bio-
medical scientists and teachers. The extent
of future support of those programs should
be determined by careful assessment of na-
tional needs, present and future, for those
scientists and teachers. Since, as a group,
they constitute a unique national resource,
financial support of their production is a
national responsibility appropriately held at
high priority.

No reasonable and acceptable alternative to
the NIH funded training programs has been
proposed. To suggest that the young M.D. or
Ph.D., oftentimes already in debt for his pre-
doctoral training, borrow additional funds to
support himself and his family while he
secures two to seven essential years of post-
doctoral research training, is not, in our judg-
ment, a reasonable alternative to training
grant support, postdoctoral fellowships, and
career development awards.

In summary, Mayo Foundation, while ac-
knowledging the importance of federal fiscal
responsibility and the imperative of a prac-
tical limit to federal spending, urges con-
tinued fiscal support, at high priority, of the
NIH Research Training Grant Programs, Re-
search Fellowships, and Career Development
Awards.

The level of that support should be assessed
carefully, identified abuses in past practices
should be eliminated, and a new level of
support determined. That new level should
be one deemed prudent and essential to con-
tinued excellence and productivity of medical
research, to proper teaching of students of
medicine, and to progressive improvement
in medical care.

Mayvo FOUNDATION,
Education Committee.

ANNUAL LEGISLATIVE CONFERENCE
OF THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION
OF CREDIT MANAGEMENT

HON. GERALD R. FORD

OF MICHIGAN
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, April 5, 1973
Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,

last week the National Association of
Credit Management held their second an-
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nual legislative conference here in Wash-
ington. Serving as president for the as-
sociation this year is Mr. C. William Bru-
der from the congressional district that
I represent. I feel the members of the
National Association of Credit Manage-
ment are to be congratulated for taking
the time from their busy schedules and
coming to Washington in an effort to bet-
ter understand the congressional process.

At their luncheon honoring Members
of Congress and their staffs, the executive
vice president, Mr. Robert Goodwin,
made a few remarks pointing out the
objectives of the meeting and a thumb-
nail sketch of the association. I include
these remarks in the Recorp for the bene-
fit of my colleagues who were unable to
attend:

REMARKS OF MR. ROBERT GOODWIN

I would like to welcome you to this con-
gressional luncheon of our second Washing-
ton legislative conference of the National
Association of Credit Management. And I
would like to extend a special welcome to
the Members of Congress who have joined
us here today.

As concerned and vitally interested citizens,
we have spent this morning on visits to your
offices and with your staffs, and in the cham-
bers of the Senate and House, to learn more
about the legislative process and to witness
the dynamic forces of our national govern-
ment in action.

Yesterday in our sessions downtown, we
had as our guests representative members of
the legislative and executive departments
who recounted for us some of the current ac-
tivities and concerns of their various offices;
and gave us new insight into a number of
matters of concern to us as Americans and
as business credit executives.

Today, while this luncheon is an informal
affair designed as an extension and climax
of our activities of the past two days, I
would like to take a few brief minutes to
tell you something about us and the impor-
tant and responsible role we play in the eco-
nomiec life of our country.

The National Assoclation of Credit Man-
agement is an organization of over 36,000
company members who are concerned with
the granting of business credit by one com-
mercial identity to another—as opposed to
consumer credit, granted to an individual
for personal or family purposes.

Our members are manufacturers, whole-
salers, financial institutions, and business
firms which are engaged in rendering services
of various sorts to other business firms.

These members are responsible for watch-
ing over business assets totaling billions of
dollars. In many cases these assets represent
the company's largest single asset.

The National Association of Credit Man-
agement was founded 77 years ago in 1896
by 82 business credit executives meeting in
Toledo, Ohio. Growth from 600 members at
the end of 1896 to over 36,000 members to-
day, surely makes us one of the major mem-
bership organizations in the business world
today.

I might just say that the heart, or thrust,
of our organization’s service activities cen-
ters around some 100 member-owned and
member-operated affiliated associations of
business credit executives at the local and
state level. These NACM affillated associa-
tions are located throughout the country in
every major business center.

Every day businessmen in these commu-
nities look to their NACM organization to
provide them with services which are vital
to the smooth functioning of our economic
system.

One of these key services Is a fair and hon-
est exchange of business credit information.
Through the NACM National Credit Inter-
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change System, businessmen exchange fac-
tual, complete and concise ledger experience
on which to make sound business decisions.

We are concerned from a legislative stand-
point that lawmaking bodies at both na-
tional and State level recognize the indis-
pensable need for the free and unimpeded
exchange of this kind of business credit in-
formation. The viability and growth of our
economy depend on it.

In another area, many of our NACM-
afliliated groups render an all-important col-
lection service to their members. Again, this
is a vital part of our service to our member
companies and the business community.
NACM's professional collection service ren-
ders benefits to both the creditor and debtor
company, It offers the debtor company faced
with delinguency in its obligations, the
means of returning to dignity through an
orderly process of honoring its commitments.
It offers the creditor the means of insuring
& return of much needed operating or ex-
pansion capital. In some cases, it may repre-
sent the margin that enables a creditor to
carry on his enterprise, to continue to serve
the business community at the most eco-
nomical level, and to continue to provide
employment in the community.

Another major activity of the National As-
sociation of Credit Management member-
owned and member-operated afiliates is the
assistance they offer their members in deal-
ing with bankrupt or financially distressed
companies.

In many cases they are able to work out
arrangements which forestall a bankruptcy
to the satisfaction of both the creditors and
the company that is having difficulty.

When the situation has reached a point
beyond this solution, our local affiliated as-
sociation, through its good offices and expert
stafl, provides the catalyst for working out
a settlement that is most falr and equitable
to all parties.

These are just a few highlights touching
on who we are and what we are and what
our interests are.

I hope that each of the honored legisla-
tors here today will remember this occasion
and the individuals of the business credit
community who are serving as your hosts at
this luncheon.

Each of them is an expert in this field of
business credit. He knows its unique con-
tribution, concerns, and characteristics.

‘We hope that this brief introduction today
will lead to a permanent avenue of communi-
cation between you both. We want to keep
in touch with you as members of your con-
stituency. Certainly the business credit ex-
ecutives here in this room, as well as others
who could not be with us today, are avail-
able to you for consultation—particularly
on matters that might bear on the highly
speclalized field of business credit.

To our congressional guests, on behalf of
everyone here, we thank you for sharing your
valuable time with us. This has been a re-
warding experience.

WARD QUAAL RECEIVES DISTIN-
GUISHED SERVICE AWARD

HON. FRANK ANNUNZIO

OF ILLINOIS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 5, 1973

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, it is a
pleasure to join the legions of friends
of Ward L. Quaal, president of WGN
Continental Broadcasting Co., in con-
gratulating him on meriting the National
Association of Broadcaster’ 1973 Distin-
guished Service Award.

Mr. Quaal, who is nationally recog-
nized as an eminent leader in the broad-
casting industry, received this award on
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March 27 at the Sheraton Park Hotel
in Washington, D.C. He is also the re-
cipient of the Illinois Broadcasters Asso-
ciation IBA Broadcaster of the Year
Award.

Ward Quaal has been a tower of
strength in Chicago for he has worked
long and hard on countless civic projects,
and his many contributions to our ecity
will be long remembered.

As the Congressman for the 11th Dis-
trict of Illinois, where the offices of WGN
are located, I am glad to call to the at-
tention of my colleagues an article which
appeared about Ward Quaal in the March
27 Leader Newspapers, one of the out-
standing community newspaper chains
in the Northwest Side of Chicago. The
article follows:

QUAAL EarNs ToP TV AWARD

Ward L. Quaal, president of WGN Conti-
nental Broadcasting company, received the
National Association of Broadcasters’ 1973
distinguished service award Monday in Wash~-
ington, D.C.

The award goes annually to individuals
who make significant and lasting contribu-
tions to the American system of broadcasting
in any of its phases.

Quaal was honored for his work in the
expansion of the broadcast company's world,
including now radio and television stations
in Duluth and Denver, a community televi-
sion antenna subsidiary in Michigan and an-
other in California, and subsidiaries to han-
dle domestic and international syndication
of programs and production of TV commer-
cials.

Starting in 1934, Quaal’s career has in-
cluded being an announcer, writer and sales-
man for WDMJ, Marquette, Michigan, and
then working at WGN after his graduation
from the University of Michigan in 1937. He
later was director of the Clear Channel
Broadcasting service in Washington and an
official with Crosley Broadcasting corporation
before returning to WGN in 1956 as vice
president and general manager.

CONGRESS CANNOT REPEAL LAW
OF SUPPLY AND DEMAND

HON. JOHN M. ZWACH

OF MINNESOTA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 5, 1973

Mr. ZWACH. Mr. Speaker, as we are in
the middle of our housewives’ meat boy-
cott week, I would like, with your per-
mission, to insert in the CoNGRESSIONAL
Recorp, a very pertinent expression of
opinion on the whole matter of meat
prices by James J. Kilpatrick, well-
known newspaper columnist.

This is an excerpt from Mr. Kil-
patrick’s statement on CBS Point-Coun-
terpoint program on Sunday evening,
April 1.

I highly recommend its reading to my
colleagues:

For just about the first time since World
War II, the two million Iivestock pro-
ducers—all but three hundred thousand of
them pretty small producers—have begun to
make a decent living for themselves and a
fair return on their investment. They're
finally getting a modest share of the higher
personal incomes that most Americans are
enjoying, and high time! In the whole of our
economy, no group has lagged further be-
hind than the farmers—and I mean the
working farmers, not the fat-cat landowners
who get stabillzation payments for doing

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

nothing. I'm talking about the guy who
works seven days a week, in-season and out,
looking after hogs and chickens and beef
cattle, because that's all he knows how to do
or wants to do. As a group, they've been
taking good care of America—we're the best
fed nation in the world—but America hasn't
been taking good care of them.

‘What the housewives are proposing is that
Congress enact an Act entitled an Act to
Repeal the Law of Supply and Demand. It
can't be done. Meat prices are high simply
because demand is high, and supply hasn't
yet caught up with the situation. A lot of
other prices also are high, on clothing, hous-
ing, TV sets, auto repairs and medical care.
Relatively speaking, food has increased less
than other things, partly because the farm-
ers, unlike the housewives, aren't organized.
They don't deserve to be hurt, Nick, and I
wish the gals would go out and economize
somewhere else.

PUBLIC LAW 480: THE INTERNA-
TIONAL FOOD STAMP PROGRAM

HON. JOHN R. RARICK

OF LOUISIANA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, April 5, 1973

Mr. RARICE. Mr. Speaker, groceries
on credit went out of style in my part
of the country years ago, when the gro-
cers learned the hard way that sons and
grandchildren do not pay the food bill
for mom and dad and the grandparents.
But, one of our antiquated foreign aid
bills, Public Law 480, called “Food for
Peace,” continues groceries on easy
credit the world over.

The arrangements resemble the old
shell game. The U.S. taxpayer pays the
farmer. The giveaway experts in Wash-
ington then enter into credit food sales
to foreign countries on terms of up to 20
years at 2 percent interest. Under local
currency credit sales, credit can be ex-
tended up to 40 years with an additional
10 year extension possible at an interest
rate of only 3 percent. These terms only
apply to agreements other than “hu-
manitarian gifts” under title IT. In the
name of humanity all of the food and
in most instances the transportation
costs are directly paid by the U.S. tax-
payers.

The farmer feels something has been
accomplished since he has been able to
sell his goods. The American people are
led to believe that these sales are helping
offset the balance-of-payments deficits.
And some Americans even achieve a
good feeling that we are sharing our
abundance with the hungry people of the
world.

But the collection of Public Law 480
groceries on credit is perhaps the most
astounding aspect of the program. What
moneys we eventually should receive on
these foreign credit sales are mostly left
in the recipient country to be spent in
that country for various community and
economic development projects.

So, under Public Law 480, the for-
eigners get our food and then also get
our money. It is little wonder that our
dollar is now up for an additional 10 per-
cent devaluation—which means a 20-
percent drop since 15 months ago.

11379

Sales are sales and gifts are gifts. Cer-
tainly the American people are entitled
to a more accurate description of our
international food stamp program than
to have it repeatedly dubbed as “sales.”

I include the following excerpts from
“Foreign Agriculture Economic Report
No. 65,” prepared by the Foreign Devel-
opment and Trade Division, Economic
Research Service, U.S.D.A., concerning
“Public Law 480 Concessional Sales”:

EXCERPTS

There are four titles to the act, and in
general the titles cover the following aspects:

Title I.—Concessional sales.

'Title II.—Donations and disaster relief.

Title ITI.—Barter.

Title IV.—General provisions and require-
ments.

Title I is by far the most important in
terms of commodities exported under P.L.
480. Just over 70 percent of all commodities
shipped have been under this title. This in-
cludes (1) local currency (LC) sales, (2)
long-term DC sales to foreign governments
and private trade entities, and (3) CLCC
sales. The various requirements and limita-
tions placed upon the President in exercis-
ing the authorities given him in Title I are
discussed more fully in subsequent sections
of this report.

Under Title II, agricultural commodities
can be donated to (1) meet famine or other
ordinary relief requirements, (2) combat
malnutrition, especially in children, (3) pro-
mote economic and community development
in friendly developing areas outside of the
United States, and (4) for needy persons and
nonprofit school lunch and preschool pro-
grams outside the United States.

Title II states that commodities may be
furnished through such frlendly govern-
ments and such private or public agencies
(including the United Nations World Food
Frogram) as the President deems appro-
priate. Whenever practicable, however, non-
profit voluntary agencies which have been
registered with, and approved by, the Advis-
ory Committee on Voluntary Foreign Aid
are used. All commodities furnished are
clearly identified as a gift from the people
of the United States. Under this title, the
Commodity Credit Corporation (CCC) can
pay for—in addition to the cost of acquisi-
tion—the packaging, enrichment, preserva-
tion, processing, transportation, and other
incidental costs of the commodities supplied.

Title III provides for the barter or ex-
change of CCC owned agricultural commodi-
ties for (1) strategic or other materials
which are not produced by the United States
in sufficient quantities to meet U.S. needs,
(2) materials, goods, or equipment required
in connection with foreign economic and
military ald and assistance programs, and
(3) materials or equipment required in sub-
stantial quantities for off-shore construc-
tion programs. As much as is practicable,
transactions under Title IIT are carried out
through usual private trade channels.

Title IV covers a number of general aspects
of P.L. 480. For example, it states that the
programs of assistance undertaken pursuant
to P.L. 480 are Intended to serve both hu-
manitarian objectives and the national in-
terest of the United States. Such assistance
shall be used in a manner to assist friendly
nations that are determined to help them-
selves toward a greater degree of self-suffi-
ciency in food preduction and in resolving
their problems relative to population growth.
Title IV further states that no agricultural
commodity can be made available for export
under P.L. 480 if the disposition would re-
duce the U.S. supply of that commodity be-
low that needed to meet (1) domestic needs,
{2) adequate carryover, and (3) anticipated
commercial export requirements. Title IV de-
fines “agricultural commeodities” as used in
the act to include any agricultural com-
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modity produced in the United States or
product manufactured in the United States
from an agricultural commodity. However,
this does not include alcholic beverages, and
for the purposes of Title II, tobacco or to-
bacco products. For the purpose of P.L. 480,
domestically produced fishery products are
also defined as “agricultural commodities.”

Under Title IV the United States has au-
thorized a farmer-to-farmer assistance pro-
gram to help farmers in the recipient coun-
try increase the effectiveness of their farm-
ing and marketing operations. Further pro-
visions enable farm youth and farm leaders
from the recipient country to be brought to
the United States for training and enables
the United States to conduct research for
the p of improving the production
and distribution of tropical and subtropical
agricultural products. As much as $33 mil-
lion per fiscal year can be appropriated for
these activities. However, these provisions
have not yet been implemented.

The act, as amended on December 31, 1966,
established under Title IV an advisory com-
mittee to survey general policies relating to
the administration of P.L. 480. The commit-
tee surveys (1) the manner of implementing
self-help provisions, (2) the use of foreign
currencies accruing from foreign currency
agreements, (3) the currencies reserved for
loans to private industry, (4) the exchange
and interest rates used, and (5) the terms
applied to credit sales.

Local currency sales—P.L. 480 as passed
in 1954 provided only for local currency sales.
Under this arrangement the United States
receives, as payment, the currencies of the
recipient country and reaches an agreement
with that country on their use.

Normally, these currencies can only be
spent in the recipient country and are not
accepted as a medium of exchange in inter-
national transactions. This being so, these
currencies do not help the United States
improve its balance of payments except when

they are used to meet U.S. obligations in the
recipient country which would have been
met with dollars. Therefore, the law now
requires that limited amounts of local cur-
rencles be convertible to dollars.

- * L - *

The bulk of the local currencies the United
States receives as payment are used in the
recipient country, but the particular use to
be made of these currencies becomes a mat-
ter of negotiation. In short, currencies may
be used to benefit the United States, or the
recipient country, or sometimes both.

Dollar credit sales, government to govern-
ment.—In 1959, a provision was added to
P.L. 480 whereby sales could be made on
credit, with payment of principal and in-
terest in dollars. There are now two kinds
of dollar credit sales agreements, govern-
ment-to-government and private trade credit
sales; each type of agreement has its own
set of terms and conditions. Government-
to-government trade agreements have been
permissible since dollar credit sales were
authorized In 1958.

