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FATHER MIKE MAREKS 25TH
ANNIVERSARY

HON. JOSEPH M. GAYDOS

OF PENNSYLVANIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, May 15, 1974

Mr. GAYDOS. Mr. Speaker, the pa-
rishioners of the Ascension of Our Lord
Church and the residents of the city of
Clairton, Pa., recently honored a man
who has achieved an outstanding reputa-
tion as a spiritual and community leader
in western Pennsylvania.

I was privileged to attend the event
and witnessed the esteem and respect ac-
corded the Reverend Monsignor Michael
Hrebin by the members of his church,
the citizens of his community, and his
family and friends. The occasion was the
observance of Monsignor Hrebin’s 25th
anniversary of his ordination into the
priesthood.

Father Mike, as he is affectionately
known to many, is truly a unique individ-
ual. His interests are many, his energy
boundless, and his endeavors too numer-
ous to list. He is a man of genuine
warmth and friendliness, who can easily
instill faith and trust in those filled with
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doubt and suspicion. He is, to those who
know him, an inspiration.

A native Pennsylvanian, Monsignor
Hrebin was raised in Forest City, Pa.,
where his father was a cantor at St.
John’s Chureh. Father Mike was a mem-
ber of the church choir and an altar boy.
With this background, in addition to the
influence of seven other cantors in his
family, it is not surprising that he be-
came well accomplished in the principles
of ecclesiastical chants at an early age.
At the age of 16, he became a cantor
himself at St. John’s Church in Lyndora,
where he also organized a choir. Two
years later he entered St. Procopius
Seminary in Illinois, where he directed
the Byzantine Choir and served as as-
sistant organist in the Latin Rite litur-
gical services.

He was ordained on May 8, 1949, at St.
Mary’s Church in Whiting, Ind., and
his first appointment was as assistant
pastor at the Holy Ghost Church in
Cleveland, Ohio. A year later, he was
assigned to St. Michael's Church in Gary,
Ind., and in 1952 returned to western
Pennsylvania as pastor of the Holy Spirit
Church in Pittsburgh. On November 1,
1959, Father Mike came to Clairton,
where in May 1970, he was elevated to
monsignor by Pope Paul VI,

As the pastor of Ascension Church,
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Monsignor Hrebin launched a major ren-
ovation and building program that has
made the church’s social hall the center
for parish, diocesan, and community ac-
tivities. He has cultivated and strength-
ened many spiritual programs within the
parish and in areas of ecumenical affairs,
Monsignor Hrebin was a founder of the
annual Clairton Mayor's Prayer Break-
fast and a member of the city’s human
relations commission.

His interest in music has never waned.
As a priest, Father Hrebin organized and
directed the 200-voice Midwest Byzantine
Catholic Chorus and also has directed
the 500-voice Western Pennsylvania
Byzantine Catholic Chorus. He also ar-
ranged the music for the first English
Mass celebrated by the Most Reverend
Bishop Fulton Sheen in 1955 at Mount
St. Macrina.

Mr. Speaker, on behalf of my col-
leagues in the Congress of the United
States, I take this opportunity to extend
our formal congratulations to Monsignor
Hrebin on the 25th anniversary of his
ordination. As a personal friend of this
remarkable man, I join the members of
Ascension Church, the citizens of Clair-
ton, and his family in wishing that God
grant Father Mike many more years in
His service.
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The House met at 12 o'clock noon.

The Chaplain, Rev. Edward G. Latch,
D.D., offered the following prayer:

Therefore, my beloved brethren, be ye
steadfast, unmoveable, always abound-
ing in the work of the Lord; forasmuch
as ye know that your labor is not in vain
in the Lord.—I Corinthians 15: 58.

Almighty God who has made and pre-
served us as a nation and whose creative
spirit ever summons us to new frontiers
of thought and action we pause in Thy
presence as we turn another page in the
chapter of our lives together as Members
of Congress. Under the guidance of Thy
Spirit we would greet the sunrise of an-
other day.

May these hours be rich in the revela-
tion of Thy presence and resplendent
with the realization of Thy power to sus-
tain us as we face the demanding duties
of these disturbing days. Make our
hearts centers of good will and move in
our minds with wisdom as we seek to
solve the problems that confront our
Nation.

Give to us an increasing desire to min-
ister to the needs of our people and to
keep our Nation safe for demoeracy and
secure with liberty and justice for all.

In the spirit of Christ we pray. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

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

‘Without objection, the Journal stands
approved.

There was no objection.

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was communi-
cated to the House by Mr. Marks, one of
his secretaries, who also informed the
House that on the following dates the
President approved and signed bills of
the House of the following titles:

On May 7, 1974:

H.R. 11793. An act to reorganize and con-
solidate certain functions of the Federal Gov-
ernment in a new Federal Energy Administra-
tion in order to promote more efficient man-
agement of such functions.

On May 10, 1974:

H.R. 8101, An act to authorize certain Fed-
eral agencies to detail personnel and to loan
equipment to the Bureau of Sport Fisherles
and Wildlife, Department of the Interior; and

H.R. 9492, An act to amend the Wild and
Scenic Rivers Act by designating the Chat-
tooga River, N.C.,, 8.C., and Ga., 858 & com-
ponent of the National Wild and Scenic Riv-
ers System, and for other purposes.

On May 14, 1974:

H.R. 9203. An act to amend certain laws

affecting the Coast Guard.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

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

H.R.12412. An act to amend the Foreign
Asgistance Act of 1961 to authorize an ap-
propriation to provide disaster relief, reha-
bilitation, and reconstruction assistance to
Pakistan, Nicaragua, and the Sahelian na-
tions of Africa; and

H.R.12799. An act to amend the Arms
Control and Disarmament Act, as amended,

in order to extend the authorization for ap-
propriations, and for other purposes,

PERMISSION FOR SPEAKER TO DE-
CLARE A RECESS ON TUESDAY,
MAY 21, 1974

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that it be in order
for the Speaker to declare a recess on
Tuesday, May 21, 1974, subject to the
call of the Chair, for the purpose of re-
ceiving in this Chamber former Members
of the House of Representatives.

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

There was no objection.

SCHEDULE FOR CONSIDERATION OF
APPROPRIATION EILLS

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

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, on recent
occasions the majority leader has made
reference to the heavy floor schedule
the House will have in June in consider-
ing the appropriation bills. For the bene-
fit of Members and others, I wish to state
the tentative schedule for considering
the appropriation bills.

Thus far this session the House has
cleared the following appropriation
measures:

Urgent supplemental for veterans;
19??‘:0“(1 supplemental for fiscal year

la,egislat.ive appropriation bill for 1975;
an
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Special energy research and develop-
ment appropriation bill for 1975.

It is presently contemplated that the
following appropriation bills will be be-
fore the House during the month of
June:

Public works-AEC, Thursday, June 6.

State, Justice, Comumerce, Judiciary,
Tuesday, June 18.

Transportation, Wednesday, June 19.

Agriculture-Environmental and Con-
sumer Protection, Friday, June 21.

Treasury-Postal Service-general Gov-
ernment, Tuesday, June 25.

HUD-Space, Science-Veterans, Wed-
nesday, June 26.

Labor-HEW, Thursday, June 27.

District of Columbia, Friday, June 28.

Some of these bills are contingent on
the completion of hearings and actions
on authorizing legislation but this is the
best picture available at this time.

Under the above schedule, four bills
would remain after June—Defense, mili-
tary construction, foreign aid, and In-
terior. It may be that the Interior bill
can be considered in late June or at the
latest, early July. The committee will
complete hearings on the other three
bills in June and will bring them before
the House as authorizing legislation be-
comes available,

PERMISSION FOR MANAGERS TO
HAVE UNTIL MIDNIGHT, FRIDAY,
MAY 17, TO FILE CONFERENCE
REPORT ON H.R. 14013

Mr. MAHON. Mryr. Speaker, 1 ask

unanimous consent that the managers

may have until midnight, Friday, May
117, to file a conference report on the bill
(H.R. 14013) making further supple-
mental appropriations for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1974, and for other
purposes.

I would say, Mr. Speaker, that a con-
ference has been arranged for this after-
noon in regard to this bill, and it is hoped
that the conference report can be filed
on Friday.

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

There was no objection.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
H.R. 14368, TO PROVIDE MEANS OF
DEALING WITH ENERGY SHORT-
AGES, AIR POLLUTION REQUIRE-
MENTS, COAL CONVERSION

Mr STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill (H.R. 14368) to
provide for means of dealing with energy
shortages by requiring reports with re-
spect to energy resources, by providing
for temporary suspension of certain air
pollution requirements, by providing for
coal conversion, and for other purposes,
with Senate amendments thereto, dis-
agree to the Senate amendments, and
agree to the conference asked by the
Senate.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from West
Virginia? The Chair hears none, and
appoints the following conferees:
Messrs. STAGGERS, MAcpoNALD, MosSs,
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DincELL, Devine, BrovEmLL of North
Carolina, and HASTINGS.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
EDUCATION AND LABOR TO HAVE
UNTIL MIDNIGHT FRIDAY TO FILE
REPORT ON SENATE JOINT RES-
OLUTION 40, WHITE HOUSE CON-
FERENCE ON LIBRARY AND IN-
FORMATION SERVICES

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Education and Labor have until mid-
night Friday, May 17, 1974, to file the
committee report on Senate Joint Res-
olution 40, as amended, to authorize and
request the President to call a White
House Conference on Library and In-
formation Services.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ken-
tucky?

Mr, WYDLER. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, I just want to ask
the chairman: Has this matter been
cleared with the minority side?

Mr, PERKINS. Yes; it has been cleared
with the minority side.

Mr. WYDLER. Mr. Speaker, I with-
draw my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ken-
tucky?

There was no objection.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
EDUCATION AND LABOR TO HAVE
UNTIL MIDNIGHT FRIDAY, MAY
17, 1974, TO FILE REPORT ON H.R.
14225, REHABILITATION ACT OF
1973

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Education and Labor have until mid-
night, Friday, May 17, 1974, to file the
committee report on H.R. 14225, as
amended, to amend and extend the Re-
habilitation Aect of 1973 for 1 addi-
tional year.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ken-
tucky?

There was no objection.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
AGRICULTURE TO HAVE UNTIL
MIDNIGHT, MAY 17 TO FILE RE-
PORT ON H.R. 14747, EXTENDING
THE SUGAR ACT

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask un-
animous consent that the House Com-
mittee on Agriculture have until mid-
night Friday, May 17, to file a report on
the bill HR. 14747, extending the Sugar
Act.

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Washington?

There was no objection,

ARROGANCE AND POWER IN THE
DEMOCRATIC CAUCUS

(Mr. MARTIN of Nebraska asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)
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Mr. MARTIN of Nebraska. Mr.
Speaker, when a duly constituted com-
mittee of the House spends 15 months
developing a piece of legislation, it ex-
pects that it will be afforded at least
the decency of a public hearing on the
floor of the House. That was certainly
what the 10 Members of the Select Com-
mittee on Committees expected when
they accepted the difficult assignment
of recommending changes in the House
committee structure,

That hope was dashed last week when
the Democratic caucus voted to side-
track the committee reform package by
sending it to a caucus subcommittee for
“study and review.,” As the Iliberal-
oriented Americans for Democratic Ac-
tion pointed out, the action will probably
have the effect of killing committee re-
form—because a majority of the Mem-
bers of this caucus group have already
announced their opposition to the re-
organization plan.

Mr. Speaker, the Democratic caucus
is an appropriate forum for conducting
party affairs, but it is not a legislative
body. It is not the place to write a com-
plicated reorganization act—one that
may affect the operations of this body
for many years to come.

Is the Democratic caucus going to be-
come a new house of Congress, arrogat-
ing to itself the powers which the House
rules have placed in its legislative com-
mittees? Will the caucus begin to rewrite
appropriations bills, or tax bills, or en-
ergy legislation? It seems to me that the
House Members who voted to sidetrack
the Committee Reform Amendments of
1974 should remember that the prin-
ciple may not stop there. Other com-
mittees may be affected, other legislative
jurisdictions invaded.

Mr. Speaker, the proper forum for
considering House Resolution 988 the
Committee Reform Amendments of 1974,
is the House itself. The Members of the
House created the select committee in
January 1973, and the Members of the
House should debate—and amend if they
wish—the committee's product.

DEMOCRATIC CAUCUS PLAYING
POLITICAL SHELL GAME

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

Mr. YOUNG of Florida Mr. Speaker,
the Democratic caucus, playing the po-
litical shell game to the hilt, has referred
the resolution of the Select Commit-
tee on Committees on committee reorga-
nization to what is described as the Han-
sen committee,

This deplorable political action puts
the blame for scuttling this reform pack-
age, House Resolution 988, which was
unanimously reported by a bipartisan
committee, squarely on the shoulders of
the Democratic Party.

The caucus meeting was held in secret
so it is not possible to document pre-
cisely what political reasons there were
for this action. However, it is generally
reported that one reason is the proposed
ban on proxy voting. If that is accurate,
it would be all the more reason for deep
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concern about sidetracking the resolu-
tion.

The select committee had sound rea-
sons to propose a ban on proxy voting.
It is recommended as an integral part
of the proposal to assure that each
Member is assigned to one major, bal-
anced committee. The proxy voting ban
is to help improve attendance at com-
mittee meetings and help insure Member
involvement in the deliberations and de-
cisions of the committee and subcommit-
tees.

It would be somewhat understandable,
it seems to me, if the minority party in
the House sought to promote proxy vot-
ing to extend its influence, though I
would oppose proxy voting even in that
case. But what is truly hypocritical is
for the majority party to insist on being
able to use proxies. Are they not satis-
fied with having the majority of the
votes? Do they need proxies to magnify
that majority even larger than it is?

This view that House procedures ought
to be stacked in favor of the majority
party speaks very eloquently as to how
politically motivated the Democratic
caucus was in its action on the select
committee proposal.

THE MASSACRE AT MAALOT

(Mr., FRELINGHUYSEN asked and
was given permission to address the

House for 1 minute, to revise and ex-
tend his remarks and include extra-
neous matter.)

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr, Speaker,

I should like to supplement the remarks
made just now by the majority leader,
Mr, O'NeLL, regarding the recent hor-
rifying massacre of Israeli schoolchildren
by Arab terrorists. As one of the many
cosponsors of the resolution which Mr.
O'Nent and our minority leader, Mr.
RuobpEs, have introduced, I hope it re-
ceives swift approval.

Action by Congress, however, can do
little to erase the stain of this disgusting
episode, Terrorism in recent years has
unfortunately become almost accepted as
a way in which certain elements in world
society express their approval, or their
disapproval of the activities of others.
When terrorism is practiced on in-
nocent children, however, it becomes to-
tally intolerable. I can only hope that
this vicious and unconscionable episode
will prick the conscience of the world,
and that the United Nations will move
promptly and unequivocally to condemn
such practices. Certainly our country
must be in the forefront of efforts to ex-
press the world's abhorrence of such
brutality.

SELECT COMMITTEE ON COMMIT-
TEES FACES ENERGY CRISIS

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

Mr. DEL CLAWSON. Mr. Speaker, if
this Nation faces an energy crisis, so, it
appears, does the Select Committee on
Committees. Without attempting to gage
the amount of energy expended by each
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individual member, it is well to observe
at this point in history that the select
committee held 37 days of hearings and
panels., It has worked long hours, even
weekends and evenings, discussing and
debating the workings of the House. It
put together a trial package in December
1973 which represented its findings and
was timed to provide the Members op-
portunity to react to specific recommen-
dations. The deliberations of the com-
mittee were conducted in full public view
and while not all were acceptable fo all
Members of the House, a sincere effort
was made to increase the efficiency of
this body. Now it appears the members
of the committee face the realization
that their energies were wasted. A secret
Democrat caucus vote has sidetracked
the reform package for reasons not clear-
ly defined. This is the type of perform-
ance which illustrates graphically the
need for the very reforms we apparently
will be denied the opportunity of con-
sidering. My sympathies are extended to
my esteemed colleagues, the members of
the Select Committee on Committees.

THE MAALOT MASSACRE

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

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise to-
day to urge support for a joint resolution
introduced by the distinguished major-
ity leader from Massachusetts (Mr.
O'NemnnL) and the distinguished minority
leader from Arizona (Mr, RHODES) and
supported by more than 350 of my col-
leagues in the Congress urging appro-
priate action by the President and the
United Nations as a result of the heinous
carnage at Maalot, resulting in the mur-
der of 16 Israeli children and the wound-
ing of 70 others.

Yesterday’s brutal attack on the
schoolchildren by the Popular Front for
the Liberation of Palestine is the most
cruel and offensive of all the barbaric acts
carried on by the self-acclaimed libera-
tors. Mrs. Meir's comment that “you do
not conduct wars on the backs of chil-
dren,” understates the bitterness and
contempt that the rest of the world
should and must feel in reflecting upon
this debacle.

With the fanatie, inhuman atrocity at
Maalot, we are once again haunted by the
specter of terrorism, and frustrated by
the lack of control over these irrational
barbarities. Today’s newspapers report
that of the 150 Arab terrorists arrested
in Europe over the past 5 years, only 9
are still being held; the remainder hav-
ing been set free to pursue other hapless
victims.

These actions cannot be tolerated. It
is incumbent upon all nations to express
their outrage and indignation and to deal
harshly with any terrorism. There is no
room in our world for the abominable
crimes committed at Maalot.

While the shocking effects of yester-
day’'s massacre have momentarily over-
shadowed our peace negotiations in the
Middle East, it is vitally important that
we pursue our direct course for a peace-
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ful negotiation. Steps toward a real set-
tlement will underscore the futility of
these abhorrent terrorist subversions.

REPORT ON DEFENSE APPROPRIA-
TION AUTHORIZATION ACT, 1974—
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT
OF THE UNITED STATES

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following message from the President
of the United States; which was read and
referred to the Commitiee on Armed
Services:

To the Congress of the Unifed States:

In accordance with Section 812(d) of
the Department of Defense Appropria-
tion Authorization Act, 1974 (Public Law
93-155), I am pleased to submit the fol-

Jowing report to the Congress on the

progress made since my last report on
February 20, 1974 in implementing the
provisions of Section 812 of the Act cited
above.

On April 25, representatives of the
United States and the Federal Republic
of Germany signed a new offset agree-
ment covering fiscal years 1974 and 1975.
The offset to be provided during this two
year period is larger in dollar terms and
provides more substantial economic ben-
efits to us than any previous offset agree-
ment. At an exchange rate of $1=DM
2.699, the dollar value of the agreement
is approximately $2.22 billion over the
two year period.

The composition of the agreement is
generally similar to that of previous off-
set agreements, but there are a number
of features that significantly increase its
value to the United States, including sub-
stantial budgetary relief. As before, Ger-
man military procurement in the United
States represents the largest single ele-
ment. In the present agreement it
amounts to $1.03 billion (at $1.00=DM
2.669). Other attractive features include
German willingness to continue funding
the rehabilitation of facilities used by
American troops in the Federal Republic;
to take over the payment of certain real
estate taxes and airport charges in con-
nection with US military activities in
Germany; to purchase from the US
Atomic Energy Commission enriched
uranium, including enrichment services;
and—ifor the first time in the framework
of an offset agreement—to finance US-
German cooperation in science and tech-
nology.

As in the case of previous offset agree-
ments, the new agreement makes provi-
sion for German purchases of special
U.S. Government securities on conces-
sionary terms. The significant interest
savings resulting from an $843 million
loan over seven years at 215 percent, to-
gether with the above-mentioned Ger-
man contributions to our troop station-
ing costs such as troop facilities reha-
bilitation and absorption of taxes and
airport fees, substantially cover the ad-
ditional costs we bear by deploying our
forces in the Federal Republic rather
than in the United States.

Benefits contained in the agreement
constitute the major element in the ef-
fort to meet the requirements of Section
812. The agreement is the product of
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many months of difficult negotiations, in-
volving not only the negotiators ap-
peinted by our two governments, but also
personal exchanges at the highest levels
of the two governments.

In my last report to the Congress, I
stated that U.S. expenditures entering
the balance of payments as a result of the
deployment of forces in NATO Europe in
fulfillment of treaty commitments and
obligations in FY 1974 are estimated to
be approximately $2.1 billion. That esti-
mate still holds.

I anticipate that the bilateral offset
agreement with the Federal Republic of
Germany, together with arrangements
involving other Allies, will meet the re-
guirements of Section 812. This will per-
mit us to maintain our forces in NATO
Europe at present levels. In this connec-
tion, I would like to point out that the
NATO study on allied procurement plans,
which I referred to in my last report to
the Congress, indicates that allied mili-

tary procurement from the U.S. in FY-

1974 will be significant despite the fact
that many of our Allies have suffered a
worsening in their trade balance and
face the possibility of even greater de-
terioration. I will provide the Congress
with further information on satisfying
the requirements of Section 812 in my
August report.
RICHARD NIXON.
THE WHITE House, May 16, 1974.

RESIGNATION AS MEMBER OF
MEXICO-UNITED STATES INTER-
PARLIAMENTARY CONFERENCE

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following communication, which was
read:

House oF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D.C., May 10, 1974.
Hon. CARL ALBERT,
Speaker of the House, House of Representa-
tives, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mg. SPEARER: Would it be possible for
you to appoint someone to take my place on
the Mexico-United States Interparliamentary
Conference next month?

There are some very important meetings
in my District during that time which I must
be present for and, therefore, the Mexico trip
would be inconvenient.

Best wishes, and thank you for your as-
sistance in this matter.

Sincerely,
WiLLiaM S. BROOMFIELD,
Member of Congress.

APPOINTMENT AS MEMBER OF
MEXICO-UNITED STATES INTER-
PARLIAMENTARY GROUP

The SPEAKER, Pursuant to the pro-
visions of section 1, Public Law 86-420,
the Chair appoints as a member of the
U.S. delegation of the Mexico-United
States Interparliamentary Group the
gentleman from Illinois, Mr. DERWINSKI,
to fill the existing vacancy thereon.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 13973, OVERSEAS PRIVATE
INVESTMENT CORPORATION
AMENDMENTS OF 1974

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, by direction
of the Committee on Rules, I call up
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House Resolution No. 1111 and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. Res. 1111

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill (H.R.
13973) to amend the title of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961 concerning the Overseas
Private Investment Corporation to extend the
authority for the Corporation, to authorize
the Corporation to issue reinsurance, to sug-
gest dates for terminating certain activities
of the Corporation, and for other purposes.
After general debate, which shall be confined
to the bill and shall continue not to exceed
one hour, to be equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on Foreign
Affairs, the bill shall be read for amendment
under the five-minute rule. At the conclu-
sion of the consideration of the bill for
amendment, the Committee shall rise and
report the bill to the House with such amend-
ments as may have been adopted, and the
previous question shall be considered as or-
dered on the bill and amendments thereto
to final passage without intervening motion
except one motion to recommit.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

IMr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, I make
the point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is
not present.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I move a
call of the House,

A call of the House was ordered.