Government-to-government  agreements
have been by far the most common. The
maximum credit period allowed under the
arrangement is 20 years. The United States
is permitted to allow the recipient govern-
ment to go & maximum of 2 years before
making the first principal installment.

Private trade credit sales agreements.—
Agreements between the U.S. Government
and private trade emtities (PTE’s) are com-
monly referred to as private trade agree-
ments (PTA's). Any private trade entity of
the United States or of a foreign country
friendly to the United States may participate
in this program.

The PTE obtains commodities from the
open market and CCC provides a line of
credit through a commercial bank. The PTE
uses this to pay the U.S. supplier of the
commodities and for ocean transportation.
At the same time, it incurs a debt obligation
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in dollars with the CCC. The maximum grace
period is 2 years and the maximum credit
period to 20 years. Whenever practicable, the
PTE is required to pay 5 percent of the pur-
chase price of the commodity on delivery.
Although the repayment period of agree-
ments signed thus far has ranged from 2
years to 19 years, most range from 6 to 15
years. As with government-to-government
programs, the credit and grace periods begin
on the date of last delivery in any calendar

year.

When the PTE sells the commodities in the
specified country he of course receives pay-
ment in local currencies, The proceeds from
the sale must be used to develop and execute
projects in the recipient country as specified
in the agreement. These projects must result
in the establishment of facilities designed to
improve the storage or marketing of agri-
cultural commodities, or which will otherwise
stimulate and expand private economic en-
terprise.

Convertible local currency credit sales.—In
the 1966 amendments to the law, Congress
directed that a transition be made from local
currency sales to dollar credit sales by the
end of 1971. It specified that to the extent
a transition to dollar credit sales was not
possible, a transition could be made to credit
sales for foreign currencies which could be
converted into dollars. Thus came into being
the fourth type of agreement, convertible
local currency credit (CLCC) sales.

The law specifies that CLCC sales be made
on credit terms no less favorable to the
United States than those for development
loans made under the Foreign Assistance Act
of 1961, as amended. Currently, loans made
under this act are for a maximum credit pe-
riod of 40 years, with a grace period not to
exceed 10 years, As with DC sales a minimum
interest rate of 2 percent applies during the
grace period and a rate of 3 percent during
the remainder of the credit period.

In government-to-government DC or CLCC
agreements, the foreign government acquires
local currency through the resale of the com-
modity within the country. The local cur-
rency value is usually equivalent to the dol-
lar value of the commodities acquired under
the agreement. The law specifies that each
agreement provide that these currencies are
used for economic development purposes that
are mutually agreed upon by the two govern-
ments.

Ocean transportation.—The Cargo Prefer-
ence Act (Public Law 664, 83d Congress,
which amended the Merchant Marine Act of
1936) requires that at least 50 percent of the
guantity of all products exported under cer-
tain U.S. Government programs be shipped
on U.S.-flag vessels to the extent that these
vessels are available at fair and reasonable
rates for commercial U.S, flag vessels. This
requirement applies to concessional sales and
donations under P.L. 480.

Most freight rates on U.B.-flag vessels on
some trade routes are higher than rates
charged by other vessels on the same route.
CCC reimburses the importer for all the
amount by which the freight bill for the por-
tion required to be carried in U.S.-flag vessels
exceeds the dollar equivalent of the freight
bill for an equal gquantity carried in foreign-
flag vessels.

PRISONERS AND PRAYER

HON. HAROLD D. DONOHUE

OF MASSACHUSETTS
IN THE HOUSE OF REFRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 5, 1973

Mr. DONOHUE. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to include in the Recorp the very
timely and thought-provoking article,
about the testimony of our refurning
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Vietnam war prisoners on the vital im-

portance of prayer in surviving their cap-

tive experience, written by the Reverend

Robert G. Howes, the national coordina-

tor of the Citizens for Public Prayer. The

article follows:

Ovr PRISONERS PRAYED IN NORTH VIETNAM
AND It MeEANT A Lor T0 THEM, YET OUR
CHILDREN ARE StinL ForBIDDEN To PraY
N PuBLIC CLASSROOMS

Seldom has the sheer absurdity of the Su-
preme Court's prayer-ban decisions been
more evident than it is now. Repeatedly our
returning POW’s speak of God, of the im-
portance of prayer and Bible reading in their
captive experience. The “Christian Sclence
Monitor" in its 5 March 18973 front page
article entitled “POWs share their secrets
of survival" lists “faith in God” as the
number one factor! It is simply incredible
that the brotherhood of prayer which made
Communist prison camps bearable continues
to be denied the children in our public
schools! It is simply incredible that so many
of us have been silent for so long about
something which our POW’s now testify to
as of central importance to both sanity and
strength.

The absurdity of the Bupreme Court's
prayer-ban illogic is further compounded
when one reflects that each POW is publicly
paid, was publicly transported and publicly
housed and fed. Yet, on public time, again
and again men sald, “God bless America, I
thank God. It was prayer that kept me going.”
Thank what would happen to students in
any of our public schools who likewise asked
the civil right to say exactly the same words
at the start of the school day!

The “Monitor” cites Colonel Robinson Ris-
ner as stating:

“We found by talking about patriotism and
talking about God that we were only reveal-
ing our true feelings. So we learned to do
these things. Our faith in God, our faith in
our country were two of the things that
brought us out alive and brought us out
sound of mind and body.”

Captain Mark Z. Smith is quoted as saying
that he had originally figured religion to be
a personal thing:

“But in the camp I found that it was a
great help to the other people if I expressed
my beliefs to them."”

There is a way of course, to put right what
is so obviously wrong with the prayer-ban
decisions. This way is to write a carefully
worded constitutional amendment which will
restore the First Amendment to its original
and common sense meaning. On the House
side the key bill is Chalmers Wylie’s H.J. Res.
333, on the Senate side Richard Schweiker's
5.J. Res. 10. Those who share our incredulity
as the contrast between what the prisoners
did and what our school children cannot do
must now become part of the growing na-
tional noise demanding immediate Congres-
sional action on these bills.

WHERE ARE THE ENLISTED POW'S

HON. CHARLES B. RANGEL

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 5, 1973

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I have to-
day demanded an accounting of enlisted
servicemen who were captured by the
enemy or declared missing in action in
Vietnam.

I am asking for an explanation of the
reasons why the great majority of the
prisoners released by North Vietnam and
the Vietcong have been officers. All of
us in the black community have been
aware that throughout the Vietnam con-
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flict black soldiers have been dispropor-
tionately represented on the ground
combat frontlines. Because of the racism
which pervades our society and the mili-
tary, blacks were placed in the position of
being the shock troops who bore the
brunt of the heaviest fighting in Vietnam.

From my experience as a comhat_ in-
fantryman in Korea, I know that it is
the frontline troops, predominantly en-
listed men, who are most subject to cap-
ture by the enemy. Why then have there
been so few blacks and so few enlisted
men among the returning POW's?

Defense Department figures show that
of the 566 prisoners of war returned to
date, only 69, or barely 12 percent were
enlisted men. Given the fact that in Viet-
nam, as in every other war, enlisted men
in the Armed Forces predominated, es-
pecially as ground combat troops, this
low percentage of enlisted returnees is
incredible.

It seems as if the Defense Department
has been concerned only with Air Force
officers shot down while bombing North
Vietnam and has neglected the fate of
those soldiers, mostly foot soldiers, most-
1y enlisted men, and to a great extent
black, who were captured or otherwise
disappeared while involved in ground
combat in the South.

I am convinced that we cannot in
good conscience close the books on the
Vietnam war until we receive a full ac-
counting of the fate of our brothers who
have been so conveniently forgotten by
the U.S. military.

I submit for the attention of my col-
leagues, a copy of the letter I sent to
Secretary Richardson raising these im-
portant questions:

APRIL 4, 1973.
Hon. Errror L. RICHARDSON,
Secretary, Department of Defense,
The Pentagon,
Wushing:on, D.C.

Dear Mr. SeEcrRETARY: As I have watched
the return of American prisoners of war from
Vietnam I have been struck by the fact that
the overwhelming majority of these return-
ing prisoners are officers and that an even
greater majority are white.

As a Black American I have asked why
there have been so few Black prisoners in the
returning group. I have been particularly dis-
turbed by the absence of Black faces in the
happy scenes of welcome portrayed on the
television sets because during the course of
the Vietnam war I was aware of the dispro-
portionate percentage of Blacks who were
serving as infantry men in the front lines of
combat In the jungles of Vietnam. You will
recall I am sure the protest which arose
from the Black community over Blacks hav-
ing to fight and die in disproportionate num-
bers for a society which refuses to give them
full respect and opportunity here at home.

From my experience as a combat infantry
man in Eorea I know that it is the front line
troops, predominantly enlisted men who are
mest subject to capture by the enemy. Why
then have there been so few Blacks and so
few enlisted men among the returning pris-
oners of war? Figures given me by the De-
partment of Defense show that of the 566
prisoners of war returned to date, only 69,
or barely 129, were enlisted men. Given the
fact that in Vietnam, as in every other war,
enlisted men in the armed forces predomi-
nated, especially as ground combat troops,
this low percentage of enlisted returnees is
incredible.

I have attempted to obtain statistical in-
formation from responsible officials in the
Department of Defense in response to the
questions I have raised, but the information
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I have received does not answer the central
question: where are the ground troops, the
enlisted men, who were captured by the
enemy during more then eight years of in-
volvement by American ground forces in
Vietnam?

The impression I have received from public
utterances by Department of Defense of-
ficlals and from the difficulty I have en-
countered in obtaining the Iinformation I
have sought is that the Defense Department
has been concerned only with white officers
who were shot down while on bombing mis-
sions over North Vietnam and has neglected
the fate of those soldiers, mostly foot soldiers,
mostly enlisted men, and to a great extent
Blacks, who were captured or otherwise dis-
appeared while involved in ground combat in
the South.

Is the Defense Department prepared to say
that the Vietnam war was solely an air war
and that the only American soldiers taken
prisoner by the enemy were those pilots who
flew over the North? In Korea ground com-
bat invariably meant the capture of infan-
try men most of whom were enlisted. We
had elght years of ground combat in Viet-
nam and I cannot belleve that in this pe-
riod the enemy was able to capture only 69
enlisted men.

My experience in Eorea and the experience
of previous wars indicates to me that the
full story of our prisoners of war and missing
in action has not been told. I therfore call
upon you to undertake an immediate in-
vestigation of the fate of those soldiers who
have not yet been accounted for and who
appear to have been conveniently forgotten
by the United States military.

Sincerely,
CHARLES B. RANGEL,
Member of Congress.

A PLEA FOR DON LYON AND OTHER
AMERICANS MISSING IN SOUTH-
EAST ASIA

HON. JACK F. KEMP

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 5, 1973

Mr. KEMP. Mr. Speaker, Don Lyon is
an American serviceman missing in Laos.
He was a college football star and team-
mate of mine at Occidental College. He
is a close friend and a great American.
His wife, Janice, and their children, have
sent me a letter which I want brought
to the attention of each Member of this
Congress. It serves to focus attention on
one of the most vital and compelling
tasks facing this Nation, that is, the com-
plete and expeditious accounting of
Americans still missing in action in
Southeast Asia.

A PLEA FOR THE MissiNG Men

Like other American families, we watched
with great pride and joy as the first of our
Prisoners of War recently were returned to
us. The high spirit of these men reflects
their awareness that their fellow Americans
cared and did not forget them during the
years of their captivity.

We are the family of Donavan Lyon, Major
USAF, who was shot down in a P-4 aircraft
over Laos on his very first mission March 22,
1968. He is one of more than 300 Americans
Missing in Action in Laos. To us he is more
than a statistic. He is a fine person who
deserves to have his fate known. As the wife
of an Air Force pilot, I know that sacrifices
of young lives are sometimes required in
combat. We can understand and accept that.
It is another matter, however, to never know
what has happened to someone you love.

11381

The Pathet Lao have announced a tiny list
of only seven (7) names of men held captive
in Laos. They give no word as to the where-
abouts of more than 300 other men who are
in the anxiety producing status of Missing
in Action. Even allowing for deaths due to
aireraft Injuries and poor conditions in POW
camps in Laos, it is beyond belief that only
seven. men survived and are being held
prisoners in Laos.

Past response by the American people in
supporting our Prisoners of War and Missing
in Action men has been sincere and out-
standing. Now we ask for help again—the
help that only you can give. Please walk with
us an extra mile to help these missing broth-
ers of our Prisoners of War.

A practical and realistic way in which you
can help is to send a short note or write your
individual U.8. Congressman and Senators,
as well as to President Nixon. Ask them to
continue their efforts in searching for the
whereabouts and/or condition of these Miss-
ing in Action men.

The children and I are hoplng that you
will help us.

Sincerely,
Janice Lyow.
SUzZANNE, age 13.
ScorT, age 10.
Donwna, age 8.

As Members of Congress, and as Amer-
lcans, we must continue to insist on a
full and complete accounting of all our
missing in action. For the sake of our
collective and individual conscience, we
cannot afford to do less.

For those of us in Congress, or for the
administration to even consider supply-
ing reconstruction aid to North Vietnam,
without a good faith effort by the North
Vietnamese in helping account for our
missing, would be a great tragedy: and
one for which I will not be responsible.

I ask my colleagues and the adminis-
tration to step up the pressure on North
Vie}t{nam to aid us in this humanitarian
task.

FOOD PRICES IN PERSPECTIVE

HON. ORVAL HANSEN

OF IDAHO
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, April 5, 1973

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. Mr. Speaker,
because of the public attention that has
recently been centered on food prices, it
is helpful to put the matter in proper
perspective by comparing changes in the
price of food with changes in the price
of other goods and services over the past
several years. While we have seen sharp
increases in the price of some food items
recently, the fact is that over the past
20 years increases in food prices have
been far less than the cost of almost
everything else that makes up the cost of
living. Price rises in housing, transporta-
tion, clothing, medical services, home
furnishings, and many other items have
far outstripped the increases in the cost
of food. Through the low food prices that
have generally prevailed over the last two
decades, the American farmer has been
subsidizing the rest of the population.
Now he is finally getting a fair break, al-
though overall farm prices are still less
than parity.

Mr. Speaker, Jean Esplin, an enterpris-
ing reporter for the Blackfoot, Idaho,
News has made an excellent analysis of
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trends in food prices over the past two
decades. She cites facts to suppori her
assertions that food is still a bargain. In
order to bring the results of this study to
the attention of my colleagues, I include
as a part of my remarks the newspaper
article by Jean Esplin. I also include an-
other excellent article on the same sub-
ject appearing in the Idaho Falls Post-
Register by Dr. G. Alvin Carpenter, pro-
fessor of agricultural economics at Brig-
ham Young University.

The articles follow:

[From the Blackfoot (Idaho) News,
Mar. 10, 1973]
LoorgimNg Grass—Foop PRICES
(By Jean Esplin)

Let us suppose that you and I are employed
by an active business firm.

Our employer has stated that we will be
paid annually and we have agreed to the
arrangement. At the end of the year he
calls us into his office, invites us to be seated
and then “lowers the boom." The Company
has not made a profit during the past year
and there are mo funds to pay our salaries.
He then makes a strange request. He likes
our work and wishes to employ us for another
year. “But how are we to take care of our
financial obligations?” we ask. He replies
that we should obtain a loan until the end
of next year and then do all in our power to
improve the financial condition of the
company.

Sounds a little ridiculous, doesn’t 1t? And
yet that is what sometimes happens to many
of our farmer friends. They invest an entire
year's work plus a great amount of money
in growing their particular crops and then
due to frost, hail, death of animals, poor farm
prices, etc., they end the year in the red.
There are outstanding farmers who are able
to make a profit even in low price years, but
many farmers do not and struggle to keep
farming, dreaming of better prices next year.
‘When a good price year, like this one, comes
along and with it the opportunity to recoup
losses, John Q. Public begins to cry that food
prices are much too high.

Food prices may be too high, but so is
everything else. Food is still a bargain,
Twenty years ago, comsumers spent 23 per
cent of their disposable income for food; in
1972, it went below 16 per cent. In the last
20 years farm prices of food products have
risen less than 11 per cent while retail food
prices have risen 48 per cent. Eight and seven
tenths per cent of the increase in farm price
of food occurred In the last year; however
farm prices have been very low in recent
years and this is only a partial recovery.

We must realize that much of the cost of
food results from our demand for more pre-
pared, packaged food. Grain which the farmer
sells for two cents a pound, costs 10 cents a
1b. in flour and a pound loaf of bread costs
from 25 to 33 cents.

Let’s compare the increase in the farm
price of food with other increases in the last
20 years. Average hourly earnings of indus-
trial workers went up 129 per cent. Health
and recreation costs Increased 75 per cent,
housing 63 per cent, transportation 54 per
cent and semi-private hospltal rooms 370 per
cent. (These figures are national averages.)