The call was taken by electronic de-
vice, and the following Members failed

to respond:

[Roll No, 225]
Hébert
Helstoski
Holifield
Huber
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn.
King
Kuykendall
Litton

Long, Md.
McCloskey
Maraziti
Matsunaga
Mills
Minshall, Ohio
Morgan
Murphy, N.¥Y.
Nichols

Nix

O'Hara
Pettis

Reid
Rogers
Roncallo, N.Y.
Rooney, N.Y.
Rosenthal
Runnels
Satterfield
Skubitz
Slack
Steele
Stephens
Stubblefield
Sullivan
Talcott
Teague
Udall
Waggonner
Ware
Wilson,
Charles H.,
Calif.
Wryatt

Boland
Broomfield
Carey, N.Y.
Carter
Chisholm
Clark

Clay

Collier
Conyers
Corman
Davis, Ga.
de la Garza
Diges

Dorn

Dulski

Esch
Findley
Fountain
Gray
Griffiths
Gubser
Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash. Peyser
Hawkins Rees

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 365
Members have recorded their presence
by electronic device, a quorum,

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

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
WAYS AND MEANS TO HAVE UN-
TIL MIDNIGHT SATURDAY, MAY
18, 1974, TO FILE A REPORT ON
H.R. 14832

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Ways and Means may have until
midnight Saturday, May 18, 1974, to file
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a report on H.R. 14832, to provide for a
temporary increase in the public debt
ceiling, along with any separate and/or
minority views.

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

There was no objection.

THE QUALITY OF JUSTICE

(Mr. BROWN of California asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minufe and to revise and
extend his remarks and include extrane-
ous matter.)

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr.
Speaker, in ancient Egypt the highest
civil officer was the vizier, appointed
by the Pharaoh, who was considered
both King and God. In those days when
the highest officers of our land seem to
have somewhat flexible standards in the
carrying out of their duties, it may be
well to recall the words of the Pharoah
Thut-mose III, in appointing his vizier,
Rekh-mi-Re, about 3,400 years ago.

Therefore, see to it for thyself that all
things are done according to that which
conforms to law and that all things are done
in conformance to the precedent thereof in
giving every man his just deserts. Behold,
as for the official who is in public view,
the very wind and waters report all he does;
80, behold, his deeds cannot be unknown . . .
to act in conformance with the regula-
tion . . . The abomination of God is parti-
ality. This is the instruction, and thus shall
thou act; thou shalt ldck upon him who thou
act; thou shalt look upon him who thou
knowest like him whom thou knowest not,
upon him who has access to thee like him
who is far away . . . Behold, thou shouldst
attach to thy carrying out of this office
thy carrying out of justice.

These words obviously reflect a very
deep concern throughout man’s history.
It would be well that they be particularly
remembered today.

OVERSEAS PRIVATE INVESTMENT
CORPORATION AMENDMENTS OF
1974

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Florida (Mr. PEPPER) is recognized for
1 hour.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia (Mr. DEL CrawsoN), pending which
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 1111
provides for an open rule with 1 hour of
general debate on H.R. 13973, the Over-
seas Private Investment Corporation
Amendments of 1974.

H.R. 13973 extends the authority of
the Overseas Private Investment Cor-
poration until December 31, 1977. It pro-
vides authority for OPIC to enter into
joint arrangements with private insur-
ance companies and multilateral orga-
nizations and to issue reinsurance for
such arrangements.

H.R. 13973 also expresses the intent of
the Congress that OPIC act to transfer
its functions of writing and managing
insurance contracts to private insurance
companies for other entities.

OFIC’s insurance program offers pro-
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tection against inconvertibility, war,
revolution, and insurrection and expro-
priation.

Mr. Speaker, if I may say without im-
modesty, I have a particular interest and
pleasure in commending to my colleagues
the adoption of this rule so that this
OPIC extension may be considered by
the House. I had the privilege of being
the original author of that legislation in
the other body and in having a hearing
before the Senate Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency in 1946. The matter
went on for a number of years. I wrote
an article for the Business Review maga-
zine of the Baruch School of Business
Administration of City College in New
York on the subject which was consid-
ered by the student body and the faculty
during those intervening years.

In 1961, the Congress first adopted this
legislation, and the Baruch School of
Business Administration in 1962 gra-
ciously gave me an award and a good
dinner for being the Man of the Year in
foreign trade for having been the origi-
nal author of this legislation in 1946.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased therefore,
to commend to my colleagues this legis-
lation and hope this rule will be adopted
so that this meritorious measure may
be approved by the House.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of
House Resolution 1111 in order that we
may discuss and debate H.R. 13973.

Mr. DEL. CLAWSON. Mr. Speaker, I
vield myself such time as I may consume,

Mr. Speaker, as has been noted, House
Resolution 1111 provides for the consid-
eration of H.R. 13973, the Overseas Pri-
vate Investment Corporation Amend-
ments of 1974, under an open rule with 1
hour of general debate.

The purpose of the Overseas Private
Investment Corporation—OPIC—is to
encourage U.S. private enterprise to in-
vest in mutually beneficial projects in
the developing countries. In order to
achieve this goal, OPIC presently admin-
isters three major types of programs, one,
investment insurance; two, financing;
and three, investment information.

The primary purpose of this bill is to
extend OPIC’s authority through De-
cember 31, 1977. The bill provides au-
thority for OPIC to enter into joint ar-
rangements with private insurance com-
panies or other entities and to issue rein-
surance for such arrangements. The bill
also includes an expression of the intent
of Congress that OPIC act to transfer
its functions of writing and managing
insurance contracts tc private insurance
companies.

The Committee on Foreign Affairs es-
timates that passage of this bill will re-
quire no appropriation of funds.

Mr. Speaker, I support this rule,

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time and reserve the balance
of my time.

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

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

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

My, CULVER. Mr. Speaker, I move
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that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 13973) to amend the
title of the Foreign Assistance Act of
1961 concerning the Overseas Private In-
vestment Corporation to extend the au-
thority for the Corporation, to authorize
the Corporation to issue reinsurance, to
suggest dates for terminating certain ac-
tivities of the Corporation, and for other
pUrposes.
The motion was agreed to.
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill H.R. 13973, with Mr.
PIxkE in the chair,

The Clerk read the title of the bill,

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

The CHAIRMAN, Under the rule, the
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. CULVER) will

be recognized for 30 minutes, and the .

gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. Fre-
LINGHUYSEN) will be recognized for 30
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr. CULVER. Mr. Chairman, the
House has before it today H.R. 13973, a
bill to amend the Foreign Assistance Act
of 1961 with respect to the Overseas
Private Investment Corporation which
was created by the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1969 to take over the private in-
vestment incentive programs being
operated by AID. The purpose of these
programs is to mobilize and facilitate the
participation of U.S. private capital and
skills in the economic and social progress
of less-developed countries.

During 1973 the Subcommittee on For-
eign Economic Policy undertook an ex-
haustive investigation of OPIC, The
study was prompted by the fact that
OPIC’s legislative authority was to ex-
pire on June 30, 1974, An extension
through the end of 1974 was authorized
by Congress in order that the subcom-
mittee have sufficient time to conduct a
full and complete study. Though OPIC's
primary purpose is developmental, the
lengthy investigatory hearings were held
so as to take full account as well of the
rising concern and debate over the role
of the multinational corporation.

On October 21, 1973, the subcommittee
issued a report which set forth 26 recom-
mendations. They included an extension
of OPIC's operating authority, a trans-
feral of OPIC’s role in issuing insurance
contracts to private insurance companies,
and various policy guidelines aimed pri-
marily at enhancing the developmental
impact of OPIC’s programs. On April 30
the Committee on Foreign Affairs re-
ported out H.R. 13973, which provides the
legislative authority to implement those
recommendations.,

The primary initiative of this legisla-
tion is to set a course toward private
insurance companies and/or multilateral
institutions taking over OPIC's function
of issuing insurance contracts, with OPIC
assuming the role of reinsurer. The bill
authorizes OPIC to issue reinsurance and
to enter into joint arrangements with
private insurance companies and other
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entities for the purpose of sharing its
risks. In addition, it expresses the intent
of Congress that OPIC should place an
increasing portion of the function of
writing insurance contracts with private
insurance companies, with the aim of
completely terminating its role as insurer
by 1979-80. If OPIC is unable to meet any
of the deadlines for the phased conver-
sion to privatization, it must report the
reasons to the Congress.

The phaseout dates were made non-
mandatory in order fo reconcile two
seemingly conflicting objectives—while
it was thought important to give a clear
expression of the intent of Congress,
it was inappropriate to write mandatory
dates into law. Given the lack of expe-
rience with joint arrangements between
OPIC and private insurance companies,
there is no certainty that total privatiza-
tion can be achieved. OPIC is still nego-
tiating with the American insurance
companies, and placing OPIC’s role in
too ridged a cast might jeopardize those
rather delicate talks. As the House will
continue to assess the ability of foreign
investment and of OPIC to promote the
development of less-developed nations,
it will continue closely to scrutinize the
program and the conversion to privatiza-
tion.

The bill includes various policy guide-
lines for OPIC. It is directed to give pref-
erential consideration to its programs in
the least developed of the LDC’s, the cut-
off mark for which is set at a per capita
income of $450—In 1973 dollars. OPIC
should also give preferential considera-
tion to projects by small businesses,
which are defined as having net worth
of not more than $2.5 million or total
assets of not more than $7.5 million. The
bill directs OPIC to serve as a broker be-
tween the development plans of develop-
ing countries and U.S. investors by
bringing investment opportunities to the
attention of potential investors.

To take account of the legitimate con-
cern regarding the impact of U.S. in-
vestment abroad on the U.S. domestic
economy, the subcommittee wrote into
the bill a stiff provision on runaway
plants. OPIC must reject any application
for a project that would significantly re-
duce the number of the investor's U.S.
employees as a result of the replacement
of U.S. production with production in-
volving substantially the same product
for the same market, OPIC must monitor
the projects to insure that this provision’
is not violated after the investment is
made. The bill also directs OPIC fo con-
sider the environmental impact of proj-
ects.

The bill authorizes a 3-year extension
of OPIC's operating authority. The pri-
mary reason for a 3-year rather than a
2-year authorization is that it will give
OPIC a better chance to negotiate a 3-
year contract with the private insurance
companies, rather than a 1- or 2-year
contract. The extra year will not weaken
congressional oversight, as the bill re-
quires OPIC to report to Congress by
January 1, 1976, on the possibilities of
transferring its activities to private in-
surance companies or multilateral or-
ganizations.

Another provision of the legislation
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prohibits OPIC from issuing insurance
for more than 90 percent of the value
of an eligible project, thereby assuring
that the investor retain at least 10 per-
cent of the risk. The purpose is to dis-
courage investor behavior which might
induce the host government to expropri-
ate or otherwise jeopardize an invest-
ment. However, small businesses and in-
stitutional lenders would be exempt from
this requirement.

Under current statute, OPIC can re-
quest a congressional appropriation
without first obtaining a specific author-
ization, The bill would end this practice
and also not allow any appropriation
unless the insurance reserve dropped
below $25 million. However, in order to
meet its obligations, under emergency
conditions, OPIC would be allowed to
borrow for a limited period of 1 year
up to $100 million from the U.S. Treas-
ury.
The bill extends the agricultural credit
and self-help community program, which
is designed to bring assistance to the
“grassroots” level by making available
credit ranging in amounts from several
hundred dollars up to $10.,000 for local
self-help projects. It amends the exist-
ing statute to permit OPIC to guarantee
up to 50 percent of the loans under that
program, rather than 25 percent. It is
hoped this change will help attract addi-
tional local capital to the program. The
bill also moves the program beyond the
pilot stage and lifts the limitation of the
program to five Latin American coun-
tries. It is intended that the program be
extended to as many countries as is ap-
propriate within the guidelines of the
program and considering the interests of
developing nations.

It is hoped that this legislation will
provide the Overseas Private Investment
Corporation with the needed legislative
authority and guidance to conduct its
operations in the public interest as well
as the necessary flexibility to negotiate
a beneficial and workable arrangement
with private insurance companies.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to point
out one particularly important provision
in this legislation.

A most important concern of the sub-
committee in its deliberations was the
impact of OPIC’s programs on U.S. em-
ployment. In this regard, the subcom-
mittee heard testimony from the AFL-
CIO, and subsequently wrote into the bill
a stiff provision on runaway plants. This
clause prohibits OPIC from issuing any
contract of insurance, reinsurance, or
guaranty or providing financial assist-
ance for a proposed investment that is
likely to cause a significant reduction in
the number of the investor’s U.S. em-
ployees. Furthermore, the provision di-
rects OPIC to monitor the representa-
tions made by investors in regard to this
matter.

In fact, in March 1972, OPIC estab-
lished a rigorous set of guidelines for
analyzing the effects of a proposed proj-
ect on the U.S. balance of payments and
employment. Under those guidelines,
OPIC would not issue a contract for a
project which involved the closing down
of a U.S. plant and reestablishing it over-
seas. Nor would OPIC extend coverage to
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a manufacturing project that was likely
to export more than 20 percent of its out-
put to the United States; in particularly
sensitive fields, such as textiles, shoes,
and consumer electronics, this level was
raised to any significant amount of ex-
ports to the United States. Since estab-
lishing these guidelines, OPIC has re-
jected a number of applications for the
very reason that they failed to meet the
criterion.

The purpose of the runaway plant
clause in H.R. 13973 is to insure that
OPIC continues to abide by these rules
and to apply them strictly. Under such
conditions, the effect of OPIC’s programs
actually will be to increase domestic em~
ployment. Several studies of U.S. for-
eign investment have demonstrated that
the overall effect of that investment is
to increase employment in the United
States through the export of capital
goods to foreign plants and through the
supplying of unprocessed items to feed
U.S. manufacturing industries. So, the
effect of this provision will be to assure
that OPIC-assisted projects are actually
more beneficial to the U.S. economy and
employment than the average U.S. for-
eign investment.

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

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

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I rise to
commend the gentleman in the well, the
distinguished gentleman from Iowa, and
his subcommittee for having undertaken
a very exhaustive review of the opera-
tions of OPIC. The committee’s oversight
extended to both the complex matters of
U.S. objectives and foreign policy impact,
as well as domestic considerations with
regard to the impact on labor and indus-
try. I commend the gentleman also be-
cause of the leadership which is reflected
in this bill on the transition and new di-
rection for OPIC to take and to include
the guidelines for future operations, both
of which seem to be to be a wise course of
action.

The gentleman from Iowa has given
long and devoted interest to this matter
and he has made a very important con-
tribution to the foreign policy of the
United States.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, let me say, first of all,
that tribute should be paid to the lead-
ership of the gentleman from Iowa, who
serves as chairman of the Foreign Eco-
nomic Policy Subcommittee.

I want to express my strong support
for H.R. 13973, which extends the oper-
ating authority of the Overseas Private
Inggstment Corporation (OPIC) through
1977.

The gentleman from Iowa (Mr. CuL-
VER) has provided us with the back-
ground of OPIC and the specific provi-
sion of this bill so I shall be brief, OPIC
was created by the Congress in 1969,
and given responsibility for operating
the private investment incentive pro-
grams that previously had been con-
ducted by the Agency for International
Development. Guarantee programs for
private investment were first begun un-
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der the Marshall Plan, and later were re-
directed to assist development in less de-
veloped countries by providing insurance
coverage against expropriation and oth-
er risks.

The Committee on Foreign Affairs
through its oversight activities has taken
a keen interest in investment incentive
programs. Last year our Foreign Eco-
nomic Policy Subcommittee held exten-
sive hearings on OPIC’s operations which
clearly revealed that the new corpora-
tion is successfully carrying out its man-
date from Congress.

Mr. Chairman, OPIC's success and ex-
pertise will make it possible for that cor-
poration to undertake an experiment
proposed in this bill. I refer to the com-
mittee’s proposal that OPIC be given au-
thority to enter into joint arrangements
with private insurance companies, and
be directed to move as rapidly as possible
toward transferring the writing and
management of its political risk insur-
ance contracts to private insurance com-
panies. That is a worthy objective and
I trust it can be achieved.

I should point out that there is gen-
eral agreement within our committee
that OPIC should continue to fulfill its
original purpose of effectively and selec-
tively encouraging U.S. private invest-
ment in developing countries, a process
mutually beneficial to such countries and
to the United States. This purpose should
not be sacrificed as private insurance
company participation in the insurance
program is achieved.

In extending OPIC's authority for 3
years, our committee recognizes that pri-
vate investment reduces the need for gov-
ernment-to-government foreign aid. Pri-
vate investment creates jobs, provides
foreign exchange, develops management
skills, and increases a nation’s capacity
to develop economically. This bill adds
new mandates to strengthen and inten-
sify OPIC’s role in channeling U.S. pri-
vate investment into countries and fields
where it is most needed.

I strongly support our committee's de-
cision to modify the position taken in
1971, restricting OPIC’s assistance of
projects in Indochina countries. As peace
is restored in South Vietnam, private in-
vestment can accelerate that country’s
achievement of self-support. It is inter-
esting to note that the Japanese have
already resumed private investment in
Vietnam with the support of their Gov-
ernment’s insurance program, South
Vietnam has great potential for economic
progress, and the United States should
assist in that development by encourag-
ing proper types of private investment
which will reduce the need for direct
U.8. Government support.

The Committee on Foreign Affairs,
therefore, has recommended the prudent
exercise of OPIC’s authority in Indo-
china. The committee has directed OPIC
to consult with the relevant committees
of Congress to the maximum extent pos-
sible concerning its plans and operations
in South Vietnam, Laos, and Cambodia,
OPIC is required to provide the commit-
tee with formal documentation of its
operations in Indochina, including plans
for its overall program and specifics on
individual investment projects. This per-
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mits us to have continuing congressional
oversight over OPIC's operations in this
areas.

In coneclusion, Mr, Chalrman, I be-
lieve this legislation charts a sensible
new course for the Overseas Private In-
vestment Corporation.

I urge my colleagues to support this
bill,

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

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN, Mr. Chair-
man, I yield to the gentleman from
Illinois.

Mr, DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to voice my support of H.R.
13973, a bill which extends the life of
the Overseas Private Investment Cor-
poration and authorizes it to bring in-
creased private risk-taking into its in-
surance program.

It was argued by some when OPIC
was created in 1969 that removing these
programs from the AID agency would
increase the cost to the taxpayers and
put the programs into the hands of a
new breed of bureaucrats.

I am happy to say, too, that the firsi
prediction has been proven erroneous.
When OPIC began business in 1971, it
inherited from the AID agency $400
million in claims and $85 million in in-
surance reserves. Now, some three years
later, pending claims are only $4 million
and its reserves are $186 million. In ad-
dition, the Corporation is earning over
$30 million per year, which after pay-
ment of the agency's expenses of $4
miilion, goes into its reserves.

This record shows that the second
prediction—that the programs are now
operated by a new breed of bureau-
crats—has fortunately proven correct. I
only wish for the taxpayers' sake that
this new breed was more prevalent.

As is clear from the terms of this bill,
the Congress has come to expect a lot
of OPIC. Substantial goals were set for
the Corporstion in 1969.

Detailed studies by the Foreign Eco-
nomic Policy Subcommittee, the GAO,
and the Library of Congress have shown
that these goals have been met. Now, we
set new ones in this bill, including the
goal of turning much of this 25-year-old
Government program over to the pri-
vate sector.

These goals, by the way, are not just
congressional objectives. Almost from its
beginning, OPIC has worked toward
their fulfillment. Therefore, I am confi-
dent, and this is also true of an over-
whelming majority of the Foreign Affairs
Committee, that OPIC will, with our sup-
port, accomplish these goals.

I also want to point out, however, that
we should not lose sight of the critical
public interests served by OPIC. Cer-
tainly, no one now contends that govern-
ment-to-government aid can accomplish
the enormous task of building the econ-
omies of the poorer countries. Therefore,
private enterprise must continue to play
the role it has long played in bringing
new jobs, technology, and skills to the
poor around the world. I am particularly
pleased that the Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee has lifted its ban on OPIC oper-
ations in Indochina. With OPIC’s busi-
nesslike approach, I am confident that
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the benefits of its programs can help
these countries achieve self support,
without undue risk to the U.S. taxpayer.

In conclusion, I hope that the broad
bipartisan support that OPIC has re-
ceived in the subcommittee and commit-
tee will be reflected in the vote on H.R.
13973.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chalr-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from New York (Mr. GILMAN),

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from New Jersey for
yielding to me.

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to join the
gentleman from Iowa and the gentleman
from New Jersey in support of H.R.
13973, legislation I am cosponsoring,
which extends authority for the Over-
seas Private Investment Corporation un-
til 1977 and which establishes a fime-
table for the phased transfer of the di-
rect insurance functions of OPIC to pri-
vate companies and multinational lend-
ing institutions.

As a member of the Subcommittee on
Foreign Economic Policy of the House
Foreign Affairs Committee, I have par-
ticipated in extensive hearings chaired
by the distinguished gentleman from
Iowa (Mr. CuLvER) and have taken part
in a thorough Latin American oversight
investigation of the effects of OPIC on
our South American neighbors.

As a result of these hearings and in-
vestigations, it is evident that OPIC
serves a useful purpose in furthering our
Nation’s objectives in the developing
world.

It is encouraging to note the positive
evolution of OPIC, While operating as
part of our AID program, U.S. assistance
with foreign investments suffered from
financial difficulties necessitating Fed-
eral subsidy. Today, however, as a result
of sound and selective investment deci-
sions, OPIC operates more effectively,
without imposing any drain on taxpay-
ers funds, which at the same time im-
proving our trade recreation with other
nations.

Accordingly, I urge my colleagues to
vote in support of extending OPIC's
authority as a vehicle for assisting our
development goals in other parts of the
world by encouraging U.S. investment
overseas,

Mr, CULVER. Mr, Charman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Florida,
(Mr. FASCELL) ,

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the pending legislation.
This is another of a series of steps under-
taken by the Foreign Affairs Committee
to provide new initiatives with respect to
foreign policy objectives and develop-
ment considerations of the United States.

Members are aware of the fact that
last year we provided a new thrust with
respect to the foreign aid programs. We
are here today with a bill which provides
a new direction, a very important one,
tending towards transition to privatiza-
tion of OPIC. This is reflective of the
energy and intention of the Foreign Af-
fairs Committee to continue to make im-
provements and to take initiatives in
foreign policy matters of our Govern-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, as chairman of the
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Subcommittee on Inter-American Af-
fairs, I have long been interested in the
Overseas Private Investment Corpora-
tion and its predecessor office in AID,
both of which have operated extensively
in the countries of Latin America and
the Caribbean.

I supported the establishment of
OPIC back in 1969, and I think the
legislation we have before us today,
H.R. 13973, the OPIC Amendments Act
of 1974, represents a reasonable next
step in the evolutionary process of this
agency. The formal organization of
OPIC in 1971 as a Government corpora-
tion has permitted the program fo op-
erate with the best features of two
worlds: first, OPIC has brought from
the private sector a businesslike ap-
proach to the program, particularly with
respect to the application of principles of
risk management to the selection of new
projects; and secondly, the corporation
has continued to carry out the public
policy objectives of the program man-
dated by Congress. OPIC's Board of
Directors symbolizes the blending of
public and private expertise. Included on
the Board are the Administrator of AID
and senior representatives of the De-
partments of State, Treasury, and Com-
merce.

The Board also includes six members
from the private sector. Thus, each proj-
ect is subjected to broad scrutiny by the
Board, both in terms of the Govern-
ment’s interest and in terms of a variety
of private interests. Private membership
on the Board includes, by law, repre-
sentatives of organized labor, small bus-
iness and cooperatives. OPIC has shown
continued profitability in its operations
while maintaining the programs com-
mitment to assist only projects which are
truly helpful to the economic develop-
ment of poor countries.

The success of the Overseas Private In-
vestment Corporation has encouraged
the Forelgn Affairs Committee to recom-
mend to the House of Representatives
the legislation we are considering today.
This bill represents a significant new step
in the historical development of this im-
portant program of providing incentives
selectively to private investors interested
in going into developing countries. The
bill extends OPIC’s authority for 3 years,
through December 31, 1977. Further, it
encourages OPIC to continue experi-
ments already begun to determine the
feasibility of turning over to the private
sector all of its direct underwriting re-
sponsibilities. Private insurance compa-
nies have shown considerable interest in
engaging in an experimental arrange-
ment with OPIC to determine how much
of the program can be undertaken by the
private sector. The long-range goal of
this legislation is for OPIC to phase out
as a direct underwriter of investment in-
surance and for private insurance com-
panies to take this over, with OPIC act-
ing as a reinsurer against exceptionally
large, catastrophic losses.

I think this approach makes sense, but
only if the public policy objectives of
the program continue to be of primary
importance in the selection of projects
to assist by way of political risk insur-
ance. It is essential that in the agree-
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ment OPIC negotiates with private insur-
ance companies provision is made for
guidelines in the writing of insurance
whiech require that projects assisted con-
tribute to the economic development of
the host country. In my mind, this is
fundamental to continued Government
involvement in this program.

Private investment must play an es-
sential role in the economic development
process. OPIC contributes a careful ap-
praisal and selectivity to each project it
assists to make sure that those projects
insured are beneficial, not detrimental, to
the development process.

Mr. Speaker, this is a unique experi-
ment, This legislation reverses the trend
toward “big government’ and represents
an attempt to transfer to the private
sector a program that has traditionally
been a Government function.

I support this effort, and urge my col-
leagues to do the same.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman
from Florida (Mr., BURKE).

Mr. BUREKE of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, as the ranking minority member
of the Subcommittee on Foreign Eco-
nomie Policy, I want to indicate my sup-
port for H.R. 13973, the OPIC Amend-
ments Act of 1974. I would like to
compliment the chairman of the sub-
committee, Congressman Joun C. CULVER
of Iowa, for his hard work and his
fairness.

The Subcommittee on Foreign Eco-
nomic Policy undertook an extensive
amount of study and research on the
Overseas Private Investment Corpora-
tion before it approved this legislation.
Extensive hearings were beld early last
summer, several members of the subcom-
mittee undertook g study mission to
Latin America, and lengthy reports on
OPIC were prepared by the Congres-
sional Research Service and the General
Accounting Office.

The basic purpose of this bill is to pro-
vide OPIC with a 3-year extension of its
authority through December 31, 1977,
and to give OPIC the legal authority to
enter into joint underwriting agreements
with private insurance companies, and
to reinsure such arrangements. The bill
sets goals for OPIC to achieve during the
3-year period of its extension with regard
to the amount of private insurance com-
pany participation which should be
achieved. If these goals are not met,
OPIC must come back to Congress, and
explain why they were not met and when
they expect to meet them.

The process of involving private insur-
ance companies in what has traditionally
been a Government program began back
in 1971 when OPIC was formally
organized. Shortly after its organization,
after failing to interest U.S. private in-
surance companies in the program, OPIC
went to Lloyd’s of London and negotiated
the first of a series of reinsurance agree-
ments. The success of OPIC's relation-
ship with Lloyd's has now encouraged
private U.S. insurance companies to be-
come interested in the program, and
OPIC advises me they are hopeful of
concluding negotiations soon with private
companies to set up a consortium with
those companies. Under this arrange-

CXX——9044—Part 11

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

ment, private companies would assume a
significant portion of OPIC's potential
insurance liabilities in return for a share
of OPIC’s premium income. The profit-
ability of the OPIC program since the
agency was organized has encouraged
private companies to take this step.

It is rare that a Government agency
voluntarily attempts to transfer a major
portion of its program to the private sec-
tor. This effort by OPIC represents an
encouraging contrast to the normal incli-
nation of most Government agencies
whose natural instincts are to grow and
expand.

This legislation before us today repre-
sents the Committee’s judgment that
OPIC can acomplish this “privatization”
without sacrificing the important public
policy objectives of the program to assist
in the economic development of poor
countries. Private investment has an im-
portant role to play in this area, and
clearly can help to reduce the demand for
foreign aid funds.

For these reasons, I support this legis-
lation, and I hope my colleagues will also
support it.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr, WHALEN) .

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
H.R. 13973. I am particularly pleased
with the new direction which this meas-
ure provides.

The rationale for the Overseas Private
Investment Corporation and its prede-
cessor agencies rests on the assumption
that American investment abroad con-
tributes to economic development in the
host country. It is this thesis which this
body must examine today.

In so doing, there are three subordi-
nate questions which demand answers.

First, does foreign investment contrib-
ute to development in the host country?
My fellow economists concur that the
contribution to domestic growth, in part,
depends upon the nature of the foreign
investment. True, investment funds
emanating from abroad do create jobs.
Too, they contribute to the host nation's
foreign exchange holdings. Any expor-
tation of goods and services, produced as
a result of the investment, further en-
hance the host country’s ability to buy
needed equipment abroad. Foreign in-
vestment also expands the host state’s
tax base.

But foreign investment also may im-
pose cerfain costs upon the economy in
which it is made. The human resources
activated by the investment might better
be used for other productive purposes.
Any exports generated by the invest-
ment, while accruing foreign exchange
earnings, deplete the host country's nat-
ural and physical resources. These for-
eign exchange holdings, however, are dis-
sipated as the investor converts his earn-
ings into his own currency. Further, as
repatriated earnings exceed the total
amount of the investment, disinvestment
in the host country results.

In the light of the foregoing, econo-
mists agree that foreign private invest-
ment contributes only minimally to ec-
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onomic development in the host coun-
try. Instead, there are other, more effec-
tive, alternatives by which economic
growth can be achieved.

Second, does insurance against loss
due to expropriation, inconvertibility,
and war stimulate foreign investment?
The answer, of course, is “no.” An in-
vestment opportunity is not attractive
because it offers war, convertibility, and
expropriation protection. Rather, the
principal—indeed, only—reason for any
investment—be it domestic or foreign—
is the prospect of a profit. Thus, any
economic development to which OPIC-
insured investments might have contrib-
uted stems not from OPIC’s role but from
the anticipation of profits.

Third, was OPIC an important factor
in those instances where American firms
decided to invest abroad? In answering
this query, it must be remembered that
OPIC’s porifolio covers only $3 billion
of our total $80 billion in private foreign
investment. From my own inquiries, I
have found that when U.S. companies
did obtain OPIC coverage, the fact that
such insurance was available was only a
marginal consideration. In fact, most of
my contacts responded that, motivated
by profit prospects, they would have ap-
proved the investment decision even if
OPIC insurance had been unobtainable.

In summary: First, private foreign in-
vestment contributes minimally to eco-
nomie growth in the host country; sec-
ond, profit, rather than OPIC insurance,
stimulates investment abroad; and third,
the availability of OPIC coverage has
been marginal in investment decisions.

For these reasons, Mr. Chairman, I
have concluded that OPIC's direct insur-
ance role should be phased out. Indeed,
this is the thrust of H.R. 13973. This bill
provides that, effective December 31,
1979, OPIC should cease writing expro-
priation and inconvertibility insurance.
By December 31, 1980, OPIC should dis-
continue its war risk insurance program.
In addition, H.R. 13973 expresses the in-
tention that by 1986 two special pro-
grams authorized by section 234(b)
through (e) and section 240 be turned
over to other governmental agencies and
their activities limited to those countries
with a per capita income of $450 or less—
in 1973 U.S. dollars. This means, Mr.
Chairman, that by January 1, 1981,
OPIC’s role should be limited to that of a
reinsurer. If this objective is achieved,
OPIC will escape the “development’”
myth under which it has labored and
can pursue its true mission, that of en-
hancing the competitive position of
American firms in foreign markets.

Because it dces represent a significant
and needed change in direction, Mr.
Chairman, I shall vote affirmatively for
H.R. 13973. I urge my colleagues to do
likewise.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN, Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gentle-
man from Michigan (Mr. VANDER JAGT).

Mr., VANDER JAGT. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in strong support of this legislation
which extends for 3 years the Overseas
Private Investment Corporation.

When OPIC was set up by the Con-
gress in 1969, it was given a mandate to
facilitate and mobilize participation by
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U.S. private capital and skills in the eco-
nomic development of less-developed
countries. OPIC has had phenomenal
success in carrying out that mandate
through a program of insurance against
expropriation, inconvertibility, and war;
through limited financing; and through
promotion programs. OPIC has made it
possible for a less-developed country to
compete on a far more equal footing with
a more-developed country for that pre-
cious American investment dollar, and
it has done this without cost to the tax-
payer. OPIC does not cost money; it
makes money, and I know of no other
agency that we have set up that can
make that same claim.

Mr. Chairman, I know that the less
developed countries desperately desire
this kind of program.

A little over a year ago I was in the
Sudan and was intrigued that in that
largest country in all of Africa there is
only about one paved road. It leads out
of the heart of the capital city, Khar-
toum, about 80 miles into the interior.
The Sudanese call that road “the Ameri-
can way,” not because it was built with
U.S. foreign aid dollars but because clus-
tered along both sides of that road are
about the only private businesses and
commercial enterprises in that entire
country.

The Sudanese put their hope for eco-
nomic development in those free enter-
prise businesses.

Mr. Chairman, on the day I was there,
it was a national holiday, when families
are supposed to be together. In spite of
that, 70 Sudanese turned up at the town
hall to meet with me and to plead with
me to do whatever I could to encourage
U.S. private investment in their country
in order to help in their economic de-
velopment.

The doors are open wide in Sudan and
all around the world in the less-developed
countries for U.S. private business in-
vestment. It is the task of OPIC to lead
our U.S. industries through those open
doors, where opportunities await them
and also await the host country, and in
the process there are opportunities for
the objectives of U.S. foreign policy.

This is a very unique bill, because those
who favor foreign aid should vote for it,
inasmuch as it delivers the kind of for-
eign aid that is most desperately desired.
Those who oppose foreign aid should
support the bill, because it provides aid
without any cost to the taxpayer and
rgguces the need for appropriated foreign
aid.

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

Mr. VANDER JAGT. I yield to the
gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I will ask
the gentleman this:

It does impose a $600-million obligation
upon the people of this country; does it
not?

Mr. VANDER JAGT. Mr. Chairman,
any insurance program, whether it be life
insurance or health insurance, imposes
some obligation. OPIC charges higher
premiums for this type of insurance than
any other Government program any-
where in the world.

That is why it has been judged to be
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actuarially sound, and the proof of that
is found in the willingness of private in-
surance companies to come in and par-
ticipate in the risk program.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman will yield further, I will ask this:

That is the opinion of the gentleman,
that it will be actuarially sound, and
that it will not come back to haunt the
people and the taxpayers of this country
to the tune of $600 million; is that cor-
rect?

Mr. VANDER JAGT, Mr. Chairman,
that is certainly our hope, and I join
with the gentleman from Iowa in ex-
pressing that hope. I might also say that
I believe conservatives should support
this bill, because with this bill we export
our most priceless commodity, and that
is the magic of our free enterprise
system.

I believe the liberals should also sup-
port the bill, because it is the only ve-
hicle of which I am aware whereby the
U.8. Government can shape the nature
of investments being made, thereby
maximizing the investments acceptabil-
ity to the host country and minimizing
the possibility of confrontation or ex-
propriation.

Mr. Chairman, in closing, I would like
to pay tribute to the chairman of the
Subcommittee on Foreign Economic
Policy, the ranking member of that
that subcommittee, but particularly to
the chairman for the intelligence, the
skill, and the diligence with which, for
over a year, he has developed this very
fine piece of legislation. I believe we all
owe him our heartfelt thanks for the
quality of this legislation which is before
us.

I would also be remiss if I did not pay
tribute to the leadership of Mr. Marshall
Mays, the president of OPIC, and his
staff. In 1969 we gave OPIC two direc-
tives. On one hand we said, “Operate
this on a businesslike basis and make
money,” which they did, and at the same
time we said, “Make your investments in
the least developed countries where the
risk is the greatest, because there the
need is also the greatest.”

Somehow they have been successful in
meeting those two somewhat conflicting
mandates. All of us can take justifiable
pride in the job OPIC has done. I believe
all of us can support this bill with great
pride and enthusiasm.

Mr., CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today to express my strong support for
the Overseas Private Investment Cor-
poration and for the OPIC Amend-
ments Act of 1974, H.R. 13973.

As a member of the Subcommittee on
Foreign Operations of the Appropria-
tions Committee, I have been following
OPIC carefully since the passage of the
original authorizing legislation in 1969,
and its formal organization in January
1971. When OPIC took over this pro-
gram from AID, OPIC was at once con-
fronted with a very serious financial sit-
uation. Its investment insurance pro-
gram faced over $400 million in elaims,
primaxily resulting from expropriations
in Chile. And, as a consequence the pro-
gram had only about $85 million in re-
serves. Many people thought OPIC was
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pankrupt and that the program would
result in failure.

Today I am pleased to note, however,
that OPIC’s financial situation has im-
proved considerably in 3 short years.
OPIC’s reserves are now about $186 mil-
lion, and pending claims are only $4
million.

OPIC’s net income is now over $30
million a year. The Corporation pays all
of its own administrative expenses, cur-
rently running at about $4 million a year,
which is less than the annual interest
earned on the investment of premium
income.

In summary, OPIC's financial position
has improved considerably, and the
prospects for the future are good.

Since OPIC took over this program in
1971, it has undertaken a number of ef-
forts to incorporate risk management
practices designed to reduce potential
claims. Beginning in 1971, OPIC nego-
tiated a series of reinsurance arrange-
ments with Lloyd's of London under
which Lloyd’s shares in the payment of
claims. A new, 3-year agreement which
became effective on January 1, 1974,
provides that Lloyd’s will pay about 45
percent of any expropriation claim in
any country, with annual limits of about
$18 million per country and $55 million
worldwide.

Further, OPIC now has designed an
experimental plan for a joint underwrit-
ing association with private insurance
companies. The bill today before the
House contains the necessary statutory
authority to establish the proposed asso-
ciation, as well as a mandate to deter-
mine by actual experience how much of
OPIC’s insurance program ought to be
turned over to the private sector,

Specifically, this experimental plan
will determine the feasibility of turning
over all investment insurance under-
writing to private insurance companies,
with OPIC gradually reducing its total
reinsurance of private insurers against
exceptionally large losses.

At the same time, OPIC has provided
assurances of fulfilling the necessary
public objectives of the program. This
means that projects approved by the
joint OPIC-private, or eventually wholly
private insurance association, will have
to qualify as helpful to the economic de-
velopment of their host countries, and be
projects which are not harmful to our
U.S. balance of payments or domestic
employment.

The legislation that we are consider-
ing today has a lengthy history behind
it. Beginning last summer, the foreign
economic policy subcommittee of the
foreign affairs committee held 9 days of
oversight hearings on OPIC. In connec-
tion with that, the Congressional Re-
search Service did a lengthy study on
OPIC.

Later last summer, the Subcommittee
on Multinational Corporations of the
Foreign Relations Committee held 6 days
of hearings. In connection with the Sen-
ate hearings, the General Accounting
Office conducted a study of OPIC over
a period of about 8 months. The subcom-
mittee completed their reports last fall,
and the Senate passed its version of the
legislation on February 26, 1974.
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The Foreign Economic Policy Subcom-
mittee again held hearings. This spring
on March 20 H.R. 13973 was reported by
the Foreign Affairs Committee on
May 2,

As a result of these hearings and re-
ports, a substantial amount of congres-
sional time and thought has gone into
the development of this legislation. To
my knowledge, this is an unprecedented
attempt to develop this type of public
sector-private sector relationship.

The Congress is trying to “privatize”
this important program, while at the
same time retaining sufficient policy con-
trol to maintain its public policy objec~
tives. Today's legislation envisages a
long-term role for OPIC as a reinsurer
and assurer of the program’s public poli-
cies. I believe this role is appropriate for
OPIC.

OPIC's fundamental purpose is to en-
courage U.S. private investment in de-
veloping countries that will prove help-
ful to their economic development. Pri-
vate investment is an integral part of the
economic development process. Govern-
ment-to-government assistance is im-
portant, too; but, if these countries are
going to become self-sufficient, they
must have viable economies. They need
the capital, technology, and entrepre-
neurial drive we know that U.S. private
investment can provide.

I am delighted to note that the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Foreign Eco-
nomic Policy Subcommittee, the gentle-
man from Iowa (Mr. CuLVER), added an
amendment during the subcommittee
markup of this legislation which helps
our strong, personal interest in full do-
mestic U.S. employment. This important
amendment prohibits OPIC from assist-
ing any foreign investment which would
result in a reduction of a company’'s em-
ployment in the United States by trans-
ferring its production overseas to serve

the same market now served by a U.S.
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obligation to assure the investor’s con-
formance with his representations to
OPIC in this regard. OPIC will monitor
this required investor conformance and
will report to the Congress each year.

This amendment is consistent with
the policy OPIC has been following since
1972, but the policy will now be expressed
as a matter of law. This is sensible and
should meet the legitimate concerns of
labor about the “exporting of jobs” and
“runaway industries.”

The legislation before the House today
also directs OPIC to attempt to operate
the insurance program on a self-sup-
porting basis. Further, it prohibits OPIC
from seeking appropriations unless its
reserves are reduced to $25 million. As
a member of the Appropriations Com-
mittee, I support these provisions. OPIC
earlier this year testified that it did not
expect to call on the Congress for further
augmentation of its reserves except for
an unforeseen extreme catastrophe. That
is as it should be for the Overseas Pri-
vate Investment Corporation.

In conclusion, Mr. Chariman, I wish
to express my strong support for this
legislation and to urge its prompt pas-
sage. Thank you.

Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Chairman, I rise to
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support H.R. 13973, the OPIC Amend-
ments Act of 1974. Back in 1969, I au-
thored the original House legislation
which provided for the establishment of
the Overseas Private Investment Corpo-
ration. Since then, as a member of the
Subcommittee on Foreign Economic Pol-
icy, I have regularly reviewed the prog-
ress OPIC has made during the 3%
years of its existence, and the develop-
ment of the legislation we are today
considering.

I have supported OPIC and its legis-
lation through the years because I
firmly believe that private investment is
an essential ingredient in the mix
needed for poor countries of the world
to develop their economies. Our foreign
assistance programs, are desirable, but
private investment is also needed if de-
veloping countries are to make prog-
ress toward becoming economically self-
sustaining. Such investment helps to pro-
vide the jobs, foreign exchange, tech-
nology, and skills which are so urgently
needed.

OPIC performs a useful role by care-
fully reviewing each project which comes
to it for investment insurance or fi-
nancing to make sure that such proj-
ects are truly helpful to the economic
development of the poor country, while
at the same time are beneficial to the
U.S. balance of payments and are not
harmful to domestic employment. With-
out OPIC, there is no U.S. Government
agency which would review private in-
vestment projects to determine either
their impact on the host countries, or on
States.

Since 1971, OPIC has been working
with private insurance companies in an
effort to determine how much of its pro-
gram can be turned over to the private
sector. Affer several years of successful
relationships with Lloyd's of London,
OPIC has now been able to interest U.S.
private insurance companies in partici-
natine in the OPTC nroeram in a sub-

stantial way. Negotiations should be con=-
cluded soon which will lead to the estab-
lishment of a joint private-OPIC under-
writing association in which private in-
surance companies will assume a signifi-
cant portion of the potential claims lia-
bility on insurance issue, in return for a
portion of the premium income collected
by OPIC.

H.R. 13973 gives OPIC a 3-year exten-
sion of its authority through 1977, and
provides the agency with the statutory
authority needed to determine the feasi-
bility of eventually turning over all of its
insurance operations to the private
sector.

The bill establishes interim goals
which OPIC must achieve during the 3-
year extension of its authority. If these
goals are hot achieved, OPIC must report
to Congress on the reasons for its in-
ability to achieve the goals, and the date
by which such goals can be achieved.

The Foreign Affairs Committee also
approved an amendment I offered during
markup of H.R. 13973 which extends the
authority for OPIC’s Advisory Council
through December 31, 1977. Under the
Federal Advisory Committee Act of 1972,
such advisory councils automatically ter-
minate unless they are extended by law.
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OPIC’s Advisory Council has assisted the
agency, particularly the Insurance Ad-
visory Committee which has dealt
specifically with the problems and policy
questions involved with regard to private
insurance company participation in the
program. Since the OPIC Advisory Coun-
cil has made significant contributions
to the program at a very small cost, I be-
lieve its authority should be extended
consistent with the extension of OPIC’s
overall authority.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I helieve
this is a good program which should be
continued. The legislation provides
OPIC with the authority needed to al-
low the agency to engage in a virtually
unprecedented experiment to transfer a
golng Government program to the pri-
vate sector. I believe this can be achieved
while still fulfilling the public policy ob-
jectives of the program.

Mr. Chairman, I urge the passage of
this legislation.

OVERSEAS PRIVATE INVESTMENT
CORP.

Mr, HANNA. Mr. Chairman, I rise to
support the extension of OPIC because
I think it has shown the capacity of
doing a great deal of good while at the
same time avoiding the use of taxpayer
money, and I have no doubt that this
will continue in the future.