The farmer is just as much a vietim of
inflation as you are, and his wife buys al-
most everything from the grocery store that
vour wife does. Everything that he must pur-
chase to produce a crop has gone up, up, up.
Three hundred twenty acres of land with 216
cultivated acres and a five room modern
home plus a 26 stall dairy barn sold for $27,-
000 in 1950. Today such a farm would cost
over $100,000 or nearly 300 per cent more.
In 1953 a 40 horsepower tractor sold for about
$3,000; today a 60 horsepower tractor from
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the same company sells for $£7.,500. Some
tractors cost $£18,000 or more. Farm labor
costs have increased 141 per cent and ma-
chinery 100 per cent In the last 20 years.

It might be interesting to compare some
food prices In 1950 with those in Blackfoot
stores today. I checked ads in the 1950 edi-
tions of the Daily Bulletin (ancestor to the
Blackfoot News) and found the following
prices. The 1050 price is listed first and then
the current price. Prices are for the same
gtore and the same brand or a like brand.

In 1950 eggs were 45 cents a dozen—today
61 cents; 25-pound sack of flour was $2.98—
now $2.64; butter 71 cents—83 cents; 3 pound
can shortening was 44 cents—81 cents; 10
pounds of sugar $1.04—today $1.30; cheese
43 cents a pound—today 95 cents; Grade A
Fryers 75 cents for whole chicken—today
$1.33; oranges 7 cents a pound—compared to
10 to 13 cents; milk 18 cents a quart—today
35 cents; pot roast top grade 40 cents a
pound—today $1.09; bacon 37 cents a
pound—today 83 cents; 114 pound loaf of
bread was 19 cents; now it sells for 37 cents;
10 pound bags of potatoes were 43 cents—
now 68 cents. Remember, farm food prices
have increased just 11 percent.

You might be Interested in other 1950
prices—it was possible to buy a full course
luncheon in Blackfoot for 50 cenis and a
roast prime rib dinner for $1.25. An all wool
topcoat could be purchased for $25.00; ladies
permanents began at $5.00; bath towels could
be purchased for 63 cents; famous hbrand
men's suits for $60.00 and a well known brand
of men's shoes for $9.95. Eighty-six acres
adjoining the city llmits could be purchased
for 29,500 (I wish I had purchased that);
a Buick Super for $2,437.00. You could buy
a seven-room new home with bath, full base-
ment, tile floors, fully insulated (the furnace
was coal) for $0,250.00. A comparable home
would cost about $25,000 today.

One should not forget, in calculating the
cost of food, the many items that find their
way into grocery carts that cannot be eaten.
It might be interesting to take two carts next
time you shop and separate items that you
do not eat into one cart. You will find ...
wax paper, paper towels, toilet tissue, alumi-
num foil, hand soap, dishwashing soap, laun-
dry soap, shampoo, cleansers, waxes, deodor-
ants, shaving soaps, hand lotlons. The list
goes on and on.

It has been suggested that the government
clamp eceilings on farm products, import
more food or take other measures to lower
food ceosts. If we wish to have adequate sup-
plies of food later we may have to pay the
price for food now. We cannot expect farmers
to farm in the red year after year.

[From the Idaho Falls Post-Register, Mar.
20, 1873)
Says BYU ProrEssor—Foop TopAY ACTUALLY
Cosrs HousEwrFe LEss

Provo, Urar.—Despite recent increases in
food costs, prices for the family food items
are less today than in the previous 40 years
when one considers that wages have risen
faster than food prices.

This is the observation of Dr. G. Alvin
Carpenter, professor of agricultural econom-
ics at Brigham Young University, who has
made careful studies of prices and wages
since 1930.

“Based upon the industrial average hourly
wage of 55c per hour in 1930 compared to
$3.50 an hour in 1972, today's hourly wage
will buy more food than the hourly wage in
1930.

“For instance, In 1930 an hourly wage
would buy 5% loaves of bread compared to
10 today; or 34 quarts of milk compared to
12 guarts today; 14 pounds of round steak
compared to 2 pounds today; 114 pounds of
chicken compared with 7 pounds today; 3%
cans of tomatoes compared with 10 cans
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today; and 114, pounds of turkey compared
with 8 pounds today,” Dr. Carpenter pointed
out.

The reason for better food buys today stem
from improved agricultural technology. A
farmer in 1930 could produce enough for
himself and 10 other people, whereas today
a farmer can produce enough for himself and
48 other people. And all this is done on less
acreage harvested.

Improved technology in farming includes
new varieties of seeds, improved fertilization
practices, better pest control, more automa-
tion and mechanization, reduction of waste
and spollage between farms and retail stores,
and faster and Improved transportation sys-
tems for delivery of food items.

“Housewives should also remember that
many of today’s foods have & built-in maid
service which reduces preparation and cook-
ing time. For instance, meat ples, frozen TV
dinners, frozen vegetables of all kinds, as well
as ready-to-cook chicken and other meats
are readily available to housewives across the
country,” Dr. Carpenter said.

In the old days, he pointed out, someone
in the family had to clean the chicken and
prepare it for the Sunday dinner.

During the past 20 years, the broiler busi-
ness had improved efliclency to the point
wherein the modern poultryman can produce
& 315 pound broiler in 52 days using two
pounds of feed per pound of chicken.

His counterpart in 1947 required 89 days to
produce a bird to the same marketable weight
using 3, pounds of feed to produce one
pound of chicken. Similar achievements have
been made in other segments of agriculture
throughout the United States, benefiting the
consumer with lower prices.

“It is obvious that beef prices have risen
considerably during the past few weeks na-
tionwide. A baslc reason for the increase is
that the demand exceeds the current supply
even though the supply has been increasing
from year to year.

“For example, beef production in the U.S.
increased steadily from 8.8 million pounds in
1951 to 22 billion pounds in 1972. Per person
consumption of beef during the same period
increased from 66 pounds to 115 pounds an-
nually. This merely shows that as incomes in-
creased, people exercised their preference for
buying more beef even though the prices are
higher,” Dr. Carpenter said.

The agricultural economist also pointed out
that housewives today, buying their food
items at much larger markets, spend only
£68.60 out of $100 for food; $8.43 for alcoholic
beverages, soft drinks, candy and chewing
gum; and $22.97 for non-food products such
as household supplies, pet foods, tobacco
products, and general merchandise.

These non-food products, according to
Bupermarketing Magazine's 1971 survey, ac-
counted for a total of 30 per cent of the so-
called “food” costs to American families.

And out of each $100 spent for food at re-
tail prices, approximately 50 per cent of that
is for labor costs involved in handling, proc-
essing, and selling that food to the consumer.
It is a well-known fact that wage rates have
increased much faster than retail food prices.

“Americans are still the best fed people in
the world in terms of their percentage of
disposable income spent for food,” Dr. Car-
penter reported. "For example, the average
American consumer spends only 16 per cent
of his income after taxes on food items. In
England people spend 24 per cent for food;
West Germany 31 per centi; Japan 35 per
cent; Poland 43 per cent; and Soviet Union
45 per cent.

“What this story boils down to is that agri-
culture is the key to this nation’s affiuence.
If there iz any doubt about that, look at
any country whose farmers are unproductive.
Instead of having a ‘poverty problem,” they
are poor indeed,” Dr, Carpenter concluded.
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NEWS BULLETIN OF THE AMERI-
CAN REVOLUTION BICENTENNIAL
COMMISSION

HON. G. WILLIAM WHITEHURST

OF VIRGINIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, April 5, 1973

Mr. WHITEHURST. Mr. Speaker, Tam
inserting the April 2, 1973, edition of the
Bicentennial Bulletin of the American
Revolution Bicentennial Commission
into the Recorp. I take this action to help
my colleagues be informed of action
being taken around the country in prep-
aration for the Nation’s 200th anniver-
sary in 1976. The bulletin is compiled
and written by the news staff of the
ARBC Communications Committee. The
bulletin follows:

AMERICAN REVOLUTION
BICENTENNIAL COMMISSION,
Washington, D.C., April 2, 1973.

The Bicentennial Rural Planning Confer=-
ence will be held in Racine, Wisconsin on
Thursday and Friday—April 19 and 20—
Planning Sessions and discussions will be
held during the two day conclave to recom-
mend specific programs for rural Bicenten-
nial needs and meaningful projects aimed at
America's rural audience.

Rear Admiral Robert W. Goehring, New
England District Commander for the Coast
Guard, reports that the five military serv-
ices—Army, Navy, Air Force, Coast Guard
and Natlonal Guard—have formed a joint
committee to cooperate with the Massachu-
setts communities of Lexington and Con-
cord to help them celebrate, in the spring
of 1975, the battle of Lexington Green and
the “shot heard 'round the world” at Con-
cord bridge. Admiral Goehring noted also
that 19756 will be the centennial year of the
Coast Guard Academy at New London, fitting
in nicely with the Bicentennial observance,
at the Academy's plans for which are in
charge of Librarian Paul Johnson.

On the evening of March 27th, the 20 Fair-
fax County, Virginia high school marching
bands which made up the 1976-piece unit
featured in the Inaugural Parade, received
awards from the county, the Inaugural
Committee and the Bicentennial Commis-
slon, After a 50 minute seranade by the
Naval Academy Band, each group of young
musicians were presented with an Inaugural
Flag, a Bicentennial Flag, a plaque from the
county and a certificate of appreciation from
the Bicentennial Commission,

The USS Constitution, one of Boston's
prime tourist attractions, will be dry-docked
for two years beginning in April, according
to Commander William North, Navy public
affairs officer. It will not, therefore, be possi-
ble to go aboard the ship, but a viewing plat-
form is to be erected from which wvisitors
will be able to watch her undergoing re-
pairs. (The Constitution is NOT a Revolu-
tionary War vessel. She was built in 1797.)

A special Bicentennial Horlzons "76 News-
letter will be featured next month as well as
a Johnny Horizon '76 Supplement.

A “Fairfax County Bicentennial Cherry
Blossom Concert” composed of musicians
representing the four Fairfax County admin-
istrative regions is scheduled for 2:00 p.m.
Sunday, April 8, on the steps of the Jefferson
Memorial, overlooking the Tidal Basin. The
National Park Service and the American Rev-
olution Bicentennial Commission have
joined in support.

The Burndy Library writes, “You will be
interested in our present plans to help cele-
brate the 1976 Bicentennial in the following
way: Ours is a library devoted to the his-
tory of science and technology. Among our
preclous possessions is the first United States
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Census for 1720. This was made under the
direction of Thomas Jefferson and includes
some vital statistics and facts that illustrate
the human structure of the new Nation.
Our copy is of special interest in that it
was presented by Alexander Graham Bell to
the Hon. 8. N. D. North in 1908. The letter of
transmittal indicates that this copy was one
of three such copies then known. It is our
plan to put this Census in its proper histori-
cal setting through an introduction and
ezzay.” The Burndy Library is located in Nor-
walk, Conn.

Florida universities get the Spirit of "76.
Three state universities, Florida State Uni-
versity, University of Florida, and Florida
Atlantic University, have announced the for-
mation of committees to organize activities
and plan projects for the American Revolu-
tion Bicentennial. The basic theme of their
projects will be to improve their communi-
ties along the same guldelines established for
the Action "76 community participation pro-
gram.

“The American Experience” will be the
theme of a three-part Bicentennial serles
planned by Alverno College. The series will
take place over three years, starting In the
1973-74 academic year. Each year will have
its own emphasis. Plans are being made for
seminars in November of 1973 on “Revolu-
tion as Process.” Well known speakers will
be sought to participate in the campus semi-
nars. The committee hopes to obtain grants
to fund the speakers. A campus awareness
campalgn will begin this semester in prep-
aration for the series. Since this year's fresh-
man class will be the graduating class of
'76, special efforts are being made to involve
them in the project.

Professor I. George Blake, Department of
History and Government, Franklin College,
on March 11, spoke to the Indiana Museum
Society on the topic: “Indiana’s Role in
the American Revolution.”

Post 24, American Legion, in Alexandria,
Va., initiated its observance of the Bicen-
tennial era on March 12, 1973. The event was
& commemoration of the creation of the first
Provineial Committee of Correspondence by
the Virginia House of Burgesses on March 12,
1773. Within a year all but one of the orig-
inal colonies had Provincial Committees of
Correspondence, forming a network through
which leaders and the people communicated
their grievances and plans leading to the
American Revolution. The commemoration
March 12, 1973 took the form of sending Bi-
centennial letters to all American Legion
posts in Virginia and to Department Com-
manders in the 50 states. This work was done
by a Post Committee of Correspondence
chaired by Col. Willlam M. Glasgow, Jr.

The NSDAR will hold its USA Bicenten-
nial Committee meeting during the 82nd
Continental Congress on Monday, April 16.
This special event will include presentation
of awards and honors, recognition of out-
standing accomplishments and Pre-View of
1973-T4 Bicentennial Action program.

The Rhode Island Blcentennial Foundation
has announced that it will make available
up to $1,000 to each city and town with a
local Bicentennial committee in operation
by July 1, 1973, The money will be distributed
on a one-to-one basis. The Foundation pre-
fers that the funds used to match the grant
be appropriated by the community. The only
restriction on the use of the money is that it
is to be used for Bicentennial purposes. The
funds for the program, about $40,000 were
made available to the Bicentennial Founda-
tion by the federal government through
money it had collected as royalties from the
sale of Commemorative medals. The federal
grant specified that the money must be
matched, at least on a dollar-for-dollar basis,
and that other federal funds could not be
used to match the grant.

Over a century ago Yankton was a small,
bustling river community, the capital of Da-
kota Territory. From 1861 to 1883 the city

11383

hosted those who held the reins of govern-
ment in that vast area. Between now and
1976, this former capital will be celebrating
its past as a “Historle City" in SBouth Dakota's
state-wide Bicentennial celebration. Utiliz-
ing the theme *“The Mother City of the Da-
kotas,” Yankton citizens have Iinitiated a

wide array of projects which will culminate
in 1976. According to the Yankton Bicen-
tennial Committee, each project relates the
past to the present to Increase today's under-
standing of the state’s territorial heritage.

END OEO

HON. JOHN E. HUNT

OF NEW JERSEY
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 5, 1973

Mr. HUNT. Mr. Speaker, during the
past month there have been many emo-
tional pleas to save OEO and to main-
tain the programs which some say have
provided many beneficial services for the
poor. These pleas have been very com-
passionate, yet they have not been based
on the factual history of OEO.

After investigating the activities of
OEO, one must conclude that the most
compassionate action will be the restrue-
turing of OEO in the manner in which

the President has directed.

I believe the following article from the
Oklahoma Daily Times in Okmulgee,
Okla., presents a good summary in sup-
port of the present restructuring of OEO.
I submit it to the attention of my col-
leagues:

OEO Cur MAY BE JUSTIFIED

(By Earen Schwartz)

WasHmcToN.—Much hostility has greeted
President Nixon's recent abolition of the Of-
fice of Economic Opportunity (OEO), but
according to an OEO-initiated report, many
of the poverty programs were not benefit-
ting the poor anyway.

Lack of agressiveness and poor local man-
agement appear to be the major sore spots
in the 591 Community Action Agencies
(CAA’s) covered by the survey.

Acting Associate Director for OEO Pro-
gram Evaluation, Morgan Doughton, says that
not only have CAA efforts been sparse in
raising private funds to augment federal out-
lays, but results in the stated purpose of
aiding the poor have been negligible.

Doughton’s report covers a just-ended four-
year period, and shows that for every fed-
eral dollar given to CAA's, the local adminis-
trators have raised 80 cents in private money.

“A dynamic rate of mobilization,” Dough-
ton says, would be “not 80 cents for each
seed dollar, but $10 to $20 per seed dollar.”

The problem apparently lies in bureau-
cratic over-staffing and inefficient use of re-
sources. Excessive staffing, Doughton points
out, leads to conflicts over money allocation.
Money better used in program execution,
often finds itself paying for stafl costs.

In the past seven to elght years, CAA's
claim to have “influenced 1,743 institutions to
adopt new priorities and 1,693 employers to
change their policies and hire the poor.”

When these figures are broken down to
include all CAA’s, each is shown to have
influenced new priority adoption in three
organizations, and changed hiring policies
of two-and-a-half employers during a period
of four years.

“This scale of activity is miniscule,”
Doughton says, and “is hardly praiseworthy.
If that's all, the poor themselves should
rise up in anger and fire the CAA’'s as their
agent.”
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Complex and large staff structures have
stifled innovation and closed channels of citi-
zen participation, by dominating “the devel-
opment of roles, responsibilities, and chal-
lenges,” Doughton said.

One effect of this lack of innovation is
shown by the small amount of private sup-
port. Over the four-year period, the 591 CAA’s
received $165-million in private funds, only
3-per cent of all American philanthropic do-
nations during the same period.

“Quite clearly, foundations and other phi-
lanthropic entities have found more creative
and results-oriented programs and people
outside the CAA structure,” Doughton says.

To be effective, poverty programs should
be designed not only for, but also by, the
poor, thus giving them the skills and capa-
bilities to further escape poverty.

According to Doughton, this goal is exactly
what the CAA's are not doing, showing an
“appalling lack of perception regarding what
it takes to move a community in a positive,
meaningful direction.”

CAA anti-poverty programs have become
merely & means of “showing the poor that
society cares,” while not working to help
them.

Consistent with the overall theme of the
Nizon budget, Doughton concludes, “It now
properly rests with the States and citles
to decide how to best utilize available funds
on the local level where the problems exist.”

LEAD-BASED PAINT POISONING
HON. PETER A. PEYSER

OF NEW YORK
IN THE EOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, April 5, 1973

Mr. PEYSER. Mr. Speaker, on March
27, 1973, the Yonkers City Council
adopted a resolution supporting all ef-
forts at eliminating the problem of lead-
based paint poisoning. This resolution
specifically endorsed a bill which I intro-
duced this session, H.R. 906, which would
appropriate the maximum amount of
money available for the Lead-Based
Paint Poisoning Act, Public Law 91-695.

This resolution is a clear indication
of the very real concern that exists in our
cities over this problem. The incidence
of lead-based paint poisoning has in-
creased in recent years. Almost all the
victims of this poisoning are children un-
der the age of 7, particularly those who
live in tenements.

It is imperative that this program re-
ceive the adequate funding which it re-
quires, and I thank Councilman Goldman
of Yonkers, who introduced this reselu-
tion. He is to be commended for his ac-
tivity in this area. The resolution follows:

ResorvTrion No. 158

‘Whereas, some Yonkers Citizens are af-
fected in their daily lives by the problems
directly connected with lead polsoning, and

Whereas, a committee of local citizens is
very interested and active at this time, in
researching the various need priorities of the
Yonkers community in the areas of this
problem of lead poisoning, now, therefore,

Be it resolved, that this City Council ex-
presses its understanding and awareness of
this existing health problem within the City
of Yonkers and recognizes the group that is
presently exploring various avenues for re-
solving the problem, and

Purther resolved, that this City Council
will be most interested in the final deter-
mination of steps which may be taken to
ameliorate or completely abolish this health
condition for our citizens, and
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Be it further resolved, that Congressman
Peter Peyser be sent a copy of this Resolu-
tion to show our support of his Bill H.R. 906.

TESTIMONY ON IMPOUNDMENT
BILLS

HON. BELLA S. ABZUG

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, April 5, 1973

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Speaker, the current
debate over the President’s refusal to
spend appropriated funds is one of the
most important issues in years. Recently
I had the privilege of presenting testi-
mony to the House Rules Committee.
I would like to insert that testimony
into the REcorop at this point:

TESTIMONY ON IMPOUNDMENT BiLLs

Mr. Chairman, the time has come to put
an end to the debate over impoundment; to
assert unequivecally that it is the duty of
the Congress to appropriate funds, and the
responsibility of the President to spend them
as Congress has directed. After funds are
impounded, it is too late for effective pro-
test; the damage is done—as we have seen
in the last few weeks—when projects ap-
proved by Congress are left without money
to operate.

I have introduced a bill, HR. 6206, to pro-
hibit impounding for the following rea-
sons: 1) the Constitution gives the Congress
authority to act; 2) the public is demanding
that we act; and 3) it is necessary that we
act to prevent further disruption and dis-
may in communities throughout the coun-
try.

I feel sure that your constituents, like
mine, are deluging you with mafl and visits,
imploring you to “do something.” The com-
bined effect of misuse of revenue sharing,
new regulations on such services as chiid
care, and the impoundment of funds already
appropriated, is cumulative. Hundreds of
thousands of citizens are being reduced to
economic dependency, including thousands
who had just begun to be able to make
their way on their own. Every day they tell
us of projects already started, projects that
have raised hope and faith and self-reliance
in people who had felt helpless—projects
now being terminated abruptly.

Recently rallies were held in Washington
to protest the dismantling of the Office of
Economic Opportunity and the refusal to
spend allocated funds, Hundreds of citizens
came to my office, from all over the country
as well as from my own 20th District in
New York. They were young and old, black
and white, but they told similar stories of
neighborhood projects—obtaining better
housing, Improving schools, helping young
people get education and training. Now
these projects are ending, though the neces-
sary money has already been appropriated.
These individual human tragedies mount
into a crescendo of bitterness and hope be-
trayed. The people look to us for help.

It is not only the poor who are affected
when funds are impounded. Control of water
pollution, for example, affects the million-
aire on his yacht, the surf-rider, the skin
diver. It affects every citizen, for the health
of the nation depends upon control of pollu-
tion. Yet the President proposes to cut water
poliution control funds from $11 billion to
$56 billlon.

Our constituents are knowledgeable peo-
ple; they constantly remind us that we can
“do something” if we have the will. But we
must seize back the power that has slipped
away from us.

The framers of our Constitution designed
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it to provide balance among the Executive,
Legislative and Judicial branches of govern-
ment. The House of Representatives, elected
every two years, is supposed to be especially
cloge to the people—as Indeed we are. Thus
the House along with the Semate has “the
power of the purse’ to impose taxes and
appropriate revenues.

The Executive is supposed to execute the
will of the people—and I use the verb to
mean “carry out”, implement, the will of the
people.

The Founding Fathers, however, could have
anticipated neither the computer age nor
its manner of decision-making. They could
hardly have imagined the vast bureaucracy
that government has become. They could
hardly have guessed that the very technology
which makes possible our complex society,
would serve to draw more and more power
into the vortex of the Presidency.

We are all weary of being told that, over
the years, Congress has abdicated its respon-
sibflity—but we must admit that it is true.
When a President can for a decade conduct
a war that Congress did not declare, spend-
ing billlons of tax dollars that Congress
dared not refuse, even after the public had
long since rejected the war, then I'm afraid
we must sadly agree that Congress has abdi-
cated its responsibility.

When a President can with impunity re-
fuse to spend billions of dollars that the
Congress has allocated for specific social
purposes, then again we must agree that
Congress has abdicated.

To reassert our prerogatives, we must look
with some urgemcy at our own institution.
First we find an appalling lack of modernity,
some of which we have started to remedy
with the reforms begun by Speaker Albert
and others. But in addition to reforms of
our rules and procedures, much more is
needed

Our $500 million annual legislative budget,
for example, is less than three days’ expendi-
ture for the Pentagon!

We finally have a computer to record our
votes—but compare that f you will to the
hundreds of computers in the Department of
Defense, the State Department, and other
channels of input to Executive decision-mak-
ing. If we are to put the Congress back in
balance with the White House and the Su-
preme Court, we are going to have to bring
ourselves up to date.

Because we have allowed power to trickle
away from this House, we have made it easy
for the Executive to initiate legislation, which
we then either approve, delay, or obstruet, but
seldom disapprove. It has heen considered
somehow impolite, impolitic, even impudent,
to assert our own responsible authority in
opposition to Executive authority. Yet we are
supposed to initiate legislation, which the
Fresident then carries out. At this moment
we are allowing the President to withhold
funds from programs Judged vital to our
communities.

This i1s far from the original purpose of
the Congress and far from any concept its
early members held, of their proud role.

Under these circumstances, Congress has
been said to be “withering away.” Emergency
Presidential powers are coming to be regard-
ed as Divine Rights of Presidents.

In particular, the right to decide how funds
are spent has been usurped by the incum-
bent President. We must reclaim this right
as the Constitution Indicates.

There is no specific provision in the Con-
stitution authorizing the President to re-
fuse to spend monies appropriated by the
Congress. The intent was obvious: the Con-
gress decides where tax dollars are to go, and
the President sees that they go there.

The Executive was given limifted power to
veto legislation, but only whole pieces of
legislation. He was not given the right to
pick and choose pieces of legislation to veto.
Yet by holding up funds for a particular
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program, the President in effect exercises an
“item veto.”

Legislation proposed to date does not cope
with these basic problems. It requires Con-
gressional permission to impound funds, but
gives the Executive sixty days’ time to do
as he pleases, before obtaining Congressional
consent. If consent is refused, he can try
agaln—with another sixty days’' time. Many
good programs can be destroyed in sixty
days; many already have been destroyved.

Every supplemental increase in funds
must be approved; there is no reason that
a supplemental decrease in funds should
not be requested by the Executive and con-
sidered by the Congress in the same way.

Bills such as S. 373 seem to imply that
there is nothing unlawful about Executive
impounding, whereas it is in fact an unlaw=-
ful extension of Presidential powers. We
should make this explicit in our bill

I have introduced a bill, HR. 6208, which
expressly forbids the President, the Director
of the Office of Management and Budget, and
all other Executive branch officials from im-
pounding funds, except as authorized by the
Anti-Deficiency Act, to control the national
economy or overall Federal spending. This
again is the province of the Congress. The
incumbent President’s tactics substitute the
judgment of one man for that of 535 Mem-
bers of Congress.

Under my bill, the department or agency
requesting the reduction would include in
its request to Congress the following infor-
mation:

(1) The amount of the proposed reduction;

(2) The agency and account whose funds
are proposed to be reduced;

(3) The effect of the reduction on each
affected program;

(4) The proposed duration of the reduc-
tion;

(6) The reasons for the reduction; and

(6) The fiscal, economic and budgetary
effects of the reduction on overall Federal
spending and on the nation as a whole.

The reduction requests would be published
in the Federal Register, so that all citizens
would have an opportunity to comment on
it to their Representatives and Senators, and
the request would be acted upon by Congress
in the same manner as appropriation legis-
lation.

Members of Congress would be authorized
to sue to prevent impounding, and in such
suits the Federal government would have 20
days, not 60 days, to reply. I am including
the text of the Bill at the end of this state-
ment.

Finally, we must set up our own Con-
gressional office for budgetary review, so that
each year's expenditures may be considered
in their entirety rather than piece-meal as
at present. The Office of Management and
Budget claims that it 1s the only agency in
the Federal government that is equipped for
such review. If this is true, we must move
to correct the situation.

The people, in continuing to give us “the
power of the purse”, expect us to know
what’s in that purse and to spend it wisely,
as they direct.

H.R. 6206
A blill to prohibit the impounding of funds,
establish a procedure for the reduction
of funds available to the executive branch,
and to authorize suits by Members of Con-
gress to prevent the impounding of funds,
and for other purposes.

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 Anti-Impounding
Act of 1973."

TITLE I-IMPOUNDING OF FUNDS

Sec. 101. For purposes of this Act, the Im-
pounding of funds includes—
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(1) the withholding, delaying, deferring,
freezing, or otherwise refusing fto expand
or obligate funds appropriated or otherwise
authorized to be granted, obligated, or con-
tracted for (whether by establishing reserves
or otherwise) ;

{(2) the delaying, deferring, or refusing
to allot funds appropriated or otherwise au-
thorized to be granted, obligated, or con-
tracted for, where such allotment is required
in order to permit such funds to be expended
obligated, granted, or contracted for;

(3) the delaying, deferring, or refusing to
permit a potential grantee to obligate funds
(whether by establishing contract controls
reserves, or otherwise);

(4) the cancellation or termination of any
authorized project or activity for which
funds have been appropriated or otherwise
authorized to be granted, obligated, or con-
tracted for; and

(5) any other action which effectively pre-
cludes or delays the obligation or expendi-
ture of funds appropriated or otherwise au-
thorized to be granted, obligated, or con-
tracted for.

SEC. 102. Except as provided in section 3679
of the Revised Statutes (31 U.S.C. 665), as
last amended by section 103 of this Act,
neither the President, the Director of the
Office of Management and Budget, nor any
other official or employee in the executive
branch shall impound funds or shall order,
cause, or permit the impounding of funds,

Sec. 103. (a) Subsection (c)(2) of section
3679 of the Revised Statutes (31 U.S.C. 665)
is amended by adding at the end thereof the
following: "The phrase ‘whenever savings
are made possible’ contained in this subsec-
tion shall be strictly construed to include
only those instances in which the programs,
projects, or other purposes for which the ap-
propriation or funds available for obliga-
tion concerned was made can be fully
achieved or carried out with the expenditure
or obligation of the full sum appropriated or
available for obligation. The phrase ‘other
developments subsequent to the date on
which such appropriation was made avail-
able’ contained in this subsection shall not be
construed to authorize the impounding of
funds, as defined in section 101 of the Anti-
Impounding Act of 1973, for reasons related
to the control of the national economy, the
reduction of overall Federal spending, or any
other reason not specifically and expressly
authorized by this subsection or by the laws
providing for the expenditure or obligation
in guestion.”

(b) Section 3679 of the Revised Statutes
(31 U.S.C. 665) is amended by adding at the
end thereof the following new subsection:

“(j) Except as specifically and expressly
provided for by subsection (c)(2) of this
section or by the laws providing for the ex-
penditure or obligation in question, nothing
in this section shall be construed to authorize
any officer or employee of the executive
branch to expend, obligate, or otherwise com-
mit within a fiscal year less than the full sum
appropriated or made available for obliga-
tion by the Congress for that fiscal year.”

Sec. 104. (a) Nothing in this Act shal] be
construed to require any person to approve,
order, or make the expenditure or obligation
of funds not otherwise permitted by law.

(b) Nothing in this Act shall be construed
to constitute ratification or approval of any
impounding of funds made prior to its enact-
ment,

TITLE II—REDUCTION OF FUNDS

Sec. 201. (a) If the President, Director of
the Office of Management and Budget, or
any other executive officer or agency head
desires to reduce the funds appropriated or
otherwise authorized to be granted, obligated,
or contracted for for any Federal program,
activity, or purpose, where such reduction is
prohibited by section 102 of this Act, he shall
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transmit to the Senate and the House of Rep-
resentatives a request for legislation of such
reduction, including in such reguest—

(1) the amount of the proposed reduction
of funds;

(2) the account, department, agency, or
establishment for which the funds are pro-
posed to be reduced;

(3) the effect and extent of the reduction
with respect to each program which would
be affected by the proposed reduction;

(4) the proposed duration of the proposed
reduction;

(6) the reasons for the proposed reduction;
and

(6) the estimated fiscal, economic, and
budgetary effects of the proposed reduction
on overall Federal spending and on the Na=-
tion as a whole.

(b) A copy of any request made pursuant
to subsection (a) of this section shall be
transmitted to the Office of the Federal
Register at the same time that it is trans-
mitted to the Senate and the House of Rep-
resentatives, and it shall be published in the
Federal Reglster within five days thereafter.

(c) The Senate and the House of Repre-
sentatives shall act on a request made pur-
suant to subsection (a) of this section in the
same manner as they act on general appro=
priations legislation.

TITLE III—FPROVISIONS RELATING TO
LITIGATION

Sec. 301. Any Member of Congress may
bring an action to enforce the provisions of
title I or II of this Act or section 3679 of the
Revised Statutes (31 U.S.C. 665), or other-
wise to prevent the impounding of funds
other than as expressly permitted by law.
Such an action shall be brought in the
United States District Court for the District
of Columbia without regard to the amount in
controversy.

SEc. 302. The defendant in any saction
brought to prevent the impounding of funds,
including an action brought pursuant to
section 301 of this Act, shall have twenty
days within which to answer or move with
respect to the complaint in such action., No
extension of such period shall be granted ex-
cept upon reasonable notice to all parties
and upon a showing of extraordinary and
compelling need. Any such action, whether
commenced before or after the enactment
of this Act, shall be entitled to priority in
the courts.

Sec. 303. No bond shall be required in any
action brought to prevent the impounding
of funds, including an action brought pur-
suant to section 301 of this Act,

Sec. 304. In any action brought to pre-
vent the impounding of funds, including an
actlon brought pursuant to section 301 of
this Act, the court may allow the prevailing
party, other than the United States or any
officer, employee, department, agency or es-
tablishment of the executive branch thereof,
a reasonable attorney’s fee as part of the
costs, and the United States or any officer,
employee, department, agency, or establish-
ment of the executive branch thereof shall
be liable for costs the same as a private
person,

Sec. 305. In any action brought to prevent
the impounding of funds, including an ac-
tion brought pursuant to section 301 of this
Act, any Member of Congress shall have the
right to file a brief amicus curiae in the
United States Supreme Court or in a court
of appeals at any time prior to oral argu-
ment or the decision of the court, whichever
occurs first. In a district court, any Member
of Congress shall have the right to file a
brief amicus curiae unless the court deter-
mines that the filing thereof will unduly de-
lay the action.

Sec. 306. Nothing in this Act shall be con-
strued to imply the absence of standing of
8 Member of Congress to bring any actlon in
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any court of the United States, whether as
& Member of Congress or as a citizen, prior
to its enactment.

TITLE IV—SEPARABILITY PROVISION

Sec. 401. If any provision of this Act, or
the application of any provision of this Act to
any person or circumstance, is held invalid,
the application of such provision to other
persons or circumstances, and the remainder
of this Act, shall not be affected thereby.

BECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS OF ABEZUG
IMPOUNDING BILL

TITLE I—IMPOUNDING OF FUNDS

Section 101 defines the impounding of
funds to include the refusal to spend funds
appropriated or otherwise made available, the
refusal to allot funds where allotment is a
necessary precondition of expenditure (e.g.
‘Water Pollution Control Act funds), the re-
fusal to permit a grantee to obligate funds
(e.g., under the Highway Act, States due
funds may commit the Federal government
to their expenditure without actually hav-
ing the funds in hand), the termination of
any project for which funds have been ap-
propriated or otherwise made available, and
any other action which precludes the expendi-
ture of funds appropriated or otherwise made
avallable.

Section 102 forbids the President, the Di-
rector of the Office of Management and Budg-
et, and all other Executive branch officials
from impounding funds, except as authorized
by the Anti-Deficiency Act, as tightened by
section 103 of this Act.