The idea of helping the poor coun-
tries of the world through foreign in-
vestment is not a new concept. However,
a few critics now contend that some for-
eign investment is not good for the host
country, or, for that matter, for the cap-
ital exporting country. However, OPIC
does not support all investments. The
reason the Congress created OPIC in
1969 was to make these programs more
selective, and the record shows that
OPIC has carried out this mandate.
Projects it supports must show net bene-
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to the United States. There is nothing
inconsistent in this. Overseas projects
can create jobs in both the host country
and the United States. They can help the
balance of payments of both countries.
And they can produce tax revenues
for both.

Insurance against political risks makes
it possible for a potential investor to view
the poorer countries on a par with the
more developed countries by removing,
for a fee, those nonbusiness risks which
are more likely to occur in the poorer
countries. In addition, a company that
has insurance against these political
risks can view its project as a long-term
venture, without the pressure to make a
fast buck and pull out quick.

OPIC’s insurance has also been proven
as a mechanism for resolving investment
disputes rather than causing them.
Companies without insurance who have
disputes with the host country have no
established procedure to follow. They
run fo the State Department; they run
to the Congress.

Companies with OPIC insurance have
a procedure which they must follow to
get paid. OPIC does not pay a claim as
soon as a dispute arises. The claimant
must negotiate for a year with the host
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government, and these negotiations
must be in good faith. OPIC monitors
the negotiations, it advises the claimant,
and has access to the claimants books
and records. Hence, the possibilities for
settlement of the dispute are greatly
enhanced. And, if the host government
and claimant reach a settlement satis-
factory to OPIC, OPIC can guarantee
that the settlement will be carried out.
Thus, OPIC takes the dispute from the
political arena and turns it into a busi-
ness proposition, thereby defusing a
potential government-to-government
conflict.

I am confident that the good OPIC
does will not be diminished by the pro-
posed effort to share its liabilities with
private insurance companies. I under-
stand that OPIC will control the under-
writing policies of the insurance associa-
tion, and will continue its efforts to
ameliorate investment disputes. How-
ever, if in moving to a purely reinsur-
ance role, as envisioned by this bill,
OPIC finds that the financial and other
costs to the government of this change
in its role are too great, we will have
an opportunity to reassess the thrust
of the OPIC legislation when it comes up
for renewal in 1977.

In short, I believe that this bill is
worthy of the strong support of this
body.

Mr. GUDE. Mr. Chairman, it is my
privilege today to express my support for
the Overseas Private Investment Corpo-
ration, to compliment the organization
on its accomplishments, and to add my
hopes for its future successes.

Impending food shortages in parts of
the lesser developed world, primitive
economies expressed in chronically low
per capita incomes and the almost total
absence of adequate financial or indus-
trial structures—in other words, the in-
creasing gap between the rich nations
and the poor nations show clearly the
inability of government aid programs by

themselves to meet the challenge of de-
velopment.

OPIC, however, represents another
approach to the development problem—
an approach which can make available
to lesser developed countries resources
far beyond those offered by governments,
and an approach which promises re-
wards to both investor and host country
in terms of profits as well as good will.

OPIC is specifically designed to en-
courage private investment in develop-
ing countries. It provides preinvestment
information and counseling and some fi-
nancial support for feasibility studies. It
makes available insurance against risks
of expropriation, inconvertibility and
war, and financial assistance through
loans and loan guarantees. It has begun
a concerted effort to move its insurance
function into private hands, an effort
that will be more clearly defined and
directed in the pending authorization.
Of particular interest to me has been
OPIC's concern with encouraging invest-
ment by small businesses. Some of the
projects OPIC has supported include:
five flour mills in underdeveloped na-
tions of Africa and Latin America which
have brought new skills and technology
to the people, provided them with bet-
ter nutrition and created new markets
for American wheat exports.
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A modern livestock operation in Kenya
has revolutionized the cattle industry
there, and upgraded the stock to the
point where Eenyan beef is popular in
the export as well as the domestic
markets.

A $350 million bauxite mining opera-
tion in Guinea supplies needed guanti-
ties of an increasingly scarce mineral
Tesource.

An ice company in Ghana provides
needed refrigeration faecilities which
help insure an adequate food distribu-
tion, particularly fish, throughout the
year, thus controlling inflationary food
prices.

These are only a few of the projects
OPIC has participated in and encour-
aged since its founding. With this new
authorization and the careful guidelines
laid down by the Committee on Foreign
Affairs, I am confident the Overseas Pri-
vate Investment Corporation will con-
tinue to be a valuable tool in our effort
to encourage worldwide economic devel-
opment.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of H.R. 13973, the Overseas
Private Investment Corporation Amend-
ments Act of 1974. I first want to con-
gratulate the gentleman from Iowa (Mr.
CurLver), and the Foreign Economic
Policy Subcomittee which he chairs, for
their leadership on this legislation. Al-
though not a member of the subcommit-
tee, I attended some of the sessions and
was favorably impressed by the thorough
analysis that was made of OPIC's opera-
tions. As a result, this bill is a sound
measure for governing the future of the
corporation.

I agree that private insurance compa-
nies should be encouraged as much as
feasible to participate in OPIC’s insur-
ance program. However, I hope that
OPIC will not lose sight of the im-
portant public purpose which it is
to serve. I note, for example, that
this bii and the one passed by

the Senate require OPIC to give pref-
erential consideration in the operation
of its programs to the least developed
countries and to small business. Both
bills also continue OPIC's basic directive
to mohilize and facilitate the participa-
tion of U.S. private capital and skills in
the economic and social development of
friendly less developed countries. These
are large orders for a small agency, par-
ticuarly when it is also asked to further
the employment and balance of payment
objectives of the United States and to
move as much as feasible to a reinsurers
role. Whether all of these mandates can
be accomplished remains to be seen.
However, I don’t think that we can or
should remove any of these guidelines for
the Corporation’s future performance.
Each represents a valid interest of the
Congress and I am hopeful that OPIC
will be able to handle this difficult assign-
ment.

Mr. VANDER JAGT. Mr. Chairman,
labor should support this bill because by
creating new markets OPIC creates new
jobs for U.S. workers. Those who attack
OPIC for creating a loss of jobs in the
United States—and you will hear their
cries—misunderstand the nature of the
OPIC program. The purpose of OPIC is
not subsidies to U.S. business. Its purpose
is to enable a less developed country to
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compete on a more equal footing with a
more developed country for the U.S. in-
vestment dollar through its insurance,
financing and promotion programs. The
programs attempt to make more accept-
able U.S. private investment in those
countries where the risk is greatest be-
cause that is where the need is greatest.

No one can accuse this legislation of
leading to a loss of jobs in the United
States who has studied the provision in
the bill prohibiting OPIC assistance in
cases of runaway industries, and the ex-
planation of that provision given on the
fioor by the subcommittee chairman. Ob-
viously the creation of new markets cre-
ate opportunities for new jobs. For ex-
ample, Mr. Reynolds testified that non-
availability of Jamaican bauxite and
aluminum (an area where OPIC has
been particularly active) would cost al-
most 20,000 jobs at Reynolds in the
United States—jobs where work is done
here on the bauxite, alumina, or alumi-
num that comes from Jamaica.

The U.S. Tariff Commission report to
the Senate Finance Committee estimated
that U.S. overseas investment produced
a $3.85 billion favorable balance of pay-
ments and was responsible for 500,000
Jjobs here in the United States.

A Harvard Business School study in
January 1974 estimated that manufac-
turing investment alone in the less de-
veloped countries made a net gain of
120,000 U.S. jobs.

The Congressional Research Service
concluded:

OPIC already has substantial beneficial
effects in both the balance of payments and

the employment situation, (in the United
States)

Thus, those most concerned with jobs
for U.S. workers should enthusiastically
support OPIC because OPIC's efforts cre-
ate jobs for U.S. workers.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, since this
legislation would extend the life of the
OPIC Advisory Council through Decem-

ber 31, 1977, I think it is pertinent to

point out that the Advisory Council held

an unannounced, closed-door briefing

session last October, in apparent viola-

20:1 of the Federal Advisory Committee
ct.

I should like to quote from a report of
ls.z?t November 16 from the Foreign Af-
fairs Division of the Congressional Re-
search Service, to the chairman of the
_Senate Committee on Foreign Relations,
in response to his request for a review
of the activities of advisory committees
in the field of foreign policy:

In addition, the Overseas Private Invest-
ment Corporation (OPIC) announced in the
Federal Register that its Advisory Council
would meet on October 29 from 11:30 a.m.
to 12:30 p.m. and from 2:00 p.m. to 4 p.m.
The notice stated that “because of limited
Bpace . . . persons who desire to observe the
discussion will be admitted in the order of
receipt of written application . . ."” The For-
eign Affairs Division analyst who attended
this meeting discovered that it was preceded
by a closed “briefing,” not announced pub-
licly,

To require “written application” to at-
tend seems to me unique among the more
than 1,400 advisory committees, although
some—for example, the Advisory Coun-
cil on Social Security—insist that per-
sons planning to attend should send writ-
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ten notice of intent. Whatever the OPIC
Advisory Council’s purpose, requiring
written application could make it easy to
exclude unwanted observers.

Mr. Chairman, in extending the life of
the OPIC Advisory Council, we should
underscore our expection that it will op-
erate in complete compliance with the
Federal Advisory Committee Act.

Mr. CULVER. Mr. Chairman, I have
no further requests for time.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I have no further requests for time.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senale and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “Overseas Private
Investment Corporation Amendments Act of
1974".

Sec. 2. Title IV of chapter 2 of part I of
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C.
2191-2200a) is amended—

(1) by striking out “progress” in the first
sentence of section 231 and inserting “devel-
opment” in lieu thereof;

(2) by inserting “, insurance, and reinsur-
ance” after “financing” the first time it
occurs in clause (a) of sectlon 231;

(8) by inserting “in its financing opera-
tions” after “taking into account” in clause
(a) of section 231;

(4) by striking out “, when appropriate,”
in clause (d) of section 231;

(5) by inserting “and reinsurance” after
“efforts to share its insurance” in clause
(d) of section 231;

(6) by striking out clause (e) of section
231 and inserting in lieu thereof the
following:

“(e) to give preferential consideration in
its investment insurance, financing, and re-
insurance activities (to the maximum extent
practicable consistent with the Corporation’s
purposes) to Investment projects involving
businesses of not more than $2,500,000 net
worth or with not more than §7,600,000 in
total assets;";

(7) by inserting “and employment"” after
“balance-of-payments"” in clause (1) of sec-
tion 281;

(8) by striking out “and” after the semi-
colon in clause (j) of section 231;

(9) by striking out the period at the end
of clause (k) of section 231 and inserting
a semicolon in lieu thereof:

(10) by inserting at the end of section
231 the following:

“(1) to the maximum extent practicable,
to give preferential consideration in the Cor-
poration’s investment insurance, financing,
and reinsurance activities to Investment
projects in the less developed friendly coun-
tries which have per capita incomes of $450
or less in 1973 United States dollars;

*{m) to identify foreign investment oppor-
tunities in less developed friendly countries
and areas, and to bring information concern-
ing such opportunities to the attention of
potential eligible investors In such countries
or areas; and

“{n) (1) to decline to issue any contract
of insurance or reinsurance, or any guar-
anty, or to enter into any agreement to pro-
vide financing for an eligible investor's pro-
posed investment if the Corporation deter-
mines that such investment is likely to
cause such investor (or the sponsor of an
investment project in which such Investor
is involved) significantly to reduce the num-
ber of his employees in the United States
because he is replacing his United States
production with production from such in-
vestment which involves substantially the
same product for substantially the same
market as his United States production; and
(2) to monitor conformance with the rep-
regentations of the Investor on which the
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Corporation relled in making the determi-
nation required by clause (1).";

(11) by amending the section heading of
section 234 to read as follows: “INVESTMENT
INSURANCE AND OTHER PROGRAMS.";

(12) by inserting at the end of subsection
(a) of section 234 the following new para-
graphs:

“(4) (A) It is the intention of Congress
that the Corporation should achieve par-
ticipation by private Insurance companies,
multilateral organizations, or others in at
least 25 per centum of liabilities incurred
in respect of the risks referred to in sub-
paragraphs (1) (A) and (B) of this subsec-
tlon under contracts lssued on and after
January 1, 1975, and in at least 50 per cen-
tum of labilities incurred in respect of
such risks under contracts issued on and
after January 1, 1978. If 1t is not possible
for the Corporation to achieve elther such
percentage of participation, the Corporation
shall report in detail to the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee and the Forelgn Affairs
Committee of the House of Representatives
the reasons for its inabllity to achieve either
such percentage of participation, and the
date by which such percentage can be
achieved.

“(B) It is the intention of Congress that
the Corporation should not participate as in-
surer under contracts of insurance lssued
after December 31, 1979, in respect of the
risks referred to in subparagraphs (1) (A)
and (B) of this subsection.

“(6) (A) It is the Intention of Congress
that the Corporation should achieve par-
ticipation by private insurance companies,
multilateral organizations, or others in at
least 12 per centum of liabilities incurred in
respect of the risks referred to in subpara-
graph (1) (C) of this subsection under con-
tracts issued on and after January 1, 19786,
and in at least 40 per centum of liabilities
incurred in respect of such risks under con-
tracts issued on and after January 1, 1979, If
it is not possible for the Corporation to
achieve either such percentage of partici-
pation, the Corporation shall report In de-
tall to the Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee and the Foreign Affairs Committee
of the House of Representatives the reasons
for its inability to achieve either such per-
centage of participation, and the date by
which such percentage can be achieved.

“(B) It is the intention of Congress that
the Corporation should not participate as in-
surer under insurance policles issued after
December 31, 1980, in respect of the risks
referred to in subparagraph (1)(C) of this
subsection.

“(8) Notwithstanding any of the percent-
ages of participation under subparagraphs
(4) (A) and (5) (A) of this subsection, the
Corporation may agree to assume liability as
insurer for any insurance contract, or share
thereof, that a private insurance company,
multilateral organization, or any other per-
son has issued In respect of the risks re-
ferred to In paragraph (1) of this subsection,
and neither the execution of such an agree-
ment to assume liability nor its performance
by the Corporation shall be considered as
participation by the Corporation in any such
insurance contract for purposes of such per-
centages of participation. However, it is the
intention of Congress that on and after
January 1, 1981, the Corporation should not
enter into any such agreement to assume
liability.

“(7) It isthe intention of Congress—

“(A) that the Corporation should not
manage direct insurance issued on and after
December 31, 1979, by any other person in
respect of risks referred to in subparagraph
(1) (A) or (B) of this subsection;

“(B) that the Corporation should not
manage direct insurance issued on and after
December 31, 1980, by any other person in
respect of risks referred to in subparagraph
(1) (C) of this subsection; and

“(C) that on and after December 31, 1980,
the Corporation should act only as a rein-
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surer except to the extent necessary to man-
age its outstanding insurance or reinsurance
contracts and any policles the Corporation
assumes pursuant to paragraph (6).”;

(13) by inserting at the end of section 234
the following new subsection:

“{f) OTHER INSBURANCE FUNCTIONS.—

“(1) to make and carry out contracts of
insurance or reinsurance, or agreements to
associate or share risks, with insurance com-
panies, financial institutions, any other per-
sons, or groups thereof, and employing the
same, where appropriate, as its agent, or act-
ing as their agent, in the issuance and servic-
ing of insurance, the adjustment of claims,
the exercise of subrogation rights, the ceding
and accepting of reinsurance, and in any
other matter incident to an insurance busi-
ness;

“(2) to enter into pooling or other risk-
sharing arrangements with other national or
multinational insurance or financing agen-
cles or groups of such agencies;

“(8) to hold an ownership interest in any
association or other entity established for the
purposes of sharing risks under investment
insurance; and

“(4) to issue, upon such terms and condi-
tions as it may determine, reinsurance of
liabilities assumed by other insurers or
groups thereof in respect of risks referred to
in subsection (a) (1).

The amount of reinsurance of liabilities
under this title which the Corporation may
issue shall not exceed $600,000,000 in any one
year, and the amount of such reinsurance
shall not in the aggregate exceed at any one
time an amount equal to the amount author-
ized for the maximum contingent liability
outstanding at any one time under section
235(a) (1). All reinsurance issued by the
Corporation under this subsection shall re-
quire that the reinsured party retain for his
own account specified portions of liability.
whether first loss or otherwise, and the Cor-
poration shall endeavor to increase such
specified portions to the maximum extent
possible.”;

(14) by striking out “1974" in section 235
(2) (4) and inserting ‘“1977” in lieu thereof;

(15) by striking out “insurance issued
under section 234(a)” in subsection (d) of
section 235 and inserting in lleu thereof the
following: “Insurance or reinsurance issued
under section 234";

(16) by striking out subsection (f) of sec-
tion 2356 and inserting in lieu thereof the
following:

“(f) There are authorized to be appropri-
ated to the Corporation, to remain available
until expended, such amounts as may be
necessary from time to time to replenish or
increase the insurance and guaranty fund,
to discharge the liabilities under insurance,
reinsurance, or guaranties issued by the Cor-
poration or issued under predecessor guar-
anty authority, or to discharge obligations of
the Corporation purchased by the Secretary
of the Treasury pursuant to this subsection.
However, no appropriations, aiter appropria-
tions for fiscal year 1975, shall be made to
augment the Insurance Reserve until the
amount of funds in the Insurance Reserve
is less that $25,000,000. Any appropriations
to augment the Insurance Reserve shall then
only be made either pursuant to specific
authorization enacted after the date of
enactment of the Overseas Private Invest-
ment Corporation Amendments Act of 1974,
or to satisfy the full faith and credit pro-
vision of section 237(c). In order to dis-
charge liabilities under investment Insur-
ance or reinsurance, the Corporation is au-
thorized to issue from time to time for pur-
chase by the Secretary of the Treasury its
notes, debentures, bonds, or other obliga-
tions; but the aggregate amount of such
obligations outstanding at any one time shall
not exceed $100,000,000. Any such obligation
shall be repaid to the Treasury within one
year after the date of issue of such obliga-
tion. Any such obligation shall bear interest
at a rate determined by the Secretary of the
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Treasury, taking into consideration the cur-
rent average market yleld on outstanding
marketable obligations of the United States
of comparable maturities during the month
preceding the issuance of any obligation au-
thorlzed by this subsection. The Secretary of
the Treasury shall purchase any obligation
of the Corporation issued under this subsec-
tion, and for such purchase he may use as a
public debt transaction the proceeds of the
sale of any securities issued under the Sec-
ond Liberty Bond Act after the date of enact-
ment of the Overseas Private Investment
Corporation Amendments Act of 1974. The
purposes for which securities may be issued
under such Bond Act shall include any such
purchase.”;

(17) by striking out “and guaranties™ in
subsection (a) of section 237 and Inserting
in lien thereof the following: “, guaranties,
and reinsurance”;

(18) by striking out "“or guaranties” in
subsection (a) of section 237 and inserting
in lieu thereof the following: *, guaranties,
or reinsurance’’;

(19) by striking out “or guaranty” both
times it occurs in subsection (b) of section
237 and inserting in lieu thereof both times
the following: *, guaranty, or reinsurance”;

(20) by inserting *, reinsurance,” after
“insurance" both times it cccurs in subsec-
tion (c) of section 237;

(21) by inserting *, reinsurance,” after
“insurance' the first two times it occurs in
subsection (d) of section 237;

{22) by striking out “or insurance" in sub-
section (d) of section 237 and inserting in
llen thereof the following: *, insurance, or
reinsurance’;

(23) by striking out “or guaranty” in sub-
section (e) of section 237 and inserting “,
guaranty, or reinsurance’ in lieu thereof;

(24) by inserting “, reinsurance,” after
“insurance” both times it occurs in subsec-
tion (f) of section 237;

(25) by adding at the end of subsection ({)
of section 237 the following: “Notwithstand-
ing the preceding sentence, the Corporation
shall limit the amount of direct insurance
and reinsurance issued by it under section
234 so that risk of loss as to at least 10 per-
cent of the total Investment of the insured
and its affiliates in the project is borne by
any person other than the Corporation on
the date the insurance is issued. The pre-
ceding sentence shall not apply to any loan
by an insurance company, pension fund, or
other Institutional lender, or to any invest-
ment by & small business.”;

(26) by Inserting *, insurance, or reinsur-
ance” and “guaranty” in subsection (g) of
section 237;

(27) by striking out “or guaranties” in
subsection (h) of section 237 and inserting
*, guaranties, or reinsurance” in lieu there-
of;

(28) by inserting ', reinsurance,’” after
“insurance” in subsection (i) of section 237;

(29) by inserting “, reinsurance,” after
“insurance” both times it occurs in subsec-
tion (k) of section 237; and

(30) by adding at the end of section 239
the following:

“{h) Within six months after the date of
enactment of the Overseas Private Invest-
ment Corporation Amendments Act of 1974
the Corporation shall develop and imple-
ment specific criteria intended to minimize
the potential environmental implications of
projects undertaken by investors abroad in
accordance with any of the programs au-
thorized by this title.

“(f) It is the intention of Congress that
on or after December 31, 1979, the President
shall transfer all programs under section 234
(b) through (e) or section 240, and all ob-
ligations, assets, and related rights and re-
sponsibilities arlsing out of, or related to,
such programs to any other agency of the
United States.

*“{}) On and after December 31, 1979, all

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

programs authorized under section 234 (b)
through (e) or section 240 shall be limited
to countries with a per caplta Income of §450
or less in 1973 United States dollars.";

(31) by striking out “25 per centum"” in
subsection (b) of section 240 and inserting
“50 per centum’ in lieu thereof;

(32) by striking out “1974" in section 240
(h) and inserting “1977" in lieu thereof;
and

(33) by striking out subsection (b) of
section 240A and inserting in lleu thereof
the following: “(b) Not later than January
1, 1976, the Corporation shall submit to the
Congress an analysis of the possibilities of
transferring all of its activities to private
insurance companies, multilateral organiza-
tions or institutions, or othr entities.”

Mr. CULVER (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the bill be considered as read,
printed in the Recorp, and open to
amendment at any point.

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

There was no objection.

COMMITTEE AMENDMENTS

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report
the first committee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee Amendment: On page 8, line 3,
immediately before “The amount’ Insert the
following:

The authority granted by paragraph (3)
may be exercised notwithstanding the prohi-
bition under section 234(¢) against the Cor-
poration purchasing or investing in any stock
in any ether corporation.

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

Mr. Chairman, my remarks in
opposition to this bill will be brief.
It provides for another enormous
obligation upon the people of this coun-
try. We have already spent billions of
dollars, $260 billion by the end of this
fiscal year, on foreign aid of one kind and
another. Many billions of the $260 billion
were spent in the stated hope that the
expenditure of that money would pro-
vide a ‘“climate” favorable for American
investments and business opportunities
overseas. There should now be an ex-
planation of the reason why, with the ex-
penditure of such a staggering amount
of money, that such a climate has not
been developed, and without the neces-
sity for an insurance company known as
the Overseas Private Investment Cor-
poration.

I say to the Members of the House if
you approve this bill you will be obligat-
ing the taxpayers of this country to the
tune of $600 million or more, and it is an
obligation that ought not to be imposed
upon them at this time, if ever.

Mr. Chairman, there is absolutely no
justification for loading on the backs
of our citizens an obligation of $600
million to protect American investors
who take their money abroad. This pro-
gram even protects such investors
against risks in foreign countries to
which businessmen in the United States
are subject but for which they would not
be indemnified by federally backed in-
surance.

This is special privilege legislation
with a vengeance, and by every applica-
tion of reason it ought to be defeated.

Mr, Chairman, I yield back the balance
of my time.
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Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, for many years in this
hall T have tried to discuss with the Mem-
bers of the Congress, the kind of prob-
lems that I believe are responsible for
the conditions we find ourselves in.

I note, and I congratulate the sponsors
of this legislation upon one thing, and
that is that finally on page 7 of the com-
mittee report, in referring to section (10)
(n) they admit something that every
Member of the Congress who is sup-
posed to be on this floor has denied over
the years: they admit that we do have
such a thing as runaway industries that
are covered by this legislation.

OPIC operates a multibillion lending

and insurance program that has served

to accelerate, at the taxpayers’ expense,
the expansion of U.S.-based multina-
tional industries abroad, and the ex-
portation of U.S. job opportunities.

OPIC guarantees—that is, the Over-
seas Prigate Investment Corporation—
guarantees with American dollars the
insurance of investments against losses
from political upheavals and wars.

I note—and I will put into the record
at this time with my thoughts—the com-
plete list of the 1973 OPIC insurance
programs.

I note, just as a matter of passing at-
tention to the interest of the Members,
that one of them is, not being much, but
it is the Champion Spark Plug Co.—not
exactly a small, needy American enter-
prise, to build and manufacture ceramic
spark plug insulators in Venezuela with
a $2,656,000 investment, guaranteed, of
course, by this insurance to $2,674,000.
Actually, the insurance is greater than
the investment.

But this is the part that I want to
bring out to the Members. Recently on a
trip on a freighter we loaded at Phila-
delphia practically 90 percent of the ex-
port load or cargo, mostly automobile
parts and other items of manufacture
that were delivered at the port and to
the wharf on the Canadian National
Railway cars because they came from
Canada. When we got down to Venezuela
we unloaded these particular parts that
had been made in Canada, and carried
on a subsidized American-flag ship, as
they called it, and there we loaded truck
frames made in two plants down there
that are owned by two American com-
panies, and brought them back up to the
United States.

This OPIC has been praised by every-
body as the kind of spending, if it is
spending—which is not exactly Govern-
ment spending—that is done to increase
our exports and to guarantee Americans
a competitive position in foreign coun-
tries. Every one of these companies that
is on here that has had the guarantee of
OPIC is in one manner or another ex-
porting back to the United States.

If I want to build a plant somewhere
in Westmoreland County, my home,
there is no program to guarantee me
against inflationary costs, that makes it
possible for me to pay the interest, or
that makes it possible for me to be sure
that that plant will be protected in any
kind of a riot, except that I have to pay
an awfully high premium for it.
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The expansion of a commercial bank
in Panama. Does anybody think that
Panama is a developing nation?

The Republic of China. Have any of
the Members been there lately? Have
they seen the hundreds of thousands of
workers who are producing goods for the
United States of America’s marketplace
that has driven 35 percent of the shoe-
makers out of their jobs in the State of
Pennsylvania alone?

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

(By unanimous consent, Mr. DENT was
allowed to proceed for 5 additional
minutes.)

Mr. DENT. Del Monte International
Corp. This tells a tale that the Members
ought to hear, and they ought to ponder
about it. Del Monte International Corp.,
$23,250,000 in Kenya growing and pro-
ducing pineapple and other agricultural
products. If all of the people in Kenya ate
nothing but pineapple 24 hours a day,
they could not eat the pineapples that
are produced. But what has happened?
The largest agricultural product in Ha-
waii is pineapple, and there is no pine-
apple industry left because OPIC guar-
anteed the expansion not only in Kenya,
but in Korea and in the Philippine Is-
lands. We are not growing an immense
tonnage of pineapple in Hawaii. Why?
Because of this and other endeavors of
this Nation of ours under the guise of
being helpful to American industry,
under the guise of creating an atmos-
phere for the exportation of American
products.

Do you know what we have exported?
I will tell the Members what we have
exported. We have exported jobs. All
over the world we have exported jobs,
and the day of reckoning is coming. We
have shifted from a $67 billion surplus
in foreign countries to a deficit of $107
million, and we cannot do that very
easily. We could never make that many
mistakes, or such an enormous mistake
as we have made in this country in the
last 12 years without a blueprint.

We cannot make that many mistakes
accidentally.

I am talking to the Members of Con-
gress as one who has traveled and seen
in every port of the world almost the
lifeblood and strength of my Nation,
the hopes of my people for jobs in the
future, and at the present, being poured
out to the tune of one item alone. Let me

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

give the Members a fact, and I want
them to take it and analyze it, and if I
am wrong, I will get on the floor and
apologize to everyone in here.

The $250 billion-odd of foreign aid
plus the interest paid on the borrowed
moneys of the Unifted States total an
amount within $10 billion, one way or the
other, of the national debt of the United
States of America. Do the Members
know that with all our mistakes and
spending and foolishness we have been
able to generate in this great Nation of
ours the cost of all the foolish things we
have ever done, including the wars, but
we have never been able to generate
enough for nonreturnable items such as
foreign aid and the interest we have paid
over the years.

We are now going to be asked for
something over $20 billion more increase
in the national debt.

If this has been a successful venture,
why do we have to borrow money? Why?
I will tell the Members why.

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

Mr. DENT. I would like to be able to
finish my statement but I will yield to
the gentleman briefly.

Mr. GROSS. I commend the gentle-
man for his statement. Why do not these
overseas venture businesses provide their
own insurance?

Mr, DENT. I cannot quite answer that,
but I do not see why we should protect
$4,640,000 for the Chemical Bank for ex-
pansion of mining facilities, Think of it
now, that is for mining facilities.

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

Mr., DENT. I yield briefly to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
SHUSTER) .

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I com=-
pliment the gentleman for his comments
and I associate myself with his remarks.

Mr. DENT. I thank the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. SHUSTER).

It is not a popular thing nor the thing
I like to do to get up and tell the Mem-
bers these things because I know it will
not change the mind of anyone and it
has not in the last 20 years, and I do not
expect to have any better experience now,
but let me tell the Members as I have
over the last 20 years, time and time
again, that the string runs out and the
string is going to run out sometime be-
tween now and what is supposed to be
the 200th year of independence for this

PROJECTS OPIC INSURED DURING FISCAL 1973

Company, country, and project

Larges!
single
current
coverage

_ Size of
investment

Company, country, and project
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free Nation. When we celebrate that
event in 1976, we will have been strong
enough and smart enough to have drifted
from complete independence of any na-
tion on the face of the Earth to complete
dependence in many of the items of
everyday life.

Mr. Chairman, the OPIC operates a
multibillion-dollar lending and insurance
program that has served to accelerate, at
the taxpayer’s expense, the expansion of
U.S. based multinationals abroad, and
the exportation of U.S. jobs. The OPIC
guarantees that profits on overseas in-
vestments can be changed into dollars,
and insures investments against losses
from political upheavals and war. OPIC
has become an anachronism and, despite
its original goals, it has become an insur-
ance agency for U.S. based multina--
tionals. I have included at the end of my
remarks a list of OPIC-insured projects,
and if you will glance at it, you will find
that the majority of the projects insured
are those sponsored by multinationals.
OPIC continues to operate under the
guise of helping manufacturers maintain
a competitive position in the United
States and world market.

It is a fact that OPIC lacks not only
necessary information to determine
whether a move overseas is actually nec-
essary to protect the U.S. industry from
foreign competition, but OPIC also lacks
even a precise description of the product
manufactured overseas or the extent of
foreign competition, if any. This is an
unacceptable situation, particularly
when in many instances a multinational
bases its move abroad on the availabil-
ity of cheap labor and tax shelters. OPIC,
by virtue of its existence, tacitly encour-
ages import flooding, a practice of multi-
nationals, who make goods abroad and
import them for assembly here, thereby
avoiding duties and tariffs on finished
products. These imports compete directly
with smaller, domestic industries that do
not have the capital or desire to invest
abroad. The existence of multinationals
serves to drive these smaller companies
out of business and has a serious effect
on the entire economy of this country.

A BSenate subcommittee report dis-
closed that 79 percent of all OPIC-issued
insurance was provided to corporations
on the Fortune list of the largest 500 cor-
porations and the 50 largest banks. These
are multinationals, who are leading the
movement to export U.S. jobs and U.S.
production, I include the following:

Largest
single
current
coverage

. Sizeof
investment

American President Lines, Lid., Philippines: Stevedoring facility... -
Ampex Corp., Republic of China: Recording and computer camponants_

Arbor Acres Farms Inc., Thailand: Poultry farm__

Armco Steel Corp., Philippines: ManufactmeufsIeeIgnn:lmgbaUs
B-G Shrimp Sales Co., Guyana: Expansion of trawler servicing com-

P
Bank of America NT & SA, Panama: Expansion of bank____
Bank of America, Tunisia: Expansion of commercial bank
Barden Corp., Singapore: Manufacture of Freclsmn paris
Bayonen.ﬁuldmgﬁnrp Korea: Regional lending institu’

Boundsgreen Co, Ltd., Indonesia: Manufacture of textiles.________
Manufacture of phar-

Bristol-Myers Overseas Corp., Indonesia:
maceuticals, cleaning aids, other consumer products.

C-W International Inc., Repub\ac of China: Manufacture of electronic

components.__ ..

Champion Spark Plug Co., Vunazuela Manufmum nf ceramic spark
plug insulators. ... ._....._. SRR =

$450, 000
5, 315, 000
100,

Chase International Investment Corp., Iran: Production and marketing
ul agnctglu;a!!producls and llvesluclt

of mining facility______

- , 000

1, 200, 000

30, 000

750, 000

5 64, 000

- 1,050,000

- 300, 000
--.. 6,000,000

Coca-Cola Ex
tion and operation of hotel
lending institution__

Bonlmental Ore Corp Ka
3, 600, 000

Chem:m International Flnam;e Ltd., Indonesia: Cement plant

rt Corp., Indonesia: Soft drink b —
Continental Illinois Bank & Trust Co. of Chicago, Indonesia: Construc-
Continental International Finance Co

I\'Ilnmg and processing of fluorspar_ .

of phar

1, 254, 000 500, 000

Dow Chem

fMon!e international lnr: Kenya:
|:1rmai|:r1:»ie}:a anﬂ ﬂll‘m{3 agncullura! prnduc}s

L 7
Gmw:ng and procassmg 01
14, 750, 000

350, 000
2, 656, 000

350, 000
2,674,000

agricultural products. .

E. I. duPont de Nemours & Co., Brazil; Expansion of plant, caustic soda. lﬂ 000, 000

2,118, 000 1,741, 951

4,700, 000
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Company, country, and project i

Size of
nvestment

Largest
single
current
coverage

Company, counlry, and project

Ferro Corp., Venezuela: Manufacturing and marketing of porcelain and
ceramic pmduc\s g

Fidelity International Bank, India: E
bank.

First Israel Develuprrent Cotp and Baldwin Securities Corp., Israel:
Investment company

First National City Bank, £l Salvador: E:p;!rﬂlon of bank

First National City Overseas Investment Corp, and Nessus |nvestment
Corp., Republic of China: Trust and investmant operation

Fishi haclr & Oman International, Afghanistan; Construction of intake,
powerhouse and swilchyard.

Fonville Enterprises Inc., Kenya: Cattle ranch___ g

General Electric (USA) Contractor Equipment Lid., Singapore: Manu-
facture of metal engineering products -

General Electric Co., Turkey: Manufacture of cooling umits for
refrigerators_ =

Gillette Co., Indonesiz : Razor blade planl

Gillette Co., lran: Razor biade plant

Gillette Inll.-lnatlonal Capital Corp.,
blade é:u -

Gillette Co. and Compania Interamericana Gillette, S.A., Philippines:
Razor blade plant.

Great Northern Nekoosa Corp., Panama:
kraft paper (expansion). .

GTE International Inc., Israel: Manufacture of electronics equipment
(expansion). . T

Hawaiian Agronomics Co, Inc. and Diamond A Cattie Co., Iran: Produe-
tion and marketing of agricultural products

John D. Hollingsworth on Wheels, Inc., Brazil: Manufacture of textile
machinery..

Ho:{nel International CDlp 1 Phul.ppmes l:pansmn of food pwcessmg
plan

IlImnntCOm Tndonesia: I:xpansmrl of plmlmgmk industrial |InI5heS'
and textile color plant.

In:.‘ert:c:nlmenlal Hotels Corp., Brazil: Construction and Operat;un of
ole o

Intercontinental Hotels Lid., Ivory Coast: Expansion of hotel

International Dairy Engmcemm Co., lran: Processing of fresh and
frozen dairy products and otherfoods______________________.__ =

n of private dev

Jamaica: I:mansmli “of razor

fanufacture of corrugated

§255, 000
11, 500

17, 702, 000
1, 000, 000

212, 000
373, 000
00, 000
1, 310, 000
3, 400, 000
810, 000
2,018, 000
132, 000

3, 800, 000
1, 000, 000

1, 500, 060

$255, 000
11, 349

, 895, D00
, 600, 000

, 000
, 000

. 000

138, 5

449, 726
921, 000

1, 500, 000

| Morgan Guaranty International Finance Corp.,

International PHEEICO,, Philippines: Expansion of pulp and papermill

Kaiser Cement
fluorspar_ ...

Kaiser Cement & Gypsum Corp., Thailand : Expansion of cement plant
and sales facility_

Kellogg Co., Guatemala:

Kimberly-Clark Corp., Korea: Manutacture of disposable tissue paper
products__

John E. Lawrence, india: Manufacture of eieclmncmmrnnentq

Levi Strauss International, Phlhpulnas Manufacture of wearing
apparel _.

Linsan Investments Lid., Indonesia: Manufacture of pharmaceuticals.

Liquid Carbonic Corp., Korea: M anuTuclure of carbon dioxide and
related products.._._

Luimd Nitrogen P:ucnssmg CD Brazil: Fortified thelmophsllc manu-
acturing plant.

Mageobar Venezuela C.A. & Dresser AG. (Vaduz), Indonesia:
Establishment of drilling-mud preduction and servicing company

Gypsum Corp., Thailand: Mining and processing of

| Maren-San Hair Fashions Ltd .(U.S.A.), Korea: Manulaclure ol human

and synthetic hair products E
Mobil Petroleum Co., Inc.. Philippi nes: Expansmn of refinery . ;
Cameroon: E:pau"mn
of commercial bank
Morgan Guaranty International Finance Corp., Renuhl:c of China:
Branch bank._.__
Rosemary Morlellaro, Panama: Cattle ranch. RS
Pacific International Foods Co., Korea: Grain elevator .
Phtu'hdeiphn International Investment Corp., Thailand: Investment
ank
Ro-Search Inc., Dominican Repuhllc Expansion of footwear plant__
Seaboard Overseas Lid., Liberia: Flour mill
Semreh Enterprises Lid., Singapore: Manufacture of hermetic motors. .
E. R. Squibb & Sons, Inc., Iran: Expansion of pharmaceuticals facility .
Standard Fruit Co., Nicaragua: Banana plantation_ _
Tandy Corp., Korea: Manufacture of eleclronic and acoustic equipment
TAW ||1temat[ana| Leasing Corp., Africa regional: Equipment Ieaslug
TRW Inc., Korea: Manufacture of automobile engine valves.
UNOCO Ltd., Korea: Expansion of refinery_ -

wifacture of cereal and nlaml prnduch :

. Size of
investment

2, 517, 500

1, 368, D00
1, 050, 000

408, 000
12, 000

100, 000
2,250, 000

120, 000
40, 000
2, 00,000

50, 000
14, 248, 000

38, 500

339, 000
80, 000
1, 000, 000

230, 500
470, 000
1,750, 000
2, 300, 000
602, 000
3, 000, 000

500, 000
44, €00, 000
150, 000

25,700, 000
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Largest
single
current
toverage

1960, 536
1,281, 986

1,955, 633
805, GO0

408, 000
12, 064

100, 0600
1, 525, 000

144, 600
, 000

Note: Current coverage in excess of investment indicales insurance of accrued interest and profits, when and :learnr.d

Company, wunlly and project

Cargill Agricola S.A., Brazil: Soybean processing
0PA-Companhia de Papeis, Brazil: Hygienic paper praducls

P.T. Daralon Textile Manufacturing Corp., Ind:
facturing. .

Development Co. Ltd., Ghana: Tuna llshlng

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, a
parliamentary inguiry.

The CHAIRMAN The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, if a
point of order would be made against the
absence of a quorum, would the Chair-
man proceed to use the new rules now
available to him?

The CHAIRMAN. 1 am not sure that
the gentleman has stated a parliamen-
tary inquiry. He has rather stated a con-
dition of the Chair’'s mind, but the
condition of the Chair's mind is such that
the answer is “yes.”

Mr. DERWINSKI. Then, Mr. Chair-
man, a further parliamentary inquiry.
The gentleman from Pennsylvania who
just entertained us has used his 5 min-
utes. Is that correct?

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. P1ke). The gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania has used his
5 minutes plus 5 additional minutes,
which he requested and received unani-
mous consent for, and the gentleman's
time has now expired. The gentleman
from Illinois is correct.

Mr. DERWINSKI. I think in that case,
Mr. Chairman, it is safe for me to make
the point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will count.

: Textile manu-

PROJECTS OPIC FINANCED DURING FISCAL 1973

|
Amount of |
financing |

Size of
investment

Company, mumry and project

Amount of
financing

Size of
investment

$5, 400, 000 32, 500, 000
6,200,000 3,500,000

--- 16,700, 000 525, 000

Indian Motarcycle Co., Republic of China: Motorcycle assembly plant
P.T. Kayan River Timber Co., Indonesia: Logging and sawmill facility. .
Olinkrait Cellulose Paper Ltdr., Brazii: Paper manufacturing

Seaboard Overseas Lid. N:Pena' Flour mill s

$1, 600, 000
7, 900, 000
6, 500, 000
4, 000, 00O

$250, 000
1, 600, 000
2, 500, 000
2,000, 00O

P.T. United Coconut (TINA), |

1, 000, 000 615, 000

Sixty-five Members are present, not a
quorum.

The Chair announces that he will
vacate proceedings under the call when a
quorum of the Committee appears.

Members will record their presence by
electronic device.

The call was taken by electroniec device.

The CHAIRMAN. One hundred Mem-
bers have appeared. A quorum of the
Committee of the Whole is present. Pur-
suant to rule XXIII, clause 2, further
proceedings under the eall shall be con-
sidered as vacated.

The Committee will resume its busi-
nNness.

PERSONAL STATEMENT

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Chairman, I
ask that the Recorp show I was present
at this time,

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman's
statement will appear in the RECORD.

COMMITTEE AMENDMENTS

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the first committee amendment.

The committee amendment
agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the next committee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment;: On page 12, after
line 5, insert the following new paragraph:

was

a: Coconut pro gplant.____ 1,300,000 500, 000

(30) by adding at the end of subsection
(f) of section 239 the following: “The Coun-
cil shall terminate on December 31, 1877.";

The committee amendment was
agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the next committee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment: On page 12 line
8, strike out ““(30)" and insert in lieu there-
of **(31)".

The committee
agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the next committee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment: On page 12, after
line 24, insert the following new paragraplhs:

(32) by striking out "in Latin America, the
authority conferred by this section should
be used to establish pilot programs in not
more than five Latin American countries" in
subsection (a) of section 240 and inserting
in lleu thereof the following: “, the author-
ity conferred by this section should be used
to establish programs in such countries';

(33) by striking out “not more than five
Latin American countries' in subsection (b)
of section 240 and inserting “less developed
countries” in lieu thereof,

The committee
agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN, The Clerk will re-
port the next committee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

amendment was

amendment was
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Committee amendment: On page 13, line
1, strike out *“(31)" and insert in lieu there-
of *(34)".

The committee amendment was agreed
to.
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the next committee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment: On page 13, after
line 3, insert the followlng new paragraphs:

(35) by striking out '“18972" in subsection
(g) of section 240 and inserting “1876™ In
lieu thereof;

(38) by striking out “pilot™ in subsection
(g) of section 240;

The committee amendment was agreed
to.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the next committee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment: On page 13, line
4, strike out “(32)" and insert in lieu thereof
(8T

The committee amendment was agreed

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report
- the last committee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment; On page 13, line
8, strike out *(33) " and insert in lieu there-
of *“(38)".

The committee amendment was agreed
to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, VANIK

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. VANIK:

On page 3, line 15, strike “and” and on
page 4, line 5, strike “.”;" and substitute “;
and"” and add the following:

“(0) to decline to issue any contract of in-
surance or reinsurance, or any guaranty, or
to enter into any a ment to provide
financing for an eligible investor's proposed
investment whenever any nation fails within
a reasonable period of time to extradite an
American citizen to the United States upon
the request of the United States, and to de-
cline to issue any contract of insurance or
reinsurance, or any guaranty, or to enter into
any agreement to provide financing for an
eligible investor’s proposed investment in
such country until such time as such coun-
try extradites such person to the United
States.”

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Chairman, the amend-
ment I am offering is a very short, very
simple one. It bans OPIC operations and
support in a country which refuses to
cooperate with the United States in the
extradition of an American citizen, As
of the end of March 1973, OPIC had 28
different guarantees and insurance poli-
cies outstanding in Costa Rica.

If a foreign nation wants our invest-
ment and capital, I think there ought
to be a little bit of cooperation, a little
bit of suppport in the simple day-to-day
international questions of law enforce-
ment and extradition.

The amendment provides that once an
extradition request is complied with,
OPIC support may be resumed and new
policies issued.

Mr. Chairman, I hope the committee
will be willing to accept this amendment.

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

Mr. Chairman, I believe the adoption
by the committee of this amendment
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would be very unwise to American for-
eign policy interests, and specifically un-
wise to potential United States invest-
ment activities in developing countries.

Mr. Chairman, I think the proponent
of this amendment is making a mistake
by confusing the subject of this legisla-~
tion with normal diplomatic relations
involving questions of extradition. These
questions are properly issues reserved in
bilateral treaty agreemenis between the
United States and foreign governments.
They are matters which should stand on
their respective merits and be negotiated
within the appropriate forum. To com-
plicate unnecessarily the administration
of a foreign investment program of this
type with irrelevant diplomatic ques-
tions, I think, would be unwise.