Section 103 tightens existing provisions
of law (the Anti-Deficiency Act) which per-
mit impounding of funds in certain instances
such as the completion of a program for less
than was appropriated for it and expressly
prohibits withholding of funds to control the
national economy or overall Federal spend-
ing.

gecuou 104(a) makes clear that this Act
does not require anyone to spend funds not
properly made available for expenditure.
Section 104(b) states that this Act in no
way ratifies or approves impounding of funds
occurring prior to its enactment.

TITLE II—REDUCTION OF FUNDS

Section 201 provides a mechanism by which
the funds appropriated or otherwise made
available to the Executive branch may be
reduced. Under this mechanism, any reduc-
tion would have to be enacted by Congress,
just as it is Congress which must enact any
additional funds requested during a fiscal
year for an agency or department. The de-
partment or agency requesting the reduction
would inelude in its request to Congress the
following information:

(1) the amount of the proposed reduction;

(2) the agency and account whose funds
are proposed to be reduced;

(3) the effect of the reduction on each af-
fected program;

(4) the proposed duration of the reduc-
tion;

(5) the reasons for the reduction; and

(6) the fiscal, economic and bugetary ef-
fects of the reduction on overall Federal
spending and on the nation as a whole.

The reduction request would be published
in the Federal Register, so that all citizens
would have an opportunity to comment on
it to their Representatives and Senators,
and the request would be acted upon by
Congress in the same manner as appropria-
tion legislation.

TITLE III—PROVISIONS RELATING TO LITIGATION

Section 301 authorizes any Member of
Congress to sue to prevent the impounding
of funds. Such suits would be brought in
the U.S. District Court in Washington, D.C.,
and could be brought without regard to the
amount of money involved.

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

Section 302 provides that in any lawsuit
brought to prevent the impounding of funds,
the Federal government must reply within
20 days, instead of the usual 60, with exten-
sions of time granted only in cases of extraor-
dinary and compelling need. Impounding
suits would receive priority in the courts
under this section.

Section 303 prevents the court from re-
quiring an individual challenging an im-
pounding of funds to post a security bond.

Section 304 permtis a court to award at-
torney's fees to an individual successfully
challenging an impounding of funds.

Section 305 authorizes Members of Con-
gress to file amicus curige (friend of the
court) briefs in impounding cases, and re-
quires the courts to accept such briefs if
submitted at the proper time.

Sectlon 306 states that nothing in this Act
implies the absence of standing of any Mem-
ber of Congress to bring impounding suits
prior to its enactment.

TITLE IV—SEPARABILITY PROVISION

Section 401 provides that if any portion
of the Act, or the application of any portion
of the Act to a particular circumstance, is
held inavlid, the remainder of the Act and
its applicability to other circumstances shall
not be affected.

VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION ACT

HON. WAYNE OWENS

OF UTAH
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 5, 1973

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, I wish to
convey my deep concern regarding the
President’s recent veto of the Vocational
Rehabilitation Act and the Senate'’s
failure to overturn the veto last Tuesday.
My office has been notified of the harm-
ful effects which this action will have
in Utah.

One specific example is Federal fund-
ing for Social Rehabilitation Service
training programs will be terminated as
of July 1, 1974. In recent years, SRS
training grants have provided education-
al opportunities for a number of Utah’s
white, chicano, black, and Indian popula-
tion to attain the necessary skills for
careers in social work. These grants have
been for 5-year periods and both stu-
dents and faculty have made their aca-
demic plans contingent upon these Fed-
eral funds. Now, the grants are being
quickly eliminated—Ileaving a chaotic
predicament for schools of social work
throughout the country.

The administration’s budget for fiscal
yvear 1974 slashes such grants for schools
of social work, which means a 50-per-
cent reduction in current funding will
occur this June, This precipitous action
means that the University of Utah, in
addition to all other universities and col-
leges engaged in social welfare, must now
terminate professors with little warn-
ing; the University of Utah must dis-
charge three professors with less than 30
days notice. In addition, deserving stu-
dents with poverty backgrounds sud-
denly find themselves no longer able to
remain in college.

It has been the intent of the Social
Rehabilitation Service training grants to
educate a number of America’s intelli-
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gent, but disadvantaged young people for
occupations where they can make a con-
siderable contribution to this Nation.
Such programs have also significantly
alleviated the degree of frustration and
anger felt by these previously alienated
segments of our society.

The President has demonstrated an
insensitivity, I believe, for the plight of
poor people with his veto. His decision
to “phase out” all manpower ftraining
programs, which includes SRS grants,
will be another blow to those disadvan-
taged citizens who are struggling to at-
tain a more meaningful life. And I fear
that the Senate’s refusal to override the
President’s veto indicates that the ad-
ministration’s insensitivity is shared by
an effecive minority in the Congress.

THE ENERGY DEVELOPMENT AND
SUPPLY TRUST FUND ACT OF 1973

HON. CHARLES A. VANIK

OF OHIO
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, April 5, 1973

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, due to the
great interest that has been expressed
in the tax provisions of my proposal to
establish an energy development and
supply trust fund, I would like to enter
that portion of the legislation dealing
with the energy use excise tax in the
Recorp at this point:

ENERGY USE EXCISE TAX

Sec. 11. (a) Chapter 36 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 (relating to certain
excise taxes) is amended by inserting imme-
diately before subchapter B the following
new subchapter:

“SUBCHAPTER A—TAX ON CERTAIN ENERGY

SoURCEs
“Sec. 4451. Imposition of tax.
““Sec. 4452. Notification to consumer of taxes
ald.
“Sscl.) 4451. IMPOSITION OF Tax.

“(a) GENERAL RULE—

**(1) ELectriciTY.—There is imposed a tax
of 1/10 of 1 cent per kilowatt of electricity—

“(A) sold or otherwise transferred to any
person for his own consumption or use as an
energy source; or

"“(B) consumed or used by any person as
an energy source unless there was a sale or
o;h}er transfer taxable under subparagraph
(A).

“(2) NATURAL GAS.—There is imposed a
tax of 10 cents per thousand cubic feet of
natural gas—

“{A) sold or otherwise transferred to any
person for his own consumption or use as
AL energy source; or

“(B) consumed or used by any person as
an energy source unless there was a sale
or other transfer taxable under subpara-
graph (A).

“(8) SPECIAL DISTILLATE AND RESIDUAL
FUEL—There is Imposed a tax of 1, cent
per gallon of special distillate and residual
fuel—

“(A) sold or otherwise transferred to any
person for his own consumption or use as
AN energy source; or

“(B) consumed or used by any person as
an energy source unless there was a sale
or other transfer taxable under subpara-
graph (4).

“{b) DEFINITION OF SPECIAL DISTILLATE
AND REesmpuan Fuer—For purposes of this
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subchapter, the term ‘special distillate and
residual fuel’ means diesel fuel (other than
diesel fuel taxable under section 4041(a)),
kerosene, fuel oil, and gas oil.

“(¢) LiaeiLiTY FOR PAYMENT—The tax im-
posed by this section shall be paid at such
times and in such manner as the Secretary
shall prescribe—

“(1) by the seller or transferor with respect
to the tax imposed by subsections (a) (1)
(A), (8) (2) (A), and (a) (3) (A); and

“(2) by the consumer or user with respect
to the tax imposed by subsections (a) (1)
(B), (a) (2) (B), and (a) (3) (B).

“({d) ExemprioNn.—Under such regulations
as the Secretary shall prescribe, no person
shall be required to pay the tax imposed—

“(1) under subsection (a)(1)(B) if the
total electricity consumed or used by any
person during a calendar year as an energy
source is less than 30,000 kilowatts;

*“(2) under subsection (a) (2)(B) if the
total natural gas consumed or used by any
person during a calendar year &s an energy
source is less than 200,000 cublc feet; or

“(3) under subsection (a)(3)(B) if the
total amount of special distillate and resid-
ual fuel consumed or used by any person
during a ealendar year as an energy source
is less than 2,600 gallons.

“(c) CrOSS REFERENCES.—

“For allowance of credit against the tax
imposed by subtitle A in the case of limited
consumption or use of energy sources, see
section 2.

“SEc. 4452. NotwricatioNn To CoNSUMER OF
TAXES PAID

“(a) GENERAL REQUIREMENT —Every per-
son required to pay the tax imposed by sec-
tion 4451(a)(1)(A), (a)(2)(A), or (a)(3)
{A) shall furnish a written statement on or
before January 31 to the person to whom
electricity, natural gas, or special distillate
and residual fuel was sold or otherwise trans-
ferred during the preceding calendar year
indicating—

*“{1) the name of such person;

“(2) the total amount of electricity, natu-
ral gas, or special distillate and residual fuel
sold or otherwise transferred from the seller
or transferor to such person during the year,
and the total taxes paid under this section
with respect to such amount; and

“(3) whether the amount indicated under
paragraph (2) might qualify such person to
receive a credit under section 42,

“({b) ExcEpTIONS.—The Secretary may pro-
vide, with respect to the requirement of sub-
section (a), such alternative reporting re-
quirements, or exceptions, as he deems neces-
sary where sales or other transfers occur in a
nonrecurring or irregular manner.”

(b) The table of subchapters for such
chapter 36 is amended by Inserting immedi-
ately before the item relating to subchapter
B the following new item—

“SUBCHAPTER A. Tax on certain energy
sources.”

(c) Subpart A of part IV of chapter 1 of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 (relating
to credits against tax) is amended by re-
designating section 42 as section 43 and in-
serting immediately after section 41 the fol-
lowing new section:

“SEC. 42. REBATABLE USAGE OF CERTAIN ENERGY
SoURCES.

“There shall be allowed as a credit against
the tax imposed by this subtitle for the tax-
able year an amount equal to the sum of the
taxes pald under section 4451 by any person
with respeet to—

“(1) electricity sold or otherwise trans-
ferred during the calendar year to the tax-
payer for his own consumption or use as an
energy source if the total guantity sold was
less than 30,000 kilowatts, or

“(2) natural gas sold or otherwise trans-
ferred during the calendar year to the tax-
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payer for his own consumption or use as an
energy source if the total guantity sold was
less than 200,000 cubic feet, or

“(8) special distillate and residual fuel (as
such term is defined in section 4451(b)) sold
or otherwise transferred during the calendar
year to the taxpayer for his own consumption
or use as an energy source if the total quan-
tity sold was less than 2,500 gallons.”

(d) The table of sections for such subpart
A is amended by striking out the item re-
lating to section 42 and inserting in lieu
thereof the following new items:
“Sec. 42. Rebatable usage of certain energy

sources.

“Sec. 43. Overpayments of tax.”

(e) Section 6401(b) of the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1954 (relating to the treatment
of excess credits) is amended by inserting
“, 42 (relating to rebatable usage of certain
energy sources)" immediately after “and
lubricating oil) *.

(f) The amendments made by this section
shall take effect on July 1, 1973.

ADDITIONAL PETROLEUM AND NATURAL GAS

DUTIES

Sec. 12. (a) Schedule 4, part 10, of the
Tariff Schedules of the United States (19
U.S.C. 1202) is amended by adding after
headnote 3 the following new headnote—

“4. (a) In addition to any other duty
imposed under this part, there is a duty
imposed on any article listed in item 475.05,
475.10, 475.15, or 475.25, which is the prod-
uct of any foreign country (except Canada
and Mexico). Such duty shall be In an
amount per article equal to 80 percent of
the amount by which the standard do-
mestic price of such article exceeds the
standard foreign price of such article.

“{b) For the purpose of this headnote—

“{1) the term ‘standard domestic price’
means the average wholesale price of the
article for a calendar quarter in the region
of the United States in which such article
is to be ultimately consumed.

“(ii) the term ‘standard forelgn price’
means the average wholesale price of the
article for a calendar guarter in the foreign
country of origin combined with the average
cost of shipping such article (in normal
quantities) during such quarter from the
foreign country of origin to the port of entry
for the region in which it is to be ultimately
consumed.

“(c) The Energy Development and Supply
Commission (with the assistance of the Na-
tional Academy of Sclence and the National
Academy of Engineering) shall prescribe, by
rule, regions, standard domestic prices, and
standard forelgn prices (including shipping
costs) for each article for use In determin-
ing the duty imposed under this headnote
Such commission shall establish—

“(1) during each calendar quarter, such
standard prices for the following calendar
quarter by utilizing the average prices and
costs for the previous calendar quarter; and

“(2) such regions for each article with
a view toward equalizing the retall price of
each such article between such regions.”

(b) (1) Items 475.05, 475.10, and 475.25 of
such schedule are amended by adding - ad-
ditional duty (see headnote 4)" immediate-
1y after “per gal.” each time it appears.

(2) Item 475.15 of such schedule is
amended by striking out “free" both times
it appears and inserting In Heu thereof “A
duty upon the excess of domestic price over
foreign price (see headnote 4).”

(c) The amendments made by subsection
(a) and (b) shall apply with respect to
articles entered, or withdrawn from ware-
house, for consumption on or after the first
day of the second calendar quarter follow-
ing the date of the enactment of this Act.

REPEAL OF AUTHORITY FOR OIL IMPORT QUOTAS

Sec. 13. (a) Subsection (b) of section 232
of the Trade Expansion Act of 1962 (19 US.C.
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1862) is amended by adding at the end there-
of the following sentence: “However, no ac-
tion shall be taken with respect to petroleum
or petroleum products, nor shall any action
taken before the effective date of this sen-
tence with respect to such petroleunm or
petroleum products have effect on or after
such date.”

{b) The amendment made by subsection
{(a) of this section shall take effect on the
first day of the second calendar quarter be-
ginning after the date of the enactment of
this Act.

ENERGY DEVELOPMENT AND SUPFLY TRUST FUND

Sec. 14. (a) There is established in the
Treasury a trust fund to be known as the
energy development and supply trust fund,
hereinafter referred to as the trust fund.

(b) There are appropriated to the trust
fund, out of any money in the Treasury not
otherwise appropriated, amounts equal to
the following taxes and duties received in
the Treasury before July 1, 1985, which are
attributable to lability for taxes and duties:

(1) taxes received under section 4451 of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 (taxes on
certain energy sources); and

(2) duties received under headnote 4,
schedule 4, part 10, of the Tariff Schedules
of the United States (19 U.8.C. 1202).

(c) Amounts appropriated under this sec-
tion shall be transferred monthly to the
Trust Fund on the basis of estimates of
such amounts made by the Secretary. Ad-
justments shall be made in the amounts
subsequently transferred—

(1) to the extent prior estimates are in
excess of or less than the amounts required
to be transferred; and

{(2) to provide for reduction of such
amounts by an amount equal to the credits
allowed under section 42 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 (relating to rebatable
usage of certain energy sources).

ADDITIONAL APPROPRIATIONS TO TRUST FUND

Sec. 15. There are authorized to be appro-
priated to the Trust Fund, in addition to
amounts otherwise appropriated, such addi-
tional sums as may be necessary to carry
out the purposes of this Act.

MANAGEMENT OF TRUST FUND

Sec. 16, (a) The Secretary shall hold the
Trust Fund and (after consultation with
the Commission) shall transmit to the Con-

S5—

(1) not later than the first day of March
in each fiscal year through the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1984, a report on the finan-
cial condition and operations of the Trust
Fund with respect to—

(A) the last complete fiscal year;

(B) the current fiscal year; and

(C) the next ensuing fiscal year; and

(2) not later than September 30, 1985, a
report on the financial condition and opera-
tions of the Trust Fund for the perlod from
July 1, 1984, through August 31, 1985.
Reports under this subsection shall be
printed as House documents of the session
of the Congress to which they are made.

(b) The Secretary shall invest such por-
tion of the Trust Fund as is not required in
his judgment to meet current withdrawals.
Any such investment may be made only in
interest-bearing obligations of the United
States or in obligations guaranteed as to
both principal and interest by the United
States. For such purpose any such obliga-
tion may be acquired—

(1) on original issue at Issue price; or

(2) by purchase of outstanding obliga-
tions at the market price.

Purposes for which any obligation of the
United States may be issued under the Sec-
ond Liberty Bond Act (31 U.S.C. 745 et seq.)
are hereby extended to authorize the issu-
ance at par of special obligations exclusively
to the Trust Fund. Such special obligations
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shall bear interest at a rate determined by
the Secretary, taking into consideration the
current average yield, during the month
preceding the date of its issue, on market-
able interest-bearing obligations of the
United States of comparable maturity then
forming a part of the public debt. Such spe-
cial obligations shall be issued only if the
Secretary determines that the purchase of
other interest-bearing obligations of the
United States, or of obligations guaranteed
as to both principal and interest by the
United States on original issue or at the
market price, is not in the public interest.

(c) Any obligation acquired by the Trust
Fund (except any special obligation issued
exclusively to the Trust Fund) may be sold
by the Secretary at the market price. Any
special obligation may be redeemed at par
plus accrued interest.

(d) The interest on, and the proceeds from
the sale or redemption of, any obligation
held in the Trust Fund shall be credited
to and form a part of the Trust Fund.

EXPENDITURES FROM TRUST FUND

Sec. 17. Amounts in the Trust Fund shall
be available as provided in appropriation
Acts, for making any expenditures to meet
any obligation incurred after June 30, 1973,
and before July 1, 1985, under this Act.

DEFINITIONS

Sec. 18, For the purposes of this Act—

(1) “public lands of the United States”
meang all Federal land administered by the
Bureau of Land Management, any land be-
neath navigable waters subject to the juris-
diction and control of the United States, and
the Outer Continental Shelf;

(2) “Secretary” means the Secretary of the
Treasury;

(3) “Treasury” means the Treasury of the
United States;

(4) “State” means each of the several
States, the District of Columbia, the Com-
monwealth of Puerto Rico, the Trust Ter-
ritory of the Pacific Islands, and any other
territory or possession of the United States;

(6) “United States”, when such term is
used In a geographical sense, means the
several States, the District of Columbia, the
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the Trust
Territory of the Pacific Islands, and any
other territory or possession of the United
States;

(6) “land beneath navigable waters” has
the same meaning as such term has under
section 2(a) of the Submerged Lands Act
(43 U.S.C. 1301(a));

(7) *“Outer Continental Shelf” has the
same meaning as such term has under sec-
tion 2(a) of the Outer Continental Shelf
Lands Act (43 U.S.C. 1381(a) ); and

(8) “local government” means any local
unit of government created under State law,
including a county, municipality, city, town,
or township.

TERMINATION DATE

Sec. 19. Unless otherwlse provided by law,
the provisions of this Act shall cease to have
effect on September 30, 1985.

MAN'S
HOW LONG?

HON. WILLIAM J. SCHERLE

OF IOWA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, April 5, 1973

Mr. SCHERLE. Mr. Speaker, for more
than 3 years, I have reminded my col-
leagues daily of the plight of our pris-
oners of war. Now, for most of us, the war
is over. Yet despite the cease-fire agree-
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ment’s provisions for the release of all
prisoners, fewer than 600 of the more
than 1,900 men who were lost while on
active duty in Southeast Asia have been
identified by the enemy as alive and cap-
tive. The remaining 1,220 men are still
missing in action.

A child asks: “Where is daddy?” A
mother asks: “How is my son?” A wife
wonders: “Is my husband alive or dead?”
How long?

Until those men are accounted for,
their families will continue to undergo
the special suffering reserved for the
relatives of those who simply disappear
without a trace, the living lost, the dead
with graves unmarked. For their families,
peace brings no respite from frustation,
anxiety, and uncertainty. Some can look
forward to a whole lifetime shadowed by
grief.

We must make every effort to alleviate
their anguish by redoubling our search
for the missing servicemen. Of the in-
calculable debt owed to them and their
families, we can at least pay that mini-
mum. Until I am satisfied, therefore, that
we are meeting our obligation, I will con-
tinue to ask, “How long?”

TUITION TAX CREDIT—A MUST

HON. THADDEUS J. DULSKI

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, April 5, 1973

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Speaker, all of us
are aware of the plight of nonpublic
schools and the need for some type of
assistance if we are to keep them from
tossing their entire financial and phys-
ical plant burden upon all the taxpayers.

In the last Congress and again this
year, I have sponsored legislation to pro-
vide a tax credit to parents and guardians
to help offset their tuition burden.

Members of the House Commitiee on
Ways and Means are sympathetic to
the problem and supported similar leg-
islation in the last Congress.

I am hopeful that the committee soon
will act favorably on this subject. There
are a number of variations on the pro-
posal and I hope sincerely that we will
not get bogged down on details, What we
need is action in the best possible form.

Mr. Speaker, some 400 parents and
school administrators gathered in Bishop
Turner High School in Buffalo, N.Y., to
discuss this problem. As part of my re-
marks, I include most of the story which
appeared in the Magnificat, weekly pub-
lication of the Roman Catholic diocese
of Buffalo:

Tax CrREDIT PLAN SEEN BEsT WAy To BOLSTER
NoNPUBLIC SCHOOLS
(By Cecelia Viggo)

“The problem of ald to non-public schools
is not a Catholie, Protestant or Jewish proh-
lem, it’s an American problem . . . concern-
ing the preservation of freedom of choice in
education,” Ivan Zylstra, executive director
of CR.EDIT. (Citizens for Education by
Income Tax Credit), told an audience of
about 400 parents and administrators Tues-
day, March 20 at Bishop Turner High School.

Zylstra, a member of President Nixon's
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Commission on School Finance and the White
House Panel on Non-public Schools and Ad-
ministrator of Government Relations for the
National Union of Christian Schools, was
principal speaker at a conference on federal
tax credit legislation, sponsored by the Fed-
eration of Home School Associations, with
the cooperation of the Parents' Council for
Independent Schools and the Lutheran
Church Schools, Missourl Synod.

“The two-year old organization of
C.R.E.D.I.T. marks the first time we have had
a coalition of multi-faith and independent
school leaders interested in working for one
goal—the continuance of pluralism in educa-
tion,” Zylstra said. The director commented
that the issue of aid to non-public schools did
not concern the merits of private versus
public education but “the right of parents to
decide what is best for his child in the area of
education.”

“There must be a realistic freedom of
cholce,” Zylstra maintained, “in the areas of
Jjobs, churches, neighborhoods and schools. If
federal aid is denied non-public schools, I
believe non-public education in this country
will continue. But without aid, the schools
will become more and more exclusive. Choice
with economic sanctions is no longer
cholce.”

TAX CREDIT IS ANSWER

He pointed to Federal tax-credit legislation
as “the one form of ald around which non-
public schools have rallied,” and “one of the
few viable options open for securing federal
ald” because funds go directly to the parents,
not the non-public schools. Other laws pro-
viding aid to non-public schools have been
declared unconstitutional by the Supreme
Court.

Zylstra urged parents to write their con-
gressmen and senators to ask for their sup-
port of H.R. 49, a federal tax-credit bill cur-
rently under consideration by Congress. HR.
49, is identical to the bill which received the
support of a majority of members on the
House Ways and Means Committee last year.

It would permit parents of children in
grades 1-12 of non-public schools to substract
one-half of the tuition pald (up to $200 per
child) from the amount of federal tax owed.
There is no limit on the number of eligible
dependents for whom credits can be claimed,
but a student must attend a school which
conforms to the compulsory education laws
of the state, and which meets the nondis-
crimination requirements of the federal civil
rights act (no discrimination on the basis of
race, color and national origin). H.R. 49 also
includes a provision that gradually phases
out the amount of tax credit, once a family's
adjusted gross income exceeds $18,000.

“Leaders and supporters of non-public
schools should continue their fight for gov-
ernment support,” Zylstra insisted. “We are
an Interest group, and in a democracy, in-
terest groups work for their interests,” he
emphasized. “We must help our government
and public officials understand what our
non-public schools are. We are the only ones
able to do it.”

LOOPHOLES AND LITTLE GUYS

HON. DONALD M. FRASER
IN THE HOU:;.‘ o ;Exx;smanvns
Thursday, April 5, 1973

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Speaker, there is
little doubt the 93d Congress will spend
a lot of time on the interfacing issues
of tax reform and tax loopholes.

Hobart Rowen in his March 5, 1973,
Washington Post article writes about
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loopholes and little guys. I think the
membership may find it interesting:
LooPHOLES AND LITTLE GUYS
(By Hobart Rowen)

On ABC's “Issues and Answers" last Sun-
day, presidential alide John D. Ehrlichman
sald that “there 15 a lot of misinformation
around in this business of tax loopholes,”
and then he did his best to spread some more
of it around.

The basic point that Ehrlichman was try-
ing to make is that it's not possible to raise
a great deal of money by tax reforms, “unless
you start digging into the average taxpayer's
exemptions, or charitable deductions, or
mortgage credits, or something of that kind."

That, as Mr. Ehrlichman must know, is
simply not true. He was just trying the
usual scare tactics that have been this ad-
ministration’s old rellable weapon against
tax reform.

What is true is that the exemptions or loop-
holes he mentions account for a consider-
able part of the erosion of the tax base. But
there is plenty more that he didn't chonse
to mention.

Could it be that Ehrlichman falled to point
to other loopholes because the chiel bene-
ficlaries are businesses and the most afiluent
taxpayers?

For example, the exhaustive analysis of
erosion of the individual income tax base by
Brookings Institution economists Josepn A.
Pechman and Benjamin A. Okner in Janu-
ary, 1072, for the Joint Economic Committee
of Congress shows that under a comprehen-
sive tax system, the Treasury would pick up
$55.7 bililon in revenue it now loses to the
leaky tax structure.

Of this total, $13.7 billion would come from
taxing all capital gains, and gains transferred
by gift or bequest: $2.4 billion from “pref-
erence income” such as tax exempt interest,
exclusion of dividends, and oil depletion; $2.7
billion from life insurance interest; $0.6 bil-
lion from owner's preferences; $13 billion
from transfer payments (welfare, unemploy-
ment compensation, etc.); $7.1 billion for
the percentage standard deduction; $2.9 bil-
llon for deductions to the aged and blind;
and $4.2 billion for other itemized deductions.

On the corporate side, Ehrlichman made
no mention of the $2.6 billion in reduced
tax burden that business will get this year
through accelerated depreciation schedules
(ADR); and another $3.9 billion via the in-
vestment credit. From 1971 through 1980,
ADR will be worth $30.4 billion and the tax
credit £45.2 billion (all U.S. Treasury cal-
culations). And in that span of time, there
will also be some #3 billlon in give-aways
through DISC—a tax shelter for export sales
profits just created by the revenue act of
1871.

Another tax reform target Ehrlichman
appears unable to see is income-splitting,
which Pechman and Okner estimate causes a
revenue loss of at least $21.6 billion annually,
almost half of which is a benefit to a relative
Landful of taxpayers in the $25,000-$100,000
income brackets.

But there's more to it than that Ehrlich-
man pretends to be concerned about that
“average householder” who would be hit if he
couldn't take his mortgage interest as a
deduction. But of the 9.6 billion that Pech-
man-Okner show lost to homeowners’ prefer-
ences, defined as deductions for mortgage in-
terest and real estate taxes, $5.3 billion goes
to the tiny 5 percent of taxpayers with re-
portable adjusted gross income of $20,000
or more.

And how about Ehrlichman’s warning that
Uncle Sam can’t raise tax-reform money
in significant amounts “if you don't let the
average householder . . . deduct charitable
contributions to his church or to the Boy
Scouts . . .”? Is he really worried about the
little guy?
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The Tax Reform Research Group (one of
Ralph Nader's operations) showed last year
that when you divided the number of tax-
payers in each income group into the total
tax preference benefits of charitable deduc-
tions, other than education, you find this:

Among taxpayers in the &7,000 to $10,000
income bracket, the average tax benefit for
charitable contributions was $17.44; for those
in the $10,000 to $15,000 bracket, $33.11; for
those in the $20,000 to 50,000 bracket, $199.-
09; for those in the $50,000 to $100,000
bracket, $1,211.16; and for those making
$100,000 and over, a whopping $11,373.56.

S0 who is Ehrlichman trying to kid? If
the administration doesn't have a decent tax
reform program, it's not because it could
wring the money only out of the little guy,
nor because there aren't outrageous loop-
holes waliting to be plugged. It's just because
Mr. Nixon must believe that his constituen-
cy likes the inequitable tax system pretty
much the way it is.

FOOD PRICES MUST BE REDUCED—
OUR ECONOMY MUST BE STA-
BILIZED

HON. HAROLD D. DONOHUE

OF MASSACHUSETTS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, April 5, 1973

Mr. DONOHUE. Mr. Speaker, last
January 11 when the President, for what-
ever reasons, saw fit to end phase 2
of the economy control program he had
so reluctantly imposed, some very re-
spected economists, together with a great
number of those of us who lay technical
claim only to the practice of studying
history and the possession of common-
sense, expressed grave fears that the
sudden termination of this program was
premature, inequitable, and injudicious.

Unhappily and unfortunately the
worst of all the doubts and fears that
we registered last January are now
proved to have been forerunners of the
facts, according to the currently re-
leased Government figures themselves.
These figures show that the abandon-
ment of the reasonably effective manda-
tory restrictions of phase II for a “vol-
untary” system has obviously resulted
in a near disaster for our economy, which
has suffered the second devaluation of
the American dollar within a period of
14 months.

The very recent U.S. Labor Department
statistics reveal that wholesale prices
rose 2.2 percent during March, the big-
gest increase in 22 years and food prices
climbed a record 4.6 percent. According
to our knowledgeable economists, these
tremendous increases in wholesale prices
make it virtually inevitable that retail
prices will persist in their continuing
upward spiral for at least the next sev-
eral months. The 2.2-percent wholesale
price rise during this past month adds
up to a projected annual rate of 26.4
percent, clearly indicating that a year
from now prices will be further advanced
by 26.4 percent if the March increase
rate continues to prevail.

In executive response to the growing
and rightful public outcry against this
renewed and most startling inflationary
price surge the President has placed a
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ceiling on beef, pork and lamb, which
action is felt by a great many authorities
to be too little and too late, especially if
the administration is really sincere and
earnest in their pledge to achieve the
goal of reducing the inflationary rate at
the consumer’s level to 2.5 percent by the
end of 1973.

Mr. Speaker in the face of all these
distressing economic developments that
surround us many economists believe that
what the President should have done
last Thursday night was to announce his
establishment of a 90-day Ireeze on all
prices, wages, interest rates and other
significant inflationary factors, during
which administrative attention would be
diligently devoted to the creation and
temporary imposition of a far more com-
prehensive economic control system spe-
cifically designed to sensibly restrain and
roll back the very dangerous run-away
inflationary fever that is causing such
frightening inequities and imbalances in
our staggering economic system. How-
ever it is somewhat comforting to find,
in more recent hours, a few very highly
placed administration officials indicating
that the White House is at least think-
ing about the necessity of much firmer
control action to calm the obviously
heightening concern of the vociferous
American majority.

In its own separate responsibility there
is further and more encouraging as-
surance of the deepest concern and
prompt action in the Congress where
legislative action is now scheduled to
take place, in resolution of this para-
mount problem, in the very near future.
On this score, I, with many others, have
urged the leadership, on both sides, to
exert every cooperative initiative to pres-
ent this issue to the Congress as speedily
as it is procedurally possible.

Let me additionally suggest and rec-
ommend, Mr. Speaker, that this is no
time to engage in any partisan provoca-
tive blame-placing by the Congress or
the administration. Rather, let us, each
and all, concentrate our attention and
our diligence upon the absolute urgency
of stopping the destructive plague of
persistently rising inflation that is ac-
tually threatening to suffocate our en-
tire economic system and that is actually
thrusting intolerable financial hard-
ships and suiffering upon the poor, the
aged and the low- and moderate-income
workers and families throughout this
country. To preserve our national in-
tegrity it is imperative that cooperative
Government action be quickly taken to
equitably return the costs of the neces-
sities of modern American life to a level
that is within the reasonable reach of
the ordinary individual and family unit
in this Nation.

Let us, therefore, put aside any further
indulgence, within our executive and leg-
islative branches, in useless and time-
consuming competitive confrontations
and unite the effectiveness of our sep-
arate governmental powers and resources
in approving and applying whatever
measures are necessary for whatever
time may be required to return our col-
lapsing economic system to its traditional
operation realm of right, reason, and just
standards, in order to restore the con-
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fidence of the American people in the
ability of the executive and legislative
branches of this Government to work to-
gether in service to the common good.
Any other course will only disastrously
reflect a retreat from our separate re-
sponsibilities and joint duty.

UNITED FARM WORKERS UNION

HON. EDWARD R. ROYBAL

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 5, 1973

Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Speaker, my sym-
pathy and support for the farmworker
and the United Farm Workers union are
well known to the Members of this body.
Many times I have come before you in
an effort to publicize their plight and
to elicit support in gaining labor rights
and adequate wages for them commen-
surate with other American workers.

For nearly 100 years the farmworkers
have been unorganized and powerless.
They have worked long hours at phys-
ically exhausting labor for very low
wages. In their struggle against oppres-
sion by the farm industry, they have
encountered many setbacks and suffered
many defeats. Indeed, they have faced
formidable opposition—better orga-
nized, more wealthy and more powerful.
Even some friends of the movement have
thought that the odds against the UFW
were too great, that they could not pos-
sibly win their nonviolent struggle for
survival. But the followers of Cesar
Chavez say, “Yes, it can be done.”

I would like to take this opportunity
to share with my colleagues in the House
the following account of the farmworkers’
most recent victory in their seemingly
hopeless contest with agribusiness and
the Teamsters’ Union.

[From America magazine, Mar. 17, 1873]
CHAVEZ AND THE TEAMSTERS: Davip VERSUS
GoOLIATH?

(By James L. Vizzard)

“Chattel” seems to be Frank Fitzsimmons’
favorite termm when he talks about farm
workers. Fitzsimmons, president of the scan-
dal-ridden International Brotherhood of
Teamsters, has been using the term often
these days. While piously and indignantly
a.ssertlng that farm workers should not be
treated as chattel, Filtzsimmons carefully
tries to conceal the Teamsters' sordid his-
tory and current practice of consistently do-
ing just that.