Mr. Chairman, I urge opposition to
the amendment.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CULVER. Mr. Chairman, I yield to
the gentleman from New Jersey.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I regret that we did not have an
opportunity to digest the significance of
the amendment, but I agree with the
gentleman from Iowa. I would guess that
it would not be germane and that a point
of order might have been made against
this amendment had we been aware of
its submission ahead of time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Ohio (Mr. VANIK).

The question was taken; and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr. CuLver) there
were—ayes 18; noes 33.

So the amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. VANIK

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr, VaANIK: On
page 3, line 15, strike “and” and on page 4,
line b, strike “.";” and substitute *; and”
and add the following:

“({0) to decline to issue any contract of in-
surance or reinsurance, or any guaranty, or
to enter info any agreement to provide fi-
nancing for investment In any petroleum
refinery or facllity fo produce petrochemical
products.”

Mr., VANIK. Mr, Chairman, in the
OPIC annual report for fiscal year 1973,
there is a description of an investment
by Union Oil Co. of California in a 60,000
barrel-per-day refinery in Korea. As the
annual report states:

More than 60 percent of the materials and
services used during the expansion of the
topping plant was procured in the US. As a
future market for petroleum products, Eorea
has a high potential.

I do not understand OPIC’s pride in
encouraging the export of scarce petro-
leum plant equipment—or in creating a
new market demand overseas for petro-
leum products.

This is not the way to obtain energy
independence.

Granted, Korea is an ally. No doubt it
needs more refinery capacity. So do we.
The oil companies complain that there
is not enough refinery eapacity in the
United States and they blame the envi-
ronmental laws—but the real reason is
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that offshore costs are less, and we are
subsidizing and encouraging those off-
shore investments.

‘When it comes to refinery investments,
I do not believe that we should continue
to encourage offshore investment.

I hope the Committee will accept my
amendment to prohibit OPIC guarantees,
insurances, and operations for refinery
projects.

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

Mr. Chairman, this is a problem to
which the subcommittee has addressed
itself very carefully over a period of a
year in its inquiry on the operation of
the Overseas Private Investment Cor-
poration. That is the particular guestion
of United States investment in extrac-
tive industries in the underdeveloned
world.

Mr. Chairman, the subcommittee has
made a specific recommendation in its
most recent report, which says that it
“recognizes the conflicts between the
growing needs, on the one hand, of the
United States for imported raw materials
and the sensitivity of foreign investment
in resource extractive activities in less
developed countries. Therefore the sub-
committee directs OPIC to follow its ad-
ministrative guidelines for large and sen-
sitive projects.”

More specifieally, in the language of
our report, “OPIC should concentrate on
encouraging nonequity investments, such
as management, development, production
sharing, and purchase contracts which
allow the host country to own all or most
of the equity on the project. In addition,
because of the geographic concentration
of natural resources, OPIC should take
particular care to follow its own rules of
risk management with regard to country
concentration of U.8. investments in ex-
tractive industries.”

Mr. Chairman, the adoption of this
particular amendment, I think, would be
most harmful for many oil-producing
countries. The greatest benefit to their
development can be derived from re-
finery capacity so as to develop their
crude petroleum.

In addition, the language of this
amendment would also very likely en-
compass refinery activity in the area of
fertilizer, which is in such critical de-
mand today in this country and the
world,

Mr. Chairman, I think that the cur-
rent guidelines that the committee has
imposed on OPIC will guard against the
type of concentration in this particular
type of investment which creates politi-
cal sensitivity and works to the economic
disadvantage of our own country. I would
suggest that the committee, in its wis-
dom, vote in opposition to this amend-
ment,

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the thrust
and the concern expressed by its author.
However, I think it would be most unwise
and inappropriate as far as this legisla-
tion is concerned.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Ohio (Mr, VANIK) .

The amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN, Are there any fur-
ther amendments?
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If not, under the rule, the Commit-
tee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr, Pixe, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee
having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 13973) to amend the title of the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 concern-
ing the Overseas Private Investment Cor-
poration to extend the authority for the
Corporation, to authorize the Corpora-
tion to issue reinsurance, to suggest dates
for terminating certain activities of the
Corporation, and for other purposes,
pursuant to House Resolution 1111, he
reported the bill back to the House with
sundry amendments adopted by the
Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the
previous gquestion is ordered.

Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment? If not, the Chair will put
them en gros.

The amendments were agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the engrossment and third reading of
the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
passage of the bill.

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

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

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 225, nays 152,
not voting 56, as follows:

[Roll No. 226]
YEAS—225

Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chisholm
Clausen,
Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Cochran
Cohen
Conable
Conte
Cotter
Coughlin
Cronin
Culver
Danielson
Davis, Wis.
Dellenback
Dellums
Dennis
Derwinski
Dickinson
Downing
Drinan
du Pont
Eckhardt Holifield
Edwards, Ala. Holtzman
Edwards, Calif. Horton
Erlenborn Hosmer
Evans, Colo. Howard
Fascell Hudnut
Fish Hutchinson
Fisher Jarman
Flowers Johnson, Calif.
Flynt Jones, N.C.
Porsythe Jordan
Fountain Karth
Fraser Kastenmeijer
Frelinghuysen Kazen
Frenzel EKemp

Abdnor
Abzug
Anderson,

Callf,
Anderson, I11.
Andrews, N.C.
Andrews,

N. Dak,
Archer
Arends
Ashley
Badillo
Barrett
Bell
Bennett
Bergland
Biester
Bingham
Blackburn
Blatnik
Boggs
Bolling
Bowen
Brademas
Breaux
Breckinridge
Brooks
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Callf.
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burgener
Burke, Fla.
Burton
Butler
Casey, Tex.

Frey
Fulton
Gettys
Fuqua
Giaimo
Gilman
Goldwater
Gongzalez
Grasso
Green, Pa.
Grover
Gubser
Gude
Guyer
Hamilton
Hanley
Hanna
Hansen, Wash.
Heckler, Mass.,
Heinz
Henderson
Hicks
Hillis
Hinshaw
Hogan

EKluczynski
Koch

0C.
Euykendall
Eyros
Lagomarsino
Landrum
Latta
Leggett
Lehman
Long, La.
Lott
McClory
McDade
McEwen
McFall
McKay
McKinney
McSpadden
Madden
Madigan
Mahon
Mallary
Mann
Martin, Nebr.

Mathias, Calif.

Mayne
Meeds
Mezvinsky
Michel
Milford
Mitchell, N.Y.
Moorhead,
Calif.
Moorhead, Pa.
Mosher
Nelsen
O’Brien

Adams
Alexander
Annunzio
Armstrong
Ashbrock
Aspin
Bafalis
Baker
Bauman
Beard
Bevill
Biaggl
Brasco
Bray
Brinkley
Burke, Calif.
Burke, Mass.
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Byron
Camp
Carney, Ohio
Chappell
Clancy
Collins, I11.
Collins, Tex.
Conlan
Conyers
Crane
Daniel, Dan
Daniel, Robert
W., Jr.
Daniels,
Dominick V.
Davis, 8.C.
Delaney
Denholm
Dent
Devine
Donohue
Duncan
Eilberg
Eshleman
Evins, Tenn.
Flood
Foley
Ford
Froehlich
Gaydos
Gibbons
Ginn
Goodling
Green, Oreg.

O'Neill
Owens
Passman
Patten
Pepper
Pickle
Pike
Poage
Podell
Preyer
Price, I1l.
Pritchard
uie
Railsback
Regula
Rhodes
Riegle
Rinaldo

Robison, N.Y.

Rodino
Rooney, Pa.
Rose
Rosenthal
Roush
Ruppe
Sandman
Sarasin
Sarbanes
Schneebell
Shriver
Sikes
Sisk
Smith, Iowa
Smith, N.X.
Spence
Stanton,

J. William

NAYS—152

Griffiths
Gross
Gunter
Haley
Hammer-

schmidt
Hanrahan
Harrington
Harsha
Hays

Hechler, W. Va,

Holt
Hungate
Hunt
Ichord

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Steed
Steelman
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stratton
Stuckey
Taylor, N.C.
Thompson, N.J.
Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Thornton
Tiernan
Treen

Udall
Ullman

Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Veysey
Waldie
Walsh
Whalen
‘White
Whitehurst
Widnall
Wiggins
Wilson, Bob
Winn

Wolfl
Wright
Yates
Yatron
Young, 1.
Young, 8.C.
Young, Tex.
Zion

Zwach

Powell, Ohio
Price, Tex.
Quillen
Randall
Rangel
Rarick

Reuss
Roberts
Robinson, Va.

Roe

Ronealio, Wyo.
Rostenkowski
Rousselot

Roy

Roybal

Johnson, Colo. Ruth

Jones, Ala.
Jones, Okla,
Ketchum
Landgrebe
Lent

Long, Md.
Lujan
Luken
McCollister
MeCormack
Maraziti
Martin, N.C.
Mathis, Ga.
Mazzoll
Melcher
Metcalfe
Miller
Minish
Mink

Ryan
St Germain
Satterfield
Scherle
Schroeder
Sebelius
Seiberling
Shipley
Shoup
Shuster
Snyder
Staggers
Stanton,
James V.
Stark
Steiger, Ariz.
Stokes
Studds
Symms

Minshall, Ohio Taylor, Mo.

Mitchell, Md.

Mizell
Moakley
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moss
Murphy, Ill.
Murtha
Myers
Natcher
Nedzi
Nichols
Obey
O'Hara
Parris
Patman
Perkins

Towell, Nev.
Traxler
Vander Veen
Vanik
Vigorito
Wampler
Whitten
Wilson,
Charles, Tex.
Wydler
Wylie
Wyman
Young, Alaska
Young, Fla.
Zablockl

NOT VOTING—&6

Addabho
Boland
Carey, N.¥.
Carter
Clark

Clay
Collier
Corman
Davis, Ga.
de la Garza
Diggs
Dingell

Dorn
Dulski
Esch
Findley

Gray
Hansen, Idaho

Helstoskl
Huber
Johnson, Pa.

Jones, Tenn.
King

Litton
McCloskey
Macdonald
Matsunaga
Mills
Morgan
Murphy, N.¥Y.
Nix

Pettis
Peyser
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Willlams
Wilson,
Charles H.,
Calif.
Wyatt
Young, Ga.

Rees

Reid

Rogers
Roncallo, N.Y,
Rooney, N.Y.
Runnels
Skubitz Waggonner
Slack Ware

So the bill passed.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Matsunaga for, with Mr. Stubblefield
against.

Mr. Diggs for, with Mr. Rooney of New York
agalnst.

Mr. Boland for, with Mr. Slack against.

Mr. Rees for, with Mr. Gray against,

Mr. Charles H. Wilson of California for,
with Mr. Clay against.

Mr. Nix for, with Mr. Rogers against.

Until further notice:
Mr, Carey of New York with Mr. Runnels.
Mr, Litton with Mr. Hawkins,

Mr. Macdonald with Mr. Roncallo of New
York.

Mr. Morgan with Mr. Peyser.

Mr. Murphy of New York with Mr. Pettis,

Mr. Reid of New York with Mr. McCloskey.

Mr. Dulski with Mr. Carter.

Mr. Waggonner with Mr. Huber,

Mr. Hébert with Mr. Hastings.

Mr. Teague with Mr. Collier.

Mrs. Sullivan with Mr. Hansen of Idaho.

Mr. Symington with Mr. Esch.

Mr. Young of Georgia with Mr. Findley.

Mr. Helstoski with Mr. King.

Mr. Jones of Tennessee with Mr. Johnson
of Pennsylvania.

Mr. Clark with Mr. Talcott.

Mr. Corman with Mr. Wage

Mr. Davis of Georgia with Mr. Williams.

Mr, de la Garza with Mr. Wyatt.

Mr. Dingell with Mr. Dorn.

Mr. Addabbo with Mr. Steele.

Mr. Mills with Mr. Skubitz.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

Mr. CULVER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Foreign Affairs be discharged from
further consideration of the Senate bill
(8. 2057) relating to the activities of the
Overseas Private Investment Corpora-
tion, a bill similar to H.R. 13973 just
passed by the House, and I ask for its
immediate consideration.
bﬂ'fhe Clerk read the title of the Senate

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate bill, as fol-
lows:

Steele
Stubblefield
Sullivan
Symington
Talcott
Teague

5. 29567

An act relating to the activities of the Over-
seas Private Investment Corporation

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 “Overseas Private
Investment Corporation Amendments Act”.

Sec. 2. Title IV of chapter 2 of part I of
the Forelgn Assistance Act of 1961 is amended
as follows:

(1) In section 231—

(A) in the first sentence, strike the word
“progress” and insert in lieu thereof the
word “development'’;

(B) strike out clause (a) and insert in lieu
thereof the following:

*(a) to conduct financing, insurance, and
reinsurance operations on a self-sustaining
basis, taking into account in its financing
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operations the economic and finaneial sound-
ness of the project;™;

(C) strike out clause (b);

(D) in clause (d), strike out “, when ap-
propriate,”, and insert after “efforts to share
its insurance" the following: “and reinsur-
ance”’;

(E) strike out clause (e) and Ilnsert in lieu
thereof the following:

“(e) to give preferential consideration in
its investment insurance and reinsurance
activities, to the maximum practicable extent
consistent with the accomplishment of Its
purposes, to investment projects involving
the skills and resources of small business;";

(F) in clause (i), after “balance-of-pay-
ments” insert “and employment”; and

(G) strike out the word “and™ at the end
of clause (j), and insert the word “and”
at the end of clause (k); and add at the
end of the section the following new clause:

“(1) to the maximum extent practicable,
to give preferential consideration in its in-
vestment insurance and reinsurance activi-
tles to investment projects in the least de-
veloped among the developing countries.”.

(2) Section 234 is amended—

(A) by striking out the section caption and
inserting in lieu thereof the following: “IN-
VESTMENT INSURANCE AND OTHER PROGRAMS™;
and

(B) by striking out subsection (a) and
inserting in lieu thereof the following:

“({a) ImvesTMENT INsURANCE.—(1) The
Corporation is authorized to issue insurance,
upon such terms and conditions as the Cor-
poration may determine, to eligible investors
assuring protection in whole or in part
against any or all of the following risks with
respect to projects which the Corporation has
approved:

“(A) inability to convert into United
States dollars other currencies, or credits in
such currencies, recelved as earnings or
profits from the approved project, as repay-
ment or return of the Investment therein, in
whole or in part, or as compensation for the
sale or disposition of all or any part thereof;

“(B) loss of investment, in whole or in
part, in the approved project due to expro-
priation or confiscation by action of a for-
eign government; and

“(C) loss due to war, revolution, or in-
surrection.

“(2) Recognizing that major private in-
vestments in less developed friendly coun-
tries or areas are often made by enterprises
in which there is multinational participation,
including significant United States private
participation, the Corporation may make ar-
rangements with foreign governments (in-
cluding agencles, instrumentalities, or po-
litical subdivisions thereof) or with multi-
lateral organizations and Institutions for
sharing liabilities assumed under investment
insurance for such investments and may In
connection therewith issue insurance to In-
vestors not otherwise eligible hereunder, ex~
cept that liabilities assumed by the Corpora-
tion under the authority of this subsection
shall be consistent with the purposes of this
title and that the maximum share of liabill-
ties so assumed shall not exceed the Corpo-
ration’s proportional share as specified in
paragraphs (4) and (5) of this subsection.

*(3) Not more than 10 per centum of the
total face amount of investment insyrance
which the Cor e - e
WRAR s COTRORRHOT S suthiinied to lasue

-~ wu8 subsection shall be issued to a
single investor.

“(4) (A) It is the intention of Congress that
the Corporation achieve participation by pri-
vate insurance companies, multilateral orga-
nizations or others in liabilities incurred in
respect of the risks referred to in paragraphs
(1) (A) and (B) of this subsection under
confracts issued commenecing January 1, 1975,
of at least 25 per centum, and, under con-
tracts fssued commencing January 1, 1978, of
at least 60 per centum. If for good reason it
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is not possible for the Corporation to achieve
these objectives, the Corporation shall report
to the Senate Foreign Relations Committee
and the House Foreign Affairs Committee in
detail, the reasons for its inability to achieve
these objectives and the date by which they
are to be achieved.

“(B) The Corporation shall no longer par-
ticipate as insurer under insurance policles
issued after December 31, 1979, in respect to
the risks referred to in paragraph (1) (A) and
(B) of this subsection unless Congress by
law modifies this paragraph.

“¢{5) (A) It is the intention of Congress that
the Corporation achieve participation by pri-
vate insurance companies, multilateral orga-
nizations or others in labilities incurred in
respect of the risks referred to in paragraph
(1) (C) of this subsection under contracts is-
sued commencing January 1, 1976, of at least
121 per centum, and, under contracts issued
commencing January 1, 1979, of at least 40
per centum. If for good reason it is not pos-
sible for the Corporation to achieve these
objectives, the Corporation shall report to
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee and
the House Foreign Affairs Committee in de-
tail the reasons for its inability to achieve
these objectives, and the date by which they
are to be achieved.

*(B) The Corporation shall no longer par-
ticipate as insurer under insurance policies
issued after December 31, 1080, in respect to
the risks referred to in paragraph (1) (C) of
this subsection unless Congress by law modi~
fies this paragraph.

‘“{6) Notwithstanding the percentage ob-
Jjectives of paragraphs (4) (A) and (5)(A) of
this subsection, the Corporation may agree
to assume liabllity as insurer for any policy,
or share thereof, that a private company or
multilateral organization or Institution has
issued in respect of the risks referred to in
paragraph (1) of this subsection, and neither
the execution of such agreement nor its per-
formance by the Corporation shall be con-
sidered as particlpation by the Corporation
in any such policy for purposes of such objec-
tives. Commencing January 1, 1981, the Cor-
poration shall not further enter into any
agreement to assume llability as a direct in-
surer for any policy issued after that date by
any company, organization, or institution.

“('7T) The Corporation Is authorized to issue,
upon such terms and conditions as it may
determine, reirsurance of llabilities assumed
by other insurers or groups thereof in respect
of risks referred to In paragraph (1) of this
subsection. The amount of reinsurance lia-
bilitles which the Corporation may incur
under this paragraph shall not exceed $600,-
000,000 times the number of years from the
date of enactment of this paragraph, and
shall never exceed $12,000,000,000 1a the ag-
gregate. All such relnsurance shall require
that the reinsured party retaln for his own
account specified portions of lability so that,
before the Corporation is required to make
any relnsurance payment, the reinsured
party will absorb In any one year a loss equal
to at least 50 per centum of the face value
of all the Insurance it has outstanding in
the country in which it has issued the most
insurance subject to reinsurance by the Cor-
poration. All reinsurance issued by the Cor-
poration shall be issued In a bmneir~--""
manner. ¢ ——GITL LK

*(8) On December 31, 1979, the Corpora-
tion shall cease to write or manage direct
Insurance issued after such date In respect
to risks referred to in paragraph (1) (A) or
(B) of this subsection unless Congress by law
modifies this sentence. On December 31, 1980,
the Corporation shall cease to write or man-
age direct Insurance lssued after such date
In respect to risks referred to in paragraph
(1) (C) of this subsection unless Congress by
law modifies this sentence. It shall thereafter
act solely as a reinsurer except to the extent
necessary to manage its outstanding Insur-
ance and reinsurance contracts and, subject
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to the restrictions of paragraph (6) of this
subsection, any policies the Corporation as-
sumes when private insurance companies
and multinational organizations and institu-
tions fall to renew their short-term policies.

“(9) For purposes of this subsection, new
policies include renewals and extensions of
policies.

“{10) The Corporation is authorized, sub-
ject to the provisions of paragraph (8) of
this subsection, to make and carry out con-
tracts of insurance and reinsurance, and
agreements to associate and share risks, with
insurance companies, finaneclal institutions,
or others, or groups thereof, employing the
same, where appropriate, as its agent, or act-
ing as their agent, in the issuance and serv-
icing of insurance, the adjustment of claims,
the exercise of subrogation rights, the ceding
and accepting of reinsurance, and in other
matters Incident to doing an insurance busi-
ness, and pooling and other risk-sharing ar-
rangements with other national or multi-
national insurance or financing agencies or
groups thereof, and to hold an ownership
interest in any association or other entity
established for the purposes of sharing risks
under investment insurance.”

(3) In section 236—

(A) in subsection (a)(4), strike out “sec-
tion 234 (a) and (b)” and insert in leu
thereof “section 234(a)"”, and strike out “De-
cember 31, 1974, and insert in lieu thereof
the following: “December 31, 1976."”;

(B) in subsection (d), after the words “in-
vestment insurance” add the words “and
reinsurance’; and

(C) strike subsection (f) and insert in
lieu thereof the following:

“(f) There are authorized to be approprl-
ated to the Corporation, to remain available
until expended, such amounts as may be
necessary from time to time to replenish
or increase the insurance and guaranty
fund, to discharge the liabilities under in-
surance, reinsurance, and guaranties is-
sued by the Corporation or issued under
predecessor guaranty authority, or to dis-
charge obligations of the Corporation pur-
chased by the Secretary of the Treasury
pursuant to this subsection, However, no
appropriations to augment the Insurance
Reserve shall be made until the amount of
funds in the Insurance Reserve Is less than
$25,000,000. Any appropriations to augment
the Insurance Reserve shall then only be
made either pursuant to specific authoriza-
tion enacted after the date of enactment
of the Overseas Private Investment Corpora-
tion Amendments Act, or to satisfy the
full faith and credit provislon of section
237(c). In order to discharge labilities un-
der investment insurance or reinsurance,
the Corporation i{s authorized to issue from
time to tlme for purchase by the Secretary
of the Treasury its notes, debentures, bonds,
or other obligations; but the aggregate
amount of such obligations outstanding at
any one time shall not exceed $100,000,000,
which shall be repaid within one year of
the date of issue. Such obligations shall
bear interest at a rate determined by the
Becretary of the Treasury, taking into con-
sideration the current averass mawi--& -° °°
nn ] cewgw wsainTt yiEld
- wuwstanding marketable obligations of
the United States of comparable maturities
during the month preceding the issuance
of such obligations, The Secretary of the
Treasury is hereby authorized and directed
to purchase any obligation of the Corpora-
tlon issued hereunder.”.

(4) In section 237—

(A) In subsection (a), strike out *"and
guaranties” and Insert in lieu thereof a
comma and “gusrantles, and reinsurance’;
and strike out "or guaranties’” and insert in
lieu thereof a comma and “guaranties, or
reinsurance'’;

{B) strike out subsection (b) and insert
in lieu thereof the following:

o
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“{b) The Corporation shall determine
that suitable arrangements exist for pro-
tecting the interest of the Corporation in
connection with any insurance, guaranty,
or reinsurance issued under this title, in-
cluding arrangements concerning owner-
ship, use, and disposition of the currency,
credits, assets, or investments on account
of which payment under such insurance,
guaranty, or reinsurance is to be made and
any right, title, claim, or cause of action
existing in connection therewith.”;

(C) strike out subsection (c) and insert
in lieu thereof the following:

“(e) All guaranties issued prior to July 1,
1966, all guaranties issued under sections
202(b) and 413(b) of the Mutual Security
Act of 1954, as amended, all guaranties here-
tofore lssued pursuant to prior guaranty au-
thorities repealed by the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1969, and all insurance, reinsurance,
and guaranties Issued pursuant to this title
shall constitute obligations, in accordance
with the terms of such insurance, reinsur-
ance, or guaranties, of the United States of
America and the full faith and credit of
tthe United States of America is hereby
pledged for the full payment and performance
of such obligations.”;

(D) strike out subsection (d) and insert
in lieu thereof the following:

*(d) PFees shall be charged for insurance,
guaranty, and reinsurance coverage in
amounts to be determined by the Corpora-
tion, In the event fees charged for invest-
ment Insurance, guaranties, or reinsurance
are reduced, fees to be paid under existing
policies for the same type of insurance, guar-
anties, or reinsurance and for similar guar-
anties Issued under predecessor guaranty au-
thority may be reduced.";

(E) in subsection (e), after the word “in-
surance’ strike out “‘or guaranty” and insert
in lieu thereof a comma and “guaranty, or
reinsurance’;

(F) add the following sentence at the
end of subsection (f): “Notwithstanding the
foregoing, the Corporation shall limit the
amount of direct insurance and reinsurance
issued by it under section 234(a) so that
risk of loss as to at least 10 per centum of the
total investment of the insured or its affli-
ates in the project is borne by the insured
or such affiliates on the date the insurance
i8 issued.”;

(@) in subsection (g), after the word
“guaranty”, insert a comma and “insurance,
or reinsurance’;

(H) in subsection (h), after the word
“Insurance”, strike out “or guaranties" and
insert in lieu thereof a comma and “guaran-
ties, or relnsurance’’;

(I) in subsection (i), after the word “in-
surance’, insert *, reinsurance,”; and

(J) strike out subsection (k) and insert in
lieu thereof the following:

“(k) In making a determination to Issue
Insurance, guaranties, or reinsurance under
this title, the Corporation shall consider the
possible adverse effect of the dollar invest-
ment under such insurance, guaranty, or re-
insurance upon the balance of payments of
the United States.”.

‘=L T mantinn 939.—

(D) Ltk ovvene TT e seaNlawing

(A) in subsection (b), add tne svee... _
new sentences at the end thereof: “On De-
cember 31, 1979, the Corporation shall cease
operating the programs authorized by section
234 (b) through (e) and section 240, There-
after, the President is authorized to transfer
such programs, and all obligations, assets,
and related rights and responsibilities arising
out of, or related to, such programs to other
agencies of the United States, Upon any such
transfer, these programs shall be limited to
countries with her capita income of §450 or
less in 1973 dollars.”; and

(B) add at the end thereof the following:

“(h) Within six months of the date of en-
actment of this subsection, the Corporation
shall develop and implement specific criteria
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intended to minimize the potential en-
vironmental implications of projects under-
taken by investors abroad in accordance with
any of the programs authorized by this
title.".

(6) In section 240, relating to agricultural
credit and self-help community development
projects, strike out subsection (h).

(7) In section 240A, strike out subsection
(b) and insert in lieu thereof the following:

“(b) Not later than January 1, 1878, the
Corporation shall submit to the Congress an
analysis of the possibilities of transferring all
of its activities to private Insurance com-
panies, multilateral organizations and in-
stitutions, or other entities.”.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. CULVER

Mr. CULVER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr, CULVER moves to strike out ail after
the enacting clause of the bill 8. 2057 and
insert in lieu thereof the provisions con-
tained in H.R. 13973 as passed by the House,
as follows:

That this Act may be cited as the “Over-
seas Private Investment Corporation Amend-
ments Act of 1974",

SEc. 2. Title IV of chapter 2 of part I of
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C.
2191-2200a) is amended—

(1) by striking out "“progress” in the first
sentence of section 231 and inserting “devel-
cpment” in lieu thereof;

(2) by inserting “, insurance, and reinsur-
ance" after “financing” the first time it oc-
curs In clause (a) of section 231;

(3) by inserting “in its financing opera-
tions"” after "taking into account’ in clause
(a) of section 231;

(4) by striking out *, when appropriate,”
in clavse (d) of section 231;

(5) by inserting “and reinsurance” after
“efforts to share its insurance" in clause (d)
of section 231;

(6) by striking out clause (e) of section
231 and inserting in lieu thereof the fol-
lowing:

“(e) to give preferential consideration in
its Investment insurance, financing, and re-
insurance actlvities (to the maximum extent
practicable consistent with the Corporation’'s
purposes) to investment projects involving
businesses of not more than $2,500,000 net
worth or with not more than $7,500,000 in
total assets;”;

(7) by inserting “and employment" after
“balance-of-payments" in clause (i) of sec-
tion 231;

(8) by striking out “and” after the semi-
colon in clause (j) of section 231;

(9) by striking out the period at the end
of clause (k) of section 231 and inserting a
semicolon in lieu thereof;

(10) by inserting at the end of section
231 the following:

“(1) to the maximum extent practicable,
to give preferential consideration in the Cor-
poration’s investment insurance, financing,
and reinsurance activities to investment proj-
ects in the less developed friendly countries
which have per capita incomes of $450 or less
in 1973 United States dollars;

“(m) to identify foreign investment op-

~tomwitiae in Jegs developed friendly coun-
POrvusiivave - T *—i=e information
tries and areas, and 10 g -
concerning such opportunities to the atten-
ton of potential eligible investors in such
countries or areas; and

“{n) (1) to decline to issue any contract
of insurance or reinsurance, or any guaranty,
or to enter into any agreement to provide
financing for an eligible investor's proposed
investment if the Corporation determines
that such investment is likely to cause such
investor (or the sponsor of an investment
project in which such investor is involved)
significantly to reduce the number of his
employees in the United States because he
is replacing his United States production

May 16, 1974

with production from such investment which
involves substantially the same product for
substantially the same market as his United
States production; and (2) to monitor con-
formance with the representations of the in-
vestor on which the Corporation relfed in
n;i;klng the determination required by clause
(1).";

(11) by amending the section heading of
section 234 to read as follows: “INVESTMENT
INSURANCE AND OTHER PROGRAMS."

(12) by inserting at the end of subsection
(a) of section 234 the following new para-
graphs:

“(4) (A) It is the intention of Congress
that the Corperation should achieve par-
ticipation by private insurance companies,
multilateral organizations, or others in at
least 25 per centum of labilties incurred in
respect of the risks referred to in subpara-
graphs (1) (A) and (B) of this subsection
under contracts issued on and after January
1, 1875, and in at least 50 per centum of
liabilities incurred in respect of such risks
under contracts issued on and after Ja nuary
1, 1978. If it is not possible for the Corpora-
tion to achieve either such percentage of
participation, the Corporation shall report in
detail to the Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mitee and the Foreign Affairs Committee of
the House of Representatives the reasons for
its inability to achieve either such percent-
age of participation, and the date by which
such percentage can be achieved.

“{B) It is the intention of Congress that
the Corporation should not participate as
insurer under contracts of insurance issued
after December 31, 1979, in respect of the
risks referred to in subparagraphs (1) (A)
and (B) of this subsection.

“(5) (A) It is the intention of Congress
that the Corporation should achieve partici-
pation by private insurance companies, mul-
tilateral organizations, or others in at least
12 per centum of liabilities Incurred in re-
spect of the risks referred to in subparagraph
(1) (C) of this subsection under contracts
issued on and after January 1, 1976, and
in at least 40 per centum of liabilities in-
curred in respect of such risks under con-
tracts issued on and after January 1, 1979.
If it is not possible for the Corporation to
achieve either such percentage of participa-
tion, the Corporation shall report in detail
to the Senate Foreign Relations Committee
and the Foreign Affairs Committee of the
House of Representatives the reasons for its
inability to achieve either such percentage
of participation, and the date by which such
percentage can be achieved.

“(B) It is the intention of Congress that
the Corporation should not participate as
insurer under insurance policies issued after
December 31, 1980, in respect of the risks
referred to in subparagraph (1)(C) of this
subsection.

“(6) Notwithstanding any of the percent-
ages of participation under subparagraphs
(4)(A) and (5)(A) of this subsection, the
Corporation may agree to assume lability as
insurer for any insurance contract, or share
thereof, that a private insurance company,
multilateral organization, or any other per-
son has issued in respect of the risks referred
to in paragraph (1) of this subsection, and
neither the execution of such an agreement
to assume liability nor its performance by
the Corpiation Shall be considered as par-

ticipation by thd COIPOration -y SUCh

insurance contract for purposes of such
percentages of participation. However, it is
the intention of Congress that on and after
January 1, 1981, the Corporation should not
enter Into any such agreement to assume
liability.

“(7) It is the intention of Congress—

*“(A) that the Corporation should not man-
age direct insurance issued on and after
December 31, 1979, by any other person in
respect of risks referred to in subparagraph
(1) (A) or (B) of this subsection;
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“(B) that the Corporation should not
manage direct insurance issued on and after
December 31, 1980, by any other person in
respect of risks referred to in subparagraph
(1) (C) of this subsection; and

*{C) that on and after December 31, 1980,
the Corporation should act only as a rein-
surer except to the extent necessary to man-
age its outstanding insurance or reinsurance
contracts and any policies the Corporation
assumes pursuant to paragraph (8).";

(13) by inserting at the end of section 234
the following new subsection:

“(f) OTHER INSURANCE FUNCTIONS.—

“(1) to make and carry out contracts of
insurance or reinsurance, or agreements to
associate or share risks, with Insurance
companies, financial institutions, any other
persons, or groups thereof, and employing
the same, where appropriate, as its agent,
or acting as their agent, in the issuance and
servicing of insurance, the adjustment of
claims, the exercise of subrogation rights,
the ceding and accepting of reinsurance,
and in any other matter incident to an in-
surance business;

“(2) to enter into pooling or other risk-
sharing arrangements with other national
or multinational insurance or financing
agencies or groups of such agencies;

“(3) to hold an ownership interest in any
association or other entity established for
the purposes of sharing risks under invest-
ment insurance; and’

“(4) to issue, upon such terms and con-

ditions as it may determine, reinsurance of
liabilities assumed by other insurers or
groups thereof in respect of risks referred
to In subsection (a) (1).
The authority granted by paragraph (3)
may be exercised notwithstanding the pro-
hibition under section 234(c) against the
Corporation purchasing or investing in any
stock in any other corporation. The amount
of reinsurance of liabilities under this title
which the Corporation may issue shall not
exceed $600,000,000 in any one year, and the
amount of such reinsurance shall not in the
aggregate exceed at any one tlme an amount
equal to the amount authorized for the
maximum contingent liabllity outstanding
at any one time under section 235(a)(1).
All reinsurance issued by the Corporation
under this subsection shall require that the
reinsured party retain for his own account
specified portions of liability, whether first
loss or otherwise, and the Corporation shall
endeavor to increase such specified portions
to the maximum extent possible."”;

(14) by striking out “1974" in section 236
(a) (4) and inserting “1977" in lieu thereof;

(15) by striking out “insurance issued
under sectlon 234(a)" in subsection (d) of
section 235 and inserting in lieu thereof the
following: “insurance or reinsurance lssued
under section 234";

(16) by striking out subsection (f) of
section 235 and inserting in lieu thereof the
following:

“(f) There are authorized to be appro-
priated to the Corporation, to remain avail-
able until expended, such amounts as may
be necessary from time to time to replenish
or increase the Insurance and guaranty fund,
to discharge the liabilities under insurance,
reinsurance, or guaranties issued by the Cor-
poration or issued under predecessor guar-
anty authority, or to discharge obligations
of the Corporation purchased by the Secre-
tary of the Treasury pursuant to this sub-
section. However, no appropriations, after
appropriations for fiscal year 1975, shall be
made to augment the Insurance Reserve until
the amount of funds in the Insurance Re-
serve is less than $25,000,000. Any appropria-
tions to augment the Insurance Reserve shall
then only be made either pursuant to specific
authorization enacted after the date of enact-
ment of the Overseas Private Investment
Corporation Amendments Act of 1974, or to
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satisfy the full faith and credit provision
of section 237(c). In order to discharge lia-
bilities under investment insurance or rein-
surance, the Corporation is authorized to
issue from time to time for purchase by the
Secretary of the Treasury its notes, deben-
tures, bonds, or other obligations; but the
aggregate amount of such obligations out-
standing at any one time shall not exceed
$100,000,000. Any such obligation shall be
repald to the Treasury within one year after
the date of issue of such obligation, Any such
obligation shall bear Interest at a rate deter-
mined by the Secretary of the Treasury,
taking into consideration the current average
market yield on outstanding marketable ob-
ligations of the United States of comparable
maturities during the month preceding the
issuance of any obligation authorized by this
subsection. The Secretary of the Treasury
shall purchase any obligation of the Corpora-
tion issued under this subsection, and for
such purchase he may use as a public debt
transaction the proceeds of the sale of any
securities issued under the Second Liberty
Bond Act after the date of enactment of the
Overseas Private Investment Corporation
Amendments Act of 1974. The purposes for
which securities may be issued under such
Bond Act shall include any such purchase.”;

(17) by strlking out “and guaranties” in
subsection (a) of section 237 and inserting in
lien thereof the following: “, guaranties, and
reinsurance’’;

(18) by striking out "“or guaranties” in
subsection (a) of section 237 and inserting
in leu thereof the following: *, guaranties,
or reinsurance';

(19) by striking out “or guaranty” both
times it occurs in subsection (b) of section
237 and inserting in lieu thereof both times
the following: “, guaranty, or reinsurance’;

(20) by inserting “, reinsurance," after “in-
surance” both times it occurs in subsection
(c) of section 237;

(21) by inserting *‘, reinsurance,” after “in-
surance” the first two times it oceurs in sub-
section (d) of section 237;

(22) by striking out “or insurance” in sub-
section (d) of section 237 and inserting in
lieu thereof the following: *, Insurance, or
reinsurance’’;

{23) by striking out “or guaranty” in sub-
section (e) of section 237 and inserting *,
guaranty, or reinsurance” in lleu thereof;

(24) by inserting “, relnsurance,” after
“insurance” both times it occurs in subsec-
tion (f) of section 237;

(26) by adding at the end of subsection
(f) of section 237 the following: “Notwith-
standing the preceding sentence, the Cor-
poration shall limit the amount of direct
insurance and reinsurance issued by it un-
der section 234 so that risk of loss as to
at least 10 percent of the total investment
of the insured and its affillates in the proj-
ect is borne by any person other than the
Corporation on the date the insurance is
issued. The preceding sentence shall not ap-
Ply to any loan by any insurance company,
pension fund, or other institutional lender,
or to any investment by a small business.";

(26) by inserting “, insurance, or reinsur-
ance” after “guaranty” in subsection (g)
of section 23T,

(27) by striking out "or guarantles” in
subsectlon (h) of section 237 and inserting
“, guaranties, or reinsurance’” in lieu there-
of;

(28) by inserting “, reinsurance,” after
“insurance” in subsection (1) of section 237;

(20) by inserting *, reinsurance,” after
“insurance” both times it oceurs in sub-
section (k) of section 237; and

(30) by adding at the end of subsection
(f) of section 239 the following: "“The Coun-
cil shall terminate on December 31, 1977.";

(31) by adding at the end of section 239
the following:

‘““{h) Within six months after the date
of enactment of the Overseas Private Invest-
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ment Corporation Amendments Act of 1974,
the Corporation shall develop and implement
specific criteria intended to minimize the
potential environmental implications of proj-
ects undertaken by investors abroad in ac-
cordance with any of the programs author-
ized by this title.

“(1) It 15 the intention of Congress that
on or after December 31, 1979, the President
should transfer all programs under section
234 (b) through (e) or section 240, and all
obligations, assets, and related rights and
responsibilities arising out of, or related
to, such programs to any other agency of
the United States.

“(j) On and after December 31, 1979, all
programs authorized under section 234 (b)
through (e) or section 240 shall be limited
to countries with a per capita Income of
#450 or less in 1973 United States dollars.”;

(82) by striking out “in Latin America,
the authority conferred by this section
should be used to establish pilot programs
in not more than five Latin American coun-
tries” in subsection (a) of section 240 and
inserting in lieu thereof the following: “, the
authority conferred by this section should
be wused to establish programs in such
countries';

(33) by striking out “not more than five
Latin American countries” in subsection
(b) of section 240 and inserting “less devel-
oped countrles” in lieu thereof;

(34) by striking out “25 per centum” in
subsection (b) of section 240 and inserting
“50 per centum” in lieu thereof;

(36) by striking out “1972” in subsection
(g) of section 240 and inserting “1976" in
lieu thereof;

(36) by striking out “pilot” in subsection
(g) of section 240;

(87) by striking out *“1974" in sectlion 240
(h) and inserting 1977’ in lieu thereof;
and

(38) by striking out subsection (b) of sec-
tion 240A and inserting in lleu thereof the
following:

**(b) Not later than January 1, 1976, the
Corporation shall submit to the Congress
an analysis of the possibilities of transferring
all of its activities to private Insurance com-
panies, multilateral organizations or institu-
tions, or other entities.”

The motion was agreed to.

The Senate will was ordered to be read
a third time, was read the third time, and
passed.

The title was amended so as to read:
“To amend the title of the Foreign
Assistant Act of 1961 concerning the
Overseas Private Investment Corporation
to extend the authority for the Corpora-
tion, to authorize the corporation to issue
reinsurance, to suggest dates for termi-
nating certain activities of the Corpora-
tion, and for other purposes.”

A similar House bill (H.R. 13973) was
laid on the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. CULVER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
bill (H.R. 13973) just passed.

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

There was no objection.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 7824,
LEGAL SERVICES CORPORATION
ACT OF 1974

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I call up
the conference report on the bill (H.R.
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7824) to establish a Legal Services
Corporation, and for other purposes, and
ask unanimous consent that the state-
ment of the managers be read in lieu of
the report.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

(For conference report and statement,
see proceedings of the House of May 13,
1974) .

Mr. PERKINS (during the reading).
Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that further reading of the statement of
the managers be dispensed with and that
it be printed in the REcorbp.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ken-
tucky?

There was no objection.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 5 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, we have before us today
for the third time in as many years legis-
lation that would create an independent
corporation to administer the legal serv-
ices program.

Before discussing the substance of this
conference report, let me take this op-
portunity to express my appreciation for
the work performed by the House con-
ferees. Had it not been for the untiring
efforts of Congressman Hawkins, the
chairman of the Equal Opportunities
Subcommittee, the gentlelady from
Hawaii (Mrs. MinNK), and the gentleman
from Washington (Mr. MEEDs), together
with the cooperation and concurrence of
the ranking minority members, Mr, QUIE,
Mr, AsHBrROOK, and Mr, STEIGER, this
most difficult conference would still not
be concluded. These conferees have pro-
duced an agreement which retains the
protections that the House adopted, and
at the same time creates an independent
structure to operate the program in the
coming years.

The Board of Directors of the Legal
Services Corporation, all of whom are
appointed by the President with the ad-
vice and consent of the Senate, is faced
with a challenge to operate this program
so that the poor will receive the highest
quality legal assistance while avoiding
the obstacle that the program has ex-
perienced in the past.

Mr. Speaker, the governing body of the
local recipients must be composed of
local lawyers who are admitted to prac-
tice before the highest court of their
State. The recipients are also required to
solicit the recommendations of the local
bar association in filling staff attorney
positions in the communities. The com-
bination of these two provisions will, to
my way of thinking, guarantee the legal
services program a substantial base of
local support that will enable it to work
more effectively than ever before.

It is my firm belief, Mr, Speaker, that
enactment of this legislation will take us
past a milestone in the legal services
program.

The conference bill that we will vote
on today assures that first-rate quality
counsel will be provided to the Nation’'s
poor. At the same time, the conferees
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have expended major efforts to make sure
that potential abuses of the program will
be curbed so that we can continue and
improve upon the fine political and pub-
lic support that has followed the legal
services program since its inception.
Since we have painstakingly worked out
the provisions that will prevent abuses of
the program by the Corporation and its
recipients and employees, it is our expec-
tation that the provisions of this bill will
be properly enforced. Similarly, it is
our expectation that no additional re-
strictions on the activities of recipients
and their employees will be established
by the Corporation—other than the
ones set forth in this bill—since this
would upset the fine balance that we
tried to achieve with this legislation.

An example of the potential abuses
that we tried to curb under this legisla-
tion was the use of lawsuits solely to
harass defendants—rather than to bring
justifiable claims, As a result, we have
permitted courts, solely where an ex-
press finding has been made that “the
action was commenced or pursued for
the sole purpose of harassing a defend-
ant” or that the “recipient’s plaintiff
maliciously abused legal process,” to
award reasonable costs and legal fees
incurred by the defendant. Of course,
such an award of costs and fees cannot
be made final until all appeals have been
exhausted, and no award of costs and
fees will be permitted if such an award
contravenes any State law, any rule of
court, or any statute of general appli-
cability.

Thus, under the bill we are consider-
ing today, costs and fees can be col-
lected directly from the Corporation,
without taxing the recipient or employee
involved, where a lawsuit was filed or
pursued solely to harass a defendant.

Under this bill, the conferees have de-
cided to continue the important backup
center system that was established under
OEO’s legal services program. These
groups—which have provided valuable
research, advice, legal counsel, and co-
counsel assistance—are invaluable to a
program that requires expert handling of
poor people's legal problems and, thus,
the bill envisions their continued activi-
ties. Insofar as there has been some de-
bate concerning the best possible method
of providing backup assistance in the le-
gal services program, the bill requires
the Corporation to conduct a study of the
most efficient methods of providing the
much-needed backup work, This study
shall be submitted by the Corporation to
the Congress by June 30, 1975.

Although a study is required of the
most efficient method of providing back-
up support.

Under our bill, Congress may, by con-
current resolution, act with respect to the
continued authority to provide grants
and contracts for backup work. If, how-
ever, the Congress does not so act during
the period from June 30, 1975, to Janu-
ary 1, 1976, then the authority to award
grants and contracts for the backup work
that I have described will automatically
be extended to January 1, 1977.

The conferees expect that the Corpo-
ration, when it prepares its report for
the Congress on the backup centers, will
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include the numerous evaluations that
have been made about these centers over
the past year. Further, the Corporation
expects that the backup centers will be
fully protected by all of the due process
safeguards that attach to recipients and
employees under this bill. Moreover, the
30-day notice to Governors and State
bar associations prior to the approval of
any grant application, as set forth in sec-
tion 1007(f) of the hill, shall be appli-
cable for backup centers, but only in the
State where that center has its office.