By no strange coincidence, big farm em-
ployers think about farm workers in the same
terms. In his famed 1960 TV documentary,
“Harvest of Shame,” the late Edward R.
Murrow quoted a Southern grower as con-
temptuously spitting out: “We used to own
slaves. Now we rent them.” Ten years later
Chet Huntley concluded his 1970 document-
ary, “Migrant,” with the observation that
that attitude hadn't changed In the ensuing
decade. It hasn’t to this day.

It's hardly a great surprise, then, to hear
of the marriage of convenience, consum-
mated just before Christmas, 1972, that
brings together on a loveless bed the Team-
sters’ feudal leaders and the big growers'
American Farm Bureau Federation. The alli-
ance has but one purpose: to destroy a com-
mon enemy. That enemy, It turns out is the
upstart United Farm Workers, AFL-CIO,
which dares to assert that farm workers are
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not slaves or chattel, that they have dignity
and rights for which the union is willing to
fight.

The announced Teamsters-Farm Bureau
strategy is an all-out effort, with the assured
support of their political allies, to bring farm
workers under the National Labor Relations
Act, including, of course, the harshly restric-
tive Taft-Hartley and Landrum-Grifiin
amendments. With their entrenched power,
the Teamsters know they can live and even
prosper under the amended NLRA. They and
the Farm Bureau are quite certain, however,
that the United Farm Workers are not strong
enough to survive the NLRA's present provi-
sions, the legislative history and actual ex-
perience of which demonstrate their repres-
sive intent and eflect on weaker unions.

This Teamsters-Bureau coalition defies
the longstanding traditional “hands-ofi” or
even hostile relations between big agricul-
ture and big labor. But with long histories
of crushing opposition, both organizations
are deeply frustrated by their inability in
separate attempts to bring about the United
Farm Workers' demise. Having found through
bitter and costly experience that the fledgling
UFW is unexpectedly too difficult for either
of them to handle alone, they hope by joint
effort to build enough political and eco-
nomic—and even physical—muscle to do the
Job.

Meanwhlile, farm workers, whose well-being
is most intimately involved in the outcome
of this power play, obviously haven't been
asked whether they would welcome such
strong-arm outside intervention into their
lives and hopes. The Teamsters and the Bu-
reau clearly feel that when you own chattel
or rent slaves you don't ask them anything.

The Farm Bureau's Interest In keeping
farm workers “in their place,” i.e., deprived
of the organized power that Cesar Chavez and
the United Farm Workers first demonstrated
in the successful Delano grape boycott, is
perhaps more obvious than that of the Team-
sters. After all, the FB's slave-labor men-
tality has been notorious for generations,
John Steinbeck’s Grapes of Wrath made that
clear, as have countless studies and reports.
The Bureau's grower members and their
allies in Congress thought it quite appro-
priate that for many years the House Agri-
culture Committee's group that dealt with
farm labor was called the Subcommittee on
Equipment, Supplies and Manpower, If that
didn’t make their attitude clear, nothing
could.

Now the United Farm Workers' militant
demand for an effective voice in determining
the conditions of their own life and labor
seems to growers like lese majesty. They feel
that their sovereign power to control and
command everything and everyone in their
agricultural domain is being challenged by
“revolutionaries” who would overturn the
God-given (read: “grower-imposed”) order of
things.

In that regard, oddly enough, they are
right. The Farm Workers are indeed in re-
volt against the system the Farm Bureau
represents and supports, a system which op-
presses the poor, which always attempts to
enslave the weak and to bulld empires on the
backbreaking work of others. The Union
is equally in revolt against the Farm Bureau's
multibillion-dollar government welfare pro-
grams for giant agribusiness, voracious ralds
on the public treasury and—most of all—
their 18th-century mentality toward farm
workers.

The Farm Bureau knows as well as every-
one else that the Farm Workers' revolution
is nonviolent, that they will not strike the
first blow, or the second, or any. The growers,
nonetheless, fear the union, fear the time
when they will be forced to recognize the
union’s right to sit with them as equals at a
bargaining table to negotiate binding con-
tracts that will assure basic standards of
decency in wages, working conditions and
benefits for farm workers. When that day
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comes, the growers know they will no longer
be absoclute monarchs. They are ready, there-
fore, as they always have been, to do every-
thing in their considerable power, or better,
to cancel that day.

History records that the growers have
used every direct-action weapon they could
command, not even hesitating at situations
where bloodletting or violent deaths resulted,
to suppress farm workers’ organizing efforts.
So too, over many decades, they have ma-
nipulated political power, from the county
level to the Congress, to block every attempt
to legislate social and economic benefits for
farm workers such as are guaranteed to all
other Americans. During the 15 years in
which this writer testified before Congress
scores of times on farm labor legislation, the
Farm Bureau appeared In opposition every
time without exception—and almost always
successfully.

On the other hand, leaders of the Farm
Bureau have used that same power to force
through punitive laws or executive depart-
ment decisions intended to destroy farm
workers' ability to organize in their own
self-defense and legitimate self-interest. In
1972, for instance, legislatures in three
states—Arizona, Idaho and Kansas—capitu-
lated to Farm Bureau pressures and passed
repressive anti-United Farm Workers laws.

But last year was not an ungualified suc-
cess for them. In fact, it was the year of their
greatest and costliest defeat. After having
repeatedly failed to power anti-union pro-
posals through the California legislature, the
Farm Bureau strateglsts declded to try the
initiative route. Through the lavish use of
both money and deceit—Secretary of State
Jerry Brown called it “the greatest election
fraud in California history”—they secured
enough voters’ signatures to qualify an Ari-
zona-type law for the November ballot.
Buried in its many thousands of murky
words, Proposition 22, as it was designated,
contained at least a dozen provisions, any
one of which would have achleved its objec-
tive of killing the United Farm Workers and
guaranteeing that no other legitimate work-
er-controlled wunion would ever survive,
Through highpowered public relations firms
& media blitz was launched with the arrogant
expectation that the FB could deceive the
voters into believing that Proposition 22
would benefit farm workers, would protect
and promote their rights. To no avail. The
voters saw through the fraud and on Novem-
ber 7 resoundingly repudiated the agribusi-
ness barons and their savage proposal.

It was that humiliating setback which fin-
ally propelled the Farm Bureau into the
Teamsters’ waiting arms. Like the Farm Bu-
reau, the Teamsters' leaders are both scared
of and infuriated at the United Farm Work-
ers.

That the powerful Teamsters should be
scared of the youngest and smallest union in
the country may sound strange, even unhe-
lievable. The Teamsters, of course, outweigh
the Farm Workers by more than 20 to 1 in
members, in income and in traditional power.
Moreover, since the squalid election-cam-
paign deal that delivered the Teamsters’ en-
dorsement to an anti-union President, they
hope to count on the political clout even of
the White House. Why, then, should they be
scared of the UFW?

Well, if Goliath had had a second chance,
he surely would have been properly scared
of David. Not once, but many times in the
past dozen years, the Teamsters’ leadership
scornfully swiped at the UFW and each time
they were scorched. Licking their wounds and
nursing their damaged pride, they drew back
to regroup for another try. Frustratingly,
they never have found enough skill or brute
power to finish off the Farm Workers. And
each time they failed, they became more in-
furiated and, finally, scared.

There was, for Instance, the DiGlorglo
fiasco. In 1966, after refusing for & year their
fleld workers’ demand for UFW recognition,
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this $200,000,000 agribusiness conglomerate
with a bloody history of farm labor suppres-
sion painfully discovered the power of the
boycott. Hurting in their sensitive pocket-
book and pridefully determined not to capit-
ulate to the despised UFW, the DiGiorglo
executives invited in the Teamsters’ execu-
tives. If they had to accept a union, they
infinitely preferred to deal with the “busi-
ness-like"” Teamsters who would understand
and make allowances for the corporation’'s
views and needs (i.e., sign sweetheart con-
tracts?). Of course, there was also the mat-
ter of the Teamsters’ known muscle power
that would be useful in keeping the United
Farm Workers out.

As usual, nelther DiGlorgio nor the Team-
sters' leaders cared one whit for the work-
ers’ rights, needs or desires. Why should
they, when to them the workers were mere
chattel or hired slaves? All that was neces-
sary was to tell the workers that if they
wanted jobs, they had to have Teamsters'
dues deducted from their already meager
wages.

Characteristically, the Teamsters' leader-
ship was delighted to get this gravy, and
moved in to claim it. They failed, however, to
calculate the UFW's capacity to make life
miserable for conspirators. The Farm Work-
ers escalated the DiGiorgio boycott and
aroused public opinion against the Team-
sters’ crooked deal.

Eventually, under great financial and so-
cial pressure, the corporation agreed to
union representational elections; but then,
in collusion with the Teamsters, it arranged
a rigged ballot that only the Teamsters
could win—and, of course, they did. Another
round of intense UFW pressure led to that
election’s being thrown out and a new one
scheduled under outside supervision. Both
DiGiorgio and the Teamsters ended up in
spluttering defeat. The United Farm Work-
ers won the election hands down.

Soon after came Perelli-Minetti. P-M, a
leader of the grape, wine and brandy indus-
try, invited the Teamsters to a similarly gro-
tesque pas de deux. After a whole series of
tangled steps, the Teamsters were run off
the stage, and once again the UFW took over.

The greatest confrontation by far, however,
has been centered on Salinas, Calif., the home
base of scores of huge corporations which
operate In many crops and many areas but
whose biggest and most profitable business
is in lettuce. That is the struggle that was
heralded to the nation by last year's Dem-
ocratic National Convention in Miami. “Fel-
low lettuce boycotters,” Sen. Edward M.
EKennedy greeted the roaring crowd and mil-
lions of TV viewers.

The Salinas battle began in July of 1970,
Just days after the Delano growers, whose
scorn had turned to panic at the effectiveness
of the five-year grape boycott, finally gave
in. Thelr begrudging recognition of the
United Farm Workers flashed a clear signal
to the Salinas growers that they were next.
The latter already knew that UFW organizers
had been working in their area, laying the
groundwork for the demand for union recog-
nition.

If the Delano growers were big and tough,
their Salinas counterparts were giants, and
much tougher. But they proved to be no
smarter. They could think of nothing more
innovative than to leap enmasse into the
much-used bed of the ever-willing teamsters.

Almost literally overnight and in total
secrecy, the Salinas growers signed five-year
sweetheart contracts that gave their ally an
exclusive “union shop” recognition. In ex-
change, the Teamsters agreed to substandard
wages, hours and working conditions for
the field workers. The growers thought they
got what they desperately wanted: insula-
tion and protection from the feared United
Farm Workers; the Teamsters, without any
cost or effort, picked up what they ex-
pected to be the treasury-fattening dues of
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some 30,000 farm workers in California and
Arizona.

Satisfactory though this arrangement
seemed to be to both parties, it wasn't the
culmination of any long courtship. For al-
most a decade the Salinas growers had been
ostracizing one of their own maverick as-
soclates, the Bud Antle corporation, for sign-
ing just such an agreement with the same
Teamsters. That deal had come about when
Antle in his hungry reach to be known as
the “biggest lettuce grower-shipper in the
world” ran short of cash. The Teamsters
obligingly balled him out with a million-
dollar loan, but, as their pound of flesh, de-
manded and got jurisdiction over Antle's
fleld workers. Though they knew the deal was
fraudulent, the rest of the Salinas growers
despised Antle for recognizing any union for
farm workers, even the Teamsters. Still, in
1970 the past acrimony was forgotten in the
glow of mutual advantage.

Forgotten also, as usual, were the farm
workers. Neither slde made any attempt
whatever to find out what the workers might
want, whether they had any desire to be rep-
resented by the Teamsters, whether the terms
of the contract were acceptable. No elections,
of course, secret or otherwise, were offered or
allowed. The white grower executives and the
white Teamsters’ officlals again casually
dealt with the mostly brown farm workers'
Jobs and lives as though they were mere
chattel or hired slaves.

It didn't take long though, for the con-
spirators to find out what the workers, al-
ready committed to the UFW, really thought.
When presented with the cynlecal faif ac-
compli and told they must sign up with the
Teamsters or lose their jobs, the workers
voted with their feet. In what the Los An-
geles Times headlined as “The Largest Farm
Strike in U.S. History,” some 7,000 farm
workers walked out of the Salinas fields.
“Harvest, Shipping,” sald another Times ar-
ticle, “Near Standstill in ‘Salad Bowl’ Strike.”

By conventional standards the battle
should have been brief. The power of the
Salinas growers and their various allies and
friends—including, of course, the Farm Bu-
reau—combined with the Teamsters, the na-
tion's strongest union, should have been able
to make short shrift of the outmanned and
outdollared United Farm Workers. But Viet-
nam is not the only proof that overwhelming
might can’t conquer a small people who are
fighting for a cause for which they are will-
ing to struggle for years and for which they
are ready, quite literally, to die.

Certainly, one consistent lesson of history
bas been that an idea whose time has come
can't be killed by money, press releases,
strikebreakers, clubs, bullets, courts, leg-
islatures or prison bars. In the past two and
a helf years, the Salinas growers, the Farm
Bureau and the Teamsters have used all of
these weapons and more, yet they could not
prevail. The United Farm Workers' nonvio-
lent response has been peaceful but deter-
mined strikes, boycotts, picket lines, demon-
strations and appeals to people of conscience
for support.

Most particularly, the UFW has pushed the
lettuce boycott. Scores of farm workers,
whose previous experience had been limited
almost exclusively to remote rural areas, ven-
turesomely set out in family-filled cars and
buses for distant cities to carry their story
and their plea to the nation's shoppers: “Your
simple decision not to buy or eat non-UFW
lettuce will help to bring us justice.” Joined
by hundreds of volunteers from all walks of
life, the boycott committees are bringing the
field struggle of the farm workers right to
the supermarket door and the dining room
table. Tens of thousands of concerned eiti-
zens have signed the lettuce boycott pledge,
including, interestingly enough, Jimmy
Hoffa, Fitzsimmons' predecessor as Team-
sters’ president. When reminded of that,
Fitzsimmons shouted in anger: “I'm the
president of the Teamsters Union, and I'm
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the only one who is. I don't care what Hoffa
says."

The battle has also been fought in the
press and in the courts. Although that part
of the press which the growers own or con-
trol has acted as their house propaganda
machine, the major media, on balance, have
been fair and objectlve in reporting both
sides of the struggle. The courts, however,
have been something else. With an occa-
slonal honorable exception, poor people,
working people, minority people find them-
selves handicapped at the bar of justice.
Thus it has been in the Salinas battle. At
the growers' bidding, compliant courts
throughout California’s agricultural valleys
served up a blizzard of injunctions pro-
hibiting almost every UFW activity. Hun-
dreds of farm workers were thrown into
Jall, both for violating these unfair, unwar-
ranted restrictions, and for almost any other
specious reason a police or court official
could conjure up.

The most damaging injunctions of all were
based on a Salinas (Monterey County)
court’s declaration that the UPFPW's strike
was in violation of the California law against
jurisdictional strikes. The UFW, of course,
immediately appealed the finding and in-
Junctions to a higher court and continued
to insist that the conflict legally was not be-
tween two unions but between the employ-
ers and the one union that legitimately rep-
resented the workers. The growers and the
Teamsters, however, exultantly worked their
propaganda machine overtime, proclaiming
that the United Farm Workers were engaged
in illegal jurisdictional strikes, that the is-
sue had been settled by the court.

Not quite. To the growers’' and Teamsters’
enormous dismay, on Dee. 20, 1972, the Cali-
fornia State Supreme Court announced its
6 to 1 decision that the Monterey court had
erred, that there was no jurisdictional strike
under the clear meaning of the law and that
the injunctions, therefore, were dissolved.

But the court didn't leave It at that. It
seemed to go out of its way to lecture the
miscreants: ‘. . . from a practical point of
view,” it said, “an employer’s grant of exclu-
sive bargaining status to a nonepresentative
union must be considered the ultimate form
of favoritism, completely substituting the
employer's choice of unions for his em-
ployee's desires.” The court further declared:
“There is no suggestion in the record that
the Growers, before taking such a step, at-
tempted to ascertain whether their respec-
tive fleld workers desired to be represented
by the Teamsters, or indeed, that the ques-
tion of their fleld workers’ preference was
even raised as a relevant consideration.”

Driving the point home, the court also
found that the workers had not, in fact,
been represented by the Teamsters, did not
want representation by the Teamsters and
never had been given an opportunity to
examine the terms of the contract. Clearly
understood, if not declared, was the fact that
neither the growers nor the Teamsters ever
contemplated allowing the workers any kind
of election to determine their desires,

The Teamsters and the Growers, of course,
were staggered by that blow. The cloak of
pseudo-respectability was stripped from their
relationship; it was exposed as noething more
than sinful cohabitation. Both of them,
though, are accustomed to brazening out
even desperately embarrassing episodes. Pub-
licly, they castigated the court's decision,
calling it, as did Teamster organizer Willlam
Grami, “shoddy"” and “prejudiced.” Privately,
they huddled once again in conspiratorial
urgency. The door that the court had opened
for the United Farm Workers had to be slam-
med immediately in the enemy’s face.

After days of tense haggling, the two par-
ties merged on Jan. 16, 1973, to announce
defliantly that the Teamsters' contract with
the 170 major growers, most of them Salinas-
based, had been renegotiated with purported-
1y improved pay and benefits for the covered
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30,000 field workers. With supreme contempt,
Les Hubbard, a spokesman for the growers’
negotiating committee, observed to the press:
“We demanded no more evidence of Team-
ster support than we did on the original con-
tract.” No court, the growers and the Team-
sters made clear, was going to force them to
change their attitudes toward farm workers.

Neither the court's decision nor the Farm
Bureau-Teamsters’ reaction was a great sur-
prise to the United Farm Workers. During
the two and a half years from the strike’s
beginning, they had suffered injunctions,
jailings, bombings, beatings and all kinds of
violence with the strong confidence that
once the matter had been taken out of the
growers' captive local courts into the State
Supreme Court, they could expect and re-
ceive vindication. Their only question was
why they had to wait so long to get a full
hearing.

As to the latest Farm Bureau-Teamsters’
contract ploy, the UFW is undauted. “Our
first task,” said Cesar Chavez, “is to go and
let the whole country know that our cause
is just, that there never was a jurisdictional
dispute and that the contracts between the
growers and Teamsters are a sham. We are
going to take full advantage of the supreme
court’s emphasis on our right to boycott and
strike. We are starting right this minute.”

So, while calling on the federal and state
legislatures to Dblock the Teamsters-Farm
Bureau punitive legal proposals, the UFW's
continued strategy is to boycott and strike,
strike and boycott, until scab lettuce is off
the supermarket shelves and scab workers
are out of the flelds.

Many people, even some friends, think that
the odds against the United Farm Workers
are too great, that they can’t possibly win
their nonviolent struggle for survival. But
with a confidence and courage that comes
only to those who have lived with great
hardships and who have overcome in many
a seemingly hopeless contest, the Farm
Workers reply to doubters, Si, se puede. “Yes,
it can be done.”

QUALITY GROWTH FOR WYOMING

HON. TENO RONCALIO

OF WYOMING
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 5, 1973

Mr. RONCALIO of Wyoming. Mr.
Speaker, in its first issue, Executive West
magazine featured an article on Wyo-
ming’s unique opportunity to “grow”
its own industries, learning from the mis-
takes of its neighbors.

The article, “A Wyoming View of Eco-
nomic Development,” was written by Bill
Burnett, economist in the Wyoming De-
partment of Economic Planning and De-
velopment.

In it, he describes why Wyoming views
its 49th ranking among the States in
population as an opportunity and not a
problem and why it has a welcome, but
wary attitude toward new industry.

I recommend if to my colleagues as an
insight into how a State whose beauty
attracts some 7 million visitors annually
is viewing economic development:

A Wyomimng ViEw oF EcoNOoMIC
DEVELOPMENT
(By Bill Burnett)

When the Governor of Oregon made his
famous statement, which in essence saild,
“Visit us, but don't stay,” many other leaders
and people vitally concerned with the West-
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ern states were comforted because they were
being faced with the same decision and were
coming to the same conclusion.

No longer is the promotion of growth as
popular a goal as it once was, particularly if
the growth would mean more people. Today,
the mass of humanity is a real source of
consternation.

This antipathy to population growth does
not mean that the states have developed no-
growth policies. Although most states no
longer engage in some of the more apparent
promotion that was once popular, they still
are not turning away industries interested
in establishing or relocating facilities within
their jurisdictions. In Wyoming, any business
interested in establishing there still gets an
enthusiastic welcome and probably more pro-
fessional assistance than ever before. But
there is no more hoopla, no more delegations
to the large industrial areas to attempt to
entice companies to relocate or bulld facili-
ties in Wyoming.

However, Wyoming still needs and is vitally
interested in expanding its manufacturing
sector for two very good reasons. First, em-
ployment opportunities in agriculture have
continued to decline fairly steadily over the
past two or three decades. This is, of course,
true throughout the nation, but the trend
came later to Wyoming because of the na-
ture of its agriculture. In addition, the new
surge in mineral developments is much more
capital intensive than it once was and even
with a lot of activity there just 1s not a lot
of employment. In short, Wyoming needs
more employment opportunities, particu-
larly for its young people.

A second reason can be seen in the per
capita personal income graph. Wyoming has
fallen below the national rate in this impor-
tant economic indicator. As long as the sta-
tistics have been collected, Wyoming has
had higher average income than the rest of
the region. Until 1960, when Colorado took
th2 lead, Wyoming had the highest per capita
income in the region and was normally
higher than the national rate until 1963.

The Rocky Mountain states and their per
capita incomes in 1971 were:

United States
Colorado
Wyoming
Arizona
Montana

New Mexico.

Naturally this income gap is of much con-
cern throughout the Mountain states. In
Wyoming, thanks to minerals activities and
cattle-price improvements, there has been a
narrowing of the gap in the past 3 or 4 years.
But to get back on a par with the nation and
to sustain this equilibrium, Wyoming needs
to broaden its economic base by expanding
its manufacturing sector,

However, in their development sirategy,
Wyoming and most other Mountaln states
have an interesting problem. That is, the
average educational attainment here is of
the highest in the nation. As & consequence,
one of the major problems facing the region
is under wutilization of the capabilities of
those who stay and outmigration of those
looking for jobs commensurate with their
abilities. The education many young people
receive today prepares them for jobs that
are technical, managerial, clerical, scientific
and professional.

As a consequence, Wyoming not only needs
to increase the number of manufacturing
plants, but also needs somehow to increase
the number of home offices plus research and
development facilities. Because of con-
straints resulting from geography and the
dispersion of populations, there will not
likely be a great rush by companies to estab-
lish these types of facilities in Wyoming in
the very near future. Therefore, if Wyoming

April 6, 1978

wishes to provide the job opportunities com-
mensurate with the abilities of an impor-
tant segment of its population, it will have
to “grow” its own industries. In other words,
it needs to create an environment conducive
to companies beilng created and “started-up"
within the State.

Such a strategy is, obviously, guite am-
bitious and there is no certainty of success,
but with the activities in minerals, tourism
and an increasingly healthy agricultural sec-
tor, Wyoming has been given some time to
develop toward what Governor Stan Hatha-
way calls “Quality Growth.” This approach
will, of course, take a lot of time. Meanwhile,
Wyoming will continue to welcome and en-
courage most out-of-state companies wish-
ing to build facilities there. Wyoming still
has room to grow before it needs to “close
its gates.”

Being the second least populated state
might have at one time been an embarrass-
ment to the people of Wyoming, but now
there is developing a strong belief that this
is a real asset. There is still the desire for
development, but it is tempered by the
demand that it be of high quality. And now
the need for growth is to improve the soclial
and economic environment of the State and
not simply to provide evidence that living in
Wyoming is a good decision. The 7 million
visitors to the State each year provide ample
proof of that.

PROS AND CONS: SHOULD OLD
FOLKS PAY MORE FOR MEDI-
CARE?

HON. DONALD M. FRASER

OF MINNESOTA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, April 5, 1973

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Speaker, the Nixon
proposal to increase the medicare
charges paid out-of-pocket by the el-
derly should be contested by the Con-
gress.

The administration says this will save
$1 billion the first year. They assert this
is part of their effort to hold down Gov-
ernment spending.

The present projections indicate a
medicare intake of $16 billion—derived
from the payroll tax—and an outflow
of $13 billion. The surplus of $3 billion
would be further increased by the $1 bil-
lion in revenues extracted from the el-
derly through increased medicare charges
being pushed by the Nixon administra-
tion.

In fact, the surplus should permit a
substantial reduction in the payroll tax
that finances medicare, hospital, and
doctor coverage. But nowhere in the ad-
ministration’s proposal is such an ad-
Justment planned.

The Wall Street Journal, March 23,
1973, edition, makes the point that the
administration is also counting on higher
costs to the elderly to result in reduced
use of medicare—thus helping to fur-
ther reduce the budget deficit. The el-
derly are going to pay more and get less.

The article follows:

[From the Wall Street Journal, March 23,

1973]

Pros AND CoNs: SHoULD OLD FOLES Pay
More FoR MEDICARE? WoulLp THAT CURB
THE MISUSE OF SERVICES?

(By Jonathan Spivak)

WaAsSHINGTON.—Mary W., 75 years old, en-
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tered Washington Hospital Center here last
November with diabetes and cancer. Though
her seven-day stay cost $503.35, she paid
only $72; medicare took care of the rest.

But, under a Nixon administration pro-
posal, she would have to pay nearly twice as
much, or $142.13, for the same care.

That is a fair sample of the dollar-and-
cents effect of one of President Nixon's most
hotly disputed economy plans—one that pro-
poses the elderly foot more of their health
bills while the government pay less. The big-
gest change: Starting next January, the
aged would have to pay 10% of their hospital
bills. Their contributions now total far less
than that. And though a few medicare bene-
ficiaries would gain by the change, many
would find their pocketbook burden doubled.

Against these presidential intentions, the
elderly and their liberal friends in Wash-
ington are employing strong Ilanguage.
“Savage cutbacks proposed for the medicare
health insurance program . . . represent a
shameful repudiation of a pledge made older
Americans by the President,” charges Nel-
son Cruikshank, 70, president of the National
Council of Senior Citizens.

But Nixon spokesmen, denying any breach
of promise, are pouring forth soothing reas-
surances. Caspar Weinberger, Health, Educa-
tlon, and Welfare Secretary, says: “We believe
that the medicare reforms . . . won't impose
financial hardship on the program's
beneficiaries.”

EMOTIONAL DEBATE

In the often emotional debate, serious eco-
nomic issues are being thrashed cut. The ad-
ministration, backed by congressional con-
servatives, believes the rapid escalation of
medicare costs must be halted. The pro-
posed changes would mean a cut of 10%, sav-
ing an estimated $1.3 billlon annusally at
the start and much more later on.

The advocates of the cutback argue, too,
that the tightening-up would eliminate
wasteful use of health services, make physi-
cians more cost-conscious and tie medicare
patients’ payments closer to the actual cost
of care.

“It seems clear that someone with a pen-
sion or even Social Security income can and
should pay a small percentage of his income
if he is going to stay in a hospital bed that
is going to cost other people as much as $50
to 8100 a day,” insists Nizon alde John
Ehrlichman.

Critics complain that the changes would
impose a financial burden on the aged, pre-
vent them from getting necessary mediecal
care, produce a medicare fund surplus with-
out passing the savings along to taxpaying
workers and do nothing to solve the problem
of rising medical costs. One Democrat, Sen.
Edmund Muskie of Maine, even suggests
“this plan could in fact increase costs for
all concerned—the elderly, the government
and the health industry.”

The critics do concede one point: Charges
paid by patients would be more closely re-
lated to actual hospital costs. Currently the
aged must pay the national average cost for
their first day of hospital care, regardless of
what the hospital charges and what the ill-
ness is. They then get 50 days of free hos-
pitalization. For the 30 days following they
pay 25% of the average daily cost and for
the 60 days following that they pay 50%.
This arrangement plainly puts a burden on
patients who are more serlously ill and stay
in the hospital longer, and it ignores wide
cost variations among individual institutions
in different parts of the country.

Instead, the administration approach
would have patients pay the actual charges
Tor the first day of care. These range from
%15 in small hospitals to $100 in big-city
institutions. The national average is $72 a
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day. After the first day, patients would pay
10% of all hospital charges.

Some patients, particularly the 1% hos-
pitalized for more than 60 days, would save
money by the change. But most patients
would pay more than at present, since the
average hospital stay for medicare benefici-
aries is only about 12 days. Secretary Wein-
berger concedes that the patient’s payment
for the average stay would rise to $189 from
$84.

Other burdens for medicare beneficiaries
would also rise. Under the program’s separate
coverage of doctor bills, patients would have
to pay a higher “deductible” amount before
the government would start shelling out.
These payments would increase in the future
by the same percentage that Social Security
benefits rose.

COUNTING ON MEDICARE

The savings resulting from the proposed
changes would permit a reduction of 6% to
7% in the payroll tax that finances medi-
care and would allow a cut of 30 cents from
the $6.30 monthly premium for doctor-bill
coverage. But the administration isn't pro-
poslng such adjustments. Instead, it is
counting on the medicare cutbacks to help
reduce the budget deficit.

Nixon men argue, moreover, that reducing
medicare outlays would allow them to main-
tain spending for other health programs. But
Congress likes to look on medicare and Social
SBecurity as a separate compartment of the
budget and balance the tax revenue taken in
and the benefits handed out.

Beyond that, Congress simply doesn't like
the notion of curtailing basic benefits that so
many voters count on. And this is one Nixon
economy plan that would clearly require leg-
islation to enact. Last year a much milder
proposal to increase patients’ hospital pay-
ments came to grief in the Senate Finance
Committee. This year's tougher plan seems
sure to meet even stiffer resistance, as Sec-
retary Weinberger's stalwarts themselves
concede. “There's a one-in-twenty chance to
get the legislation,” one HEW official says.

The clashing assessments of the Nixon pro-
posal spring partly from conflicting views of
medicare priorities. To those who see lower-
ing of financial barriers to medical care as
the overriding aim, any increase in payments
to the elderly is a step backward. Certainly
when medicare was adopted in 1965, Congress
was more intent on increasing the aged's ac-
cess to health care than on holding down the
cost.

“The whole principle of medicare was that
the elderly weren’t getting the care they need
because they couldn't afford to pay for it,”
insists Bert Seidman, Social Security director
for the AFL~CIO.

To those more concerned about costs, the
view is different. Since 1965 the price of medi-
cal care has skyrocketed, and the government
has already Imposed limits on physicians’ fees
and the length of hospital stays it will pay
for. The proportion of the aged’s total health
expense covered by medicare has fallen to
429% from a peak of 45% in 1960. And by
some estimates, the new Nixon plan would
reduce the share to 35%.

Those eying medicare costs look also at the
elderly’s income and find it has risen sharply.
Since 1965 Social Security benefits have in-
creased 70%. The administration argues this
rise should permit an increase of 70%, to $85
from $50, in the payment that a patient must
make for doctor bills before the government
pays. Thus, the aged wouldn't be any worse
off financlally under this part of the program
than when it started in 1968, the economiz-
€rs Teason.

The proposed increase In patients’ pay-
ments for hospital care is defended on the
broad ground of promoting economy and ef-
ficiency in health care. Proponents contend
that making patients share in the cost would
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deter needless treatment and increase price
competition in the medical marketplace.

STOP-AND-LOOK ATTITUDE

Imposing a 10% patient payment for hos-
pital care would act as “a reminder that these
resources aren't free, and for a fair fraction of
the aged it's probably a meaningful enough
amount,” Martin Feldstein, a Harvard econ-
omist, says.

“It achieves a stop-and-look attitude: Do I
need to be in the hospital an extra day? Do I
need this test?” argues Peter Fox, a HEW
health expert.

Mr. Fox and colleagues contend that pa-
tients facing larger bills would seek to be ad-
mitted to lower-priced hospitals, to avold
costly tests and to shorten lengthy hospital
stays. Admittedly the decisions are made by
doctors, but proponents reason that patient
pressure would make the medical men more
cost-conscious and would minimize interven-
tion by Washington. “My personal prefer-
ence is to let doctors and patients make the
decision, not the federal government,” says
Stuart Altman, a deputy assistant secretary
at HEW.

There is little doubt that increasing
charges to patients decreases their use of
medical care. When a 25% patient payment
was imposed by a Palo Alto, Calif., medical
clinic, use by Stanford University employes
covered by a university health plan dropped
24%. Studies of other health plans show sim-
ilar effects. “If you put in a big enough
financial barrier, you will have a diminution
in use,” concludes Howard West, director of
the Social Security administration’s division
of health insurance studies.

Unfortunately, it is difficult to determine
whether essential or nonessential medical
services are cut back in such cases. Statistics
are sparse and subject to differing interpre-
tatlons. Moreover, there isn’t any agreement
on what is a proper amount of care for the
aged or any other population group, Medi-
care enthusiasts tend to measure progress in
dollars spent, but dollar amounts can't ex-
press the quality of care.

When medicare began paying the bills for
the elderly, their use of health services
jumped 25%. At the same time, use of health
services by younger people fell, presumably
because medical-care costs were vaulting. But
since 1969, hospitalization rates for the el-
derly have declined; the average length of
stay has dropped sharply under pressure
from medicare’s managers, “I don't see any
evidence there is overutilization or under-
utilization now,” says Herman Somers, a
Princeton University health insurance spe-
clalist.

The idea of making the medical market-
place more responsive to price competition
is appealing, but skeptics detect several
drawbacks. How hard-headed can a worrled,
impoverished and medically unsophisticated
patient be? Does a sick person want his doe-
tor to skimp on the costs of his medical care?

Moreover, there are many of the aged who
can hardly become more cost-conscious be-
cause of the administration's proposal. Some
are so poor that medical-welfare programs
take care of any payments they Incur that
medicare doesn't cover. Others are wealthy
enough to buy supplementary private insur-
ance to fill medicare’s gaps. The existence of
these groups weaken the case for the cut-
backs.

The underlying gquestion of how much in-
dividual patients should pay for their health
care is an lssue sure to arise in any future
broad national health insurance program.
Congress is already considering possibiilties
that range in generosity from an AFL-CIO
proposal for paying the full cost of most care
to an American Medical Association plan for
providing limited financial help to low-in-
come patients. The medicare outcome will
show which way politics points.
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