Since the effort to provide legal serv-
ices for the poor is contingent upon the
hiring of intelligent, trusted, and re-
sourceful personnel, it is contemplated
that the Corporation will continue to hire
well-qualified new lawyers, particularly
those with minority backgrounds—simi-
lar to the clients they often will serve.

Under the conference bill we have
presently hefore us, the Corporation is
recuired to establish eligibility stand-
ards—affer it has consulted with the
Director of the Office of Management
and Budget and with the Governors of
the several States—for determining
which individuals are eligible for legal
assistance. Attorneys hired by recipients
will serve these individuals as well as
groups composed primarily of eligible in-
dividuals—such as cooperatives, day-
care centers, and the like. Although re-
cipients and their employees may not
organize any groups, coalitions, associa-
tions, and other entities, it is expected
that recipients and employees will pro-
vide complete legal representation to
such organizations if they predominantly
draw their membership from eligible in-
dividuals and families,

The bill that we have before us curbs
recipients and their attorneys from ad-
vocating their own causes rather than
those of their clients. The bill prevents
recipients and their employees from par-
ticipating in legislative and administra-
tive advocacy except under two circum-
stances. First, such recipients and em-
ployees thereof may advocate before all
legislative, executive, and administrative
bodies if such advocacy is in behalf of an
eligible client or group. In short, our pro-
hibition against legislative and adminis-
trative representation is designed to
make sure that program lawyers espouse
the legal needs of their clients, not their
own ideological beliefs.

In shorf, our prohibition against leg-
islative and administrative representa-
tion is designed to make sure that pro-
gram lawyers espouse the legal needs of
their clients, not their own iedological
beliefs.

Our second exception to the prohibi-
tion against legislative and administra-
tive advocacy results when “a govern-
mental agency, a legislative body, a com-
mittee, or a member thereof requests
personnel of any recipient to make rep-
resentations thereto.” Consequently, if a
member of a legislature or a legislative
committee requests that representations
be made to such legislature or commit-
tee, then the personnel of a recipient
shall be allowed to appear before those
respective bodies. Similarly, if a member
of an agency or an executive body re-
quests that representations be made to
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such agency or executive body, such as
commenting on proposed regulations in
the Federal Register prior to final pro-
mulgation, then personnel of a recipient
should be permitted to do so. By carving
out this exception to the prohibition
against legislative and administrative
advocacy, the program will remain re-
sponsive to the desires of elected and
duly appointed personnel of our Federal,
State, and local governments, thus main-
taining the program’s political respon-
siveness to our chosen leaders.

With regard to the prohibition on rep-
resenting juveniles the conference re-
port provides in section 1007(b) (4) (D)
that legal services attorneys may not ini-
tiate litigation on behalf of a juvenile
directly against the juvenile’s parent or
guardian. It is important to point out,
however, that in imposing this restric-
tion the conferees did not intend to
otherwise limit the provision of full range
of legal services and advice to juveniles.
For example, the words “benefit—and—
services under law” means all the rights
to which a juvenile is entitled under Fed-
eral and State laws as well as all consti-
tutionally protected rights. Furthermore,
the prohibition on suing parents or
guardians is not intended to exclude a
suit brought against a nonparent or a
nonguardian where the nonparent joins
the parent as a third party defendant or
respondent. It should be further noted
that it is my understanding that this pro-
hibition refers only to a guardian as an
individual and not a public agency or en-
tity which has been appointed to be such
juvenile’s guardian. If, for example, the
State has been appointed guardian the
legal services attorneys may in appropri-
ate circumstances initiate litigation on
behalf of the juvenile against the State
as a guardian.

In pointing out how the bill that we
now have before us represents a consid-
erable compromise, it should be noted
that the conference has bowed to the
President’s wishes that he appoint the
Corporation board. It is our hope that,
in fulfilling his requested responsibility
in this regard, that the President begins
the board selection process very soon.
Since we have wailted several years for
the passage of a bill like the one pres-
ently before us, it is important that the
Corporation be set up as soon as possible,
Therefore, it is our hope and expectation
that Corporation board members will be
selected soon after the passage of this
bill.

In selecting board members, we hope
that the President will designate a pres-
tigious group of people. This would help
the public to provide the necessary sup-
port for this crucial legal undertaking in
behalf of the poor.

The conference report contains a pro-
vision which requires the Corporation
and all recipients to account for and re-
port as receipts and disbursements sep-
arate and distinet from Federal funds
all non-Federal funds which they re-
ceive. This requirement is qualified in
two ways.

First, any public funds—including
foundation funds benefiting Indians or
Indian tribes—received by the Corpora-
tion or by a recipient are not within the
scope of the prohibition.
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Second, certain types of entities such
as private law firms, State, and local
entities of attorneys, or private attor-
neys, or legal aid societies having separ-
ate public defender programs are not
included in the prohibition.

To my way of thinking, Mr. Speaker,
this provision would not prohibit the
Legal Aid Society in New York from
continuing to operate in the manner
which it has in the past nor would this
provision have any effect on the opera-
tion of the legal aid program in the State
of Hawaili.

I urge the Members of this House to
provide strong support for this bill so
that we clearly and emphatically
further the principle of equal justice for
all.

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself
T minutes.

Mr, Speaker, I rise in support
of the conference report on H.R. 7824.
After 3 years of work, we have a
bill establishing a Legal Services Corpo-
ration for the provision of legal services
to the poor in civil cases which almost
everyone should be able to support. I am
confident that this bill will be enacted.

When the legislation came to the House
fioor in June of last year many of us were
dissatisfied with a number of its provi-
sions which, in our view, failed to suffi-
ciently circumscribe the conduct of legal
service attorneys in such areas as politi-
cal activities, both administrative and
legislative lobbying, representation of
minors without parental consent, and
the use of the program to promote their
particular social or economic causes as
opposed to simply providing legal advice
and representation for the poor., We also
wanted the program more closely tied to
the local organized bar. Many Members
of the House were also concerned about
the handling of certain types of cases,
such as those involving abortion, school
desegregation, and selective service of-
fenses or desertion from the armed serv-
ices. So there were numerous amend-
ments adopted to the reported bill before
it went to the other body for considera-
tion.

Typically, while accepting the sub-
stance of a few of the House provisions,
such as those dealing with abortion and
selective service or desertion from the
Armed Forces, the other body either
failed to include or so watered down
most of the other amendments adopted
on the House floor that their substance
was lost. Of course, vast portions of the
two bills were identical or substantially
so and need not concern us here,

What I am happy to be able to report
to the House today is that in the eritical
areas the substance of the House bill was
adhered to in conference and is reflected
in this conference report. In a few areas
we had to compromise, but that is the
nature of the process. Let me report our
action in those areas I feel are of greatest
significance,

1. POLITICAL ACTIVITIES

The two bills were similar in prevent-
ing legal services attorneys while engaged
in activities funded by the act from tak-
ing part in such things as voter registra-
tion drives and transporting voters to the
polls; they were different in that the
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House bill, but not the Senate amend-
ment, prohibited attorneys receiving
more than one-half their professional in-
come from the legal services program
from taking part in those activities at
any time, or in taking an active part in
partisan or nonpartisan political man-
agement or campaigns. The House ver-
sion prevailed. Not only did the House
version prevail, but we included two Sen-
ate provisions which bring employees of
the Legal Services Corporation under the
Hatch Act and prohibits employees of the
Corporation or employees of recipients of
aid from the Corporation to intentionally
identify the legal services program with
any political campaign. So we took the
strongest language of both bills on polit-
ical activity.
2. LOBBYING

The House bill absolutely prohibited
lobbying in State legislatures or in the
Congress by legal services attorneys, ex-
cept for making statements upon formal
invitation. The Senate version permitted
such statements upon invitation and also
in the course of representing an eligible
client. The House bill also barred lobby-
ing on Executive orders and similar pro-
mulgations at local, State, and National
levels, except upon invitation or in the
course of providing legal assistance to an
eligible client which was not covered at
all by the Senate bill. The conference
agreement covers so-called administra-
tive lobbying. However, it takes the Sen-
ate language permitting attorneys, act-
ing as attorneys, to represent eligible
clients in legislative and administrative
proceedings at the local, State, and Na-
tional levels, but with strengthening lan-
guage which prohibits the solicitation of
8 client or of a group in order to make
such representation possible. In short,
the conference agreement bars repre-
sentations on legislative or administra-
tive matters except upon formal invita-
tions or in the representation of an eligi-
ble client. Thus it effectively prohibits
an organized lobbying effort funded by
this program. I think this retains the
intention of the House provisions.

3. PARTICIPATION OF ORGANIZED BAR

The House bill had two very strong
provisions on this—one an amendment
offered by me which requires that two-
thirds of the governing board of legal
service programs—as opposed to a simple
majority—be composed of attorneys who
are members of the bar in the State in
which the legal services are to be ren-
dered. In addition, we adopted an amend-
ment of Chairman PerxiNs which re-
quires not only that the recommenda-
tions of the local bar so solicited before
filling stafl attorney positions in these
programs, but that preference in filling
such positions be given to local attor-
neys. The conference agreement cuts the
two-thirds local attorney requirement
to 60 percent, but it retains Chairman
PerkINs' requirement on hiring intact.
4. AWARD OF ATTORNEY'S FEES TO PREVAILING

DEFENDANTS

The gentlewoman from Oregon (Mrs.
GRreEN) amended the bill reported by our
committee to permit a court in its own
discretion to award a defendant, in a
suit initiated under this act, reasonable
court costs and attorney’s fees when the
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defendant is on the prevailing side. This
is my understanding of the traditional
equity power of a court when it finds
that somebody has flagrantly abused
legal process. We retained the provision,
but inserted language requiring a find-
ing that the plaintiff had brought the
action solely for harassment or had
maliciously abused legal process, and
suspending such authority when it con-
travenes a rule of court or State law—
which, of course, we did not intend to
contravene by this statute.

5. REFRESENTATION OF MINORS WITHOUT

PARENTAL CONSENT

The House bill prohibited the use of
funds under this act for the representa-
tion of persons under 18 years of age
without the written request of a parent
or guardian, or of a court, except in child
abuse cases, custody proceeding, or
PINS—persons in need of supervision—
proceedings. The Senate amendment ap-
plied the prohibition to “unemancipated
persons under 18 years of age” and added
other exempted categories of actions,
such as those involving the institutional-
ization of minors. It also added two
sweeping categories—"where such assist-
ance is necessary for the protection of
such person for securing or preventing
the loss of benefits or services to which
the person is legally entitled” and “in
other cases pursuant to criteria the
Board shall prescribe.” These, of course,
would have completely vitiated the re-
quirement of parental request or con-
sent. The conference agreement drops
the “other cases” loophole completely
and amends the other one to insert “or
preventing the loss or imposition of serv-
ices” and to limit it to “cases not involv-
ing the child's parent or guardian as a
defendant or respondent.” Thus again
the House position substantially pre-
vailed.

8. TREATMENT OF "“BACKUP CENTERS"

The House bill as amended on the floor
prohibited the Corporation from con-
\ducting research and training and clear-

house information activities by grants
contracts, but required that such ac-
ties be conducted directly in an “in-
jouse’” operation. The focus of the
endment was the research activity
nducted under the Econcmic Opportu-
ty Act under contract with various uni-
tersilies, and generally referred to as
backup centers.”

The 13 Legal Services Backup Centers

e currently in their fourth year of

ration. They were established to serve
gas legal information and research centers
(supporting the needs and demands of the
‘various legal service programs in opera-
‘tion throughout the country. Generally,
these centers are funded by grants from
the Office of Economic Opportunity, Of-
fice of Legal Services. The OEQ serves as
grantor of the funds allocated for the
centers and a university or independent
board of directors serves as grantee and
administers the operations of the backup
center. Each of the 13 centers serves as
both a regional and national authority
in the particular area of law for which
it was established. Each center is com-
prised of approximately six staff attor-
neys in addition to a clerical staff and
one or two directors. The key priorities
of each of the backup centers seem to be
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threefold. First, to keep all topical ma-
terial updated and to respond with as
current material as possible to the re-
quests of the various legal services pro-
gram attorneys; second, to train legal
service program attorneys as extensively
as possible in the topical area in which
the backup center specializes; third, to
work on the preparation of pamphlets
and handbooks used for the dissemina-
tion of current information concerning
legislation concerning the backup cen-
ter's area of topical concern.

Location of backup centers:

National Juvenile Law Center, St. Louls,
Missouri.

NLSP Center on Social Welfare Policy and
Law, Inc., New York, New York.

Indian Legal Service Back-up Center, Boul-
der, Colorado.

National Housing and Economic Develop-
ment Project, Berkeley, California,

National Employment Law Project, New
York, New York.

National Health and Environmental Law
Project, Los Angeles, California,

Legal Actlon Support Project of the Bureau
of Soclal Science Research, Washington, D.C.

Migrant Legal Action Program, Inc., Wash-
ington, D.C.

National Resource Center on Correctional
Law and Legal Services, Washington, D.C.

Western States Project, Ban Francisco,
California,

National Senior Citizens Law Center, Los
Angeles, California.

Harvard Center for Law and Education,
Boston, Massachusetts.

The Senate bill contained the language
of the House bill as reported from com-
mittee, with the addition of “recruit-
ment" as a permissible activity. This dif-
ference took a great deal of time to re-
solve. We finally did resolve it by strik-
ing out the Senate reference to “recruit-
ment” and permitting the Corporation
to continue to conduct research by grant
or contract until January 1, 1976, when
such authority shall terminate unless in
the intervening period the Congress by
concurrent resolution has acted with re-
spect to it; if the Congress has taken no
such action, the authority automatically
extends for 1 year until January 1, 1977,
when it again terminates, 6 months prior
to the termination of the authorization
of appropriations under the act. The con-
ference bill directs the Corporation to
conduet a thorough study of the research
activities and the relative merits of con-
ducting them directly as opposed to con-
tracting them out, and to report its find-
ings and recommendations to the Con-
gress and the President not later than
June 30, 1975, so that we shall all have
information sufficient to act on this mat-
ter. The provision of course returns the
whole issue to the Congress for further
action. But beyond that, I think that it
raises a red flag to the Corporation with
respect to the types of activities, and
their effectiveness, which have been car-
ried out by legal services “backup cen-
ters.” Incidentally, in the statement of
managers we specifically note that “re-
search” inecludes furnishing co-counsel
in cases, a practice which in certain in-
stances has been criticized,

7. ANTIBARRATRY PROVISION

The conference bill retains the House
prohibition against the use of this pro-
gram for “the persistent incitement of
litigation” or any other practice prohib-
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ited by the Canons of Ethics. The Senate
amendment had no such provision.
8. USE OF NON-FEDERAL FUNDS FOR PROHIBITED
PURFPOSES

The House bill, but not the Senate
amendment, prohibited the expenditure
by recipients of non-Federal funds for a
purpose prohibited by this act but also
provided that the provision not be con-
strued to make it impossible to contract
or make other arrangements with pri-
vate attorneys or private law firms, or
with legal aid societies which have sepa-
rate public defender programs—such as
the Legal Aid Society of New York. In
the course of the conference delibera-
tions it was felt necessary to make two
exceptions to this prohibition. The first
relates to the source of funds and ex-
empts public funds or tribal funds—in-
cluding tribal funds from a private
source—because otherwise State and
local governments and most Indian tribes
could not be recipients and might also
be effectively barred from making con-
tributions to programs supported in part
under this act. The second exception
merely expands the types of recipients
already exempted from the provision to
include “other State or local entities of
attorneys.” However, we retained the
most significant requirement of the
House bill: That an entity set up to act
as a recipient under this act—which in-
cludes most of the legal services pro-
grams as now operated—cannot obtain
foundation or other private funds and
use them for purposes prohibited under
this act.

9. PROHIBITION AGAINST USE OF FUNDS FOR

DESEGREGATION CASES

The House bill in two separate provi-
sions prohibited the use of funds to bring
cases designed to desegregate any school
or school system or any institution of
higher education. The conference bill re-
tains the prohibition against the use of
funds for cases involving the desegrega-
tion of any school or school system, with
the clarifying phrase “elementary or
secondary” added before “school or
school system.”

10. TRANSFER OF PERSONNEL

The Senate amendment, but not the
House bill, would have transferred OEOQ
legal services personnel intact to the
Corporation, The conference bill deletes
this transfer in the transition provisions,
thus leaving the Corporation free to
make a fresh start and to pick and choose
among OEO personnel on the basis of
its own standards and needs.

There are literally dozens of instances
where the language of the final product
was improved by using either the House
or Senate versions, and there are other
instances where Senate language which
had the tendency of “softening’ restric-
tions was deleted. For example, in the
language restricting the support or con-
duct of training programs for certain
kinds of activities—political activities,
labor, or antilabor activities, or boycotts,
picketing, strikes, or demonstration—the
Senate amendment had the modifier “il-
legal” inserted before “boycotts, picket-
ing, strikes, or demonstration,” which
was deleted in conference.

There are a number of examples one
can cite of “stronger” Senate language
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being included in the conference bill. For
example, the House bill had no provision
with respect to the control of class action
suits, whereas the Senate did and we ac-
cepted it. The House bill had no provi-
sion with respect to the “identification”
of the legal services program with politi-
cal activities, and accepting the Senate
provision made those restrictions more
extensive. And then there were points
which we yielded, as this after all was a
free conference and some compromises
are necessary.

For example, the House had adopted a
floor amendment which absolutely ter-
minated the Corporation as of June 30,
1978. We yield on that point, but we did
accept the Senate provisions which pro-
vide for a 3-year authorization of ap-
propriations. The Congress through its
authorizing committee must act by June
30, 1977, instead of June 30, 1978, or we
had it in the House bill. We also agreed
to a Senate provision which was inserted
in their bill by Senator CorTtoN in an
amendment, and which limits any ap-
propriation to a period of 2 years; with
the amount for the second year to be
made available at the beginning of such
year. The House bill had open ended au-
thorizations, whereas the Senate bill had
stated sums. We compromised by taking
the stated sums for fiscal years 1975 and
1976—$90 and $100 million, respective-
ly—and “such sums as may be necessary”
for fiscal year 1977. Finally, we adopted
the Senate form of the bill which is an
amendment to the Economic Opportu-
nity Act of 1964, adding a new title X.
I voted against this recession by the
House, but it has little substantive effect
except on the issue of which conun%ttee
of the Senate will consider the nomina-
tions of the President to the Board of
Directors of the Corporation. No other
provision of the Economic Opportunity
Act relates to the provisions of title X.

In short, Mr. Speaker, this was a con-
ference in which the managers on the
part of the House were in very large
measure successful in sustaining the po-
sition of the House. I cannot too highly
praise Chairman PErkins. for his leader-
ship in achieving this result. Of course,
I am personally grateful for the many
contributions of all of the House con-
ferees, but as the ranking minority mem-
ber on our side I especially want to thank
the gentleman from Ohio, Joun AsH-
BROOK, and the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin, BiLL StEIGER, for their diligent work
on this very difficult and demanding leg-
islation.

The result, I believe, is a bill which will
and most certainly should, be signed into
law. I think it is a bill which the over-
whelming majority of the Members of
this House can in good conscience sup-
port, whatever their reservations about
some details of particular provisions. It is
designed at long last to provide the
framework for a continuing program of
legal services for the poor, untainted by
polities and free, we certainly hope, from
an atmosphere of rancor and contro-
versy. Of course there will continue to be
disagreements as to the merits of some of
the litigation pursued—that is inherent
in the very nature of our legal system,
based as it is largely upon adversary pro-
ceedings. But I believe that we have put
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together an act which, faithfully admin-
istered, will provide increasing accept-
ability for this program.

Our objective is to come much closer
to achieving the ideal of “equal justice
under law' which is the bedrock of our
democracy. I think this legislation is a
well-balanced effort directed toward that
end, and I urge its approval.

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

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the
gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. FROEHLICH. Mr. Speaker, on
June 21, 1973, during the debate on the
Legal Services bill, I offered a substitute
to an amendment proposed by the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Maryland
(Mr. Hocan), limiting the Legal Services
Corporation’s authority to engage in
litigation on abortion. My substitute
amendment was adopted by the House
and subsequently incorporated into the
bill. It has now become a part of this
conference report.

I am very disturbed by the efforts to
portray this amendment as ineffectual
and meaningless. The amendment clear-
ly has meaning; it clearly has force; and
it cannot be nullified by word games in
the OEO bureaucracy.

Permit me to set the record straight
on the history and meaning of section
1007 (b) (8) of the conference report on
H.R. 7824, which provides:

(b) No funds made avallable by the Cor-
poration under this title, either by grant or
conftract, may be used—

(8) to provide legal assistance with respect
to any proceeding or litigation which seeks
to procure a nontherapeutic abortion or to
compel any individual or institution to per-
form an abortion, or assist in the perform-
ance of an abortion, or provide facilities for
the performance of an abortion, contrary to
the religious beliefs or moral convictions of
such individual or institution; . ..

The language in this subsection was a
substitute for Mr. Hocan's amendment,
which prohibited the use of corporation
funds—

(7) To provide legal assistance with re-
spect to any proceeding or litigation relat-
ing to abortion.

During the debate on Mr. Hocan's
amendment, the following colloquy took
place:

Mr. puv Ponr. I have a question for the
sponsor of the amendment. Does the gentle-
man’s amendment mean that if a woman re-
ceived an abortion in a hospital and was in-
jured as the result of medical malpractice,
that the attorneys in the corporation would
not be able to handle her suit?

Mr, Hocan. No; I do not Intend that at all.
What I do intend is that no sult can be
brought against a doctor or a nurse or a hos-
pital that will not perform an abortion to
force them to do so.

Mr. pu PonT. I understand what the gen-
tleman intends, but what does his amend-
ment say?

At that point in the debate, I offered
my substitute amendment, stating in
part:

Mr. Chairman, I think this wording will
correct the defect pointed out in the Hogan
amendment.

The defect in the Hogan amendment

as originally submitted was that it was
worded so broadly that it covered situa-
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tions not intended. My amendment was
designed to correct this overbreadth. It
was not designed to radically alter the
amendment’s objective.

There is now some question concern-
ing the meaning of the term ‘thera-
peutic abortion.”

According to my good colleague from
Georgia (Mr. BLACKBURN), a writer in
the April publication of OEO’s National
Clearinghouse for Legal Services states
that—

Any sbortion which a woman requests is
medically necessary, since the very request
for the procedure indicates the importance
of terminating the pregnancy to the woman's
health, whether physical, mental, or emo-
tional,

I disagree completely with this view
of a “medically necessary” abortion. This
is certainly not the view embodied in my
amendment when it was approved over-
whelmingly in the House. The type of
abortion described in the passage above
is an “elective abortion” that proceeds
from complete freedom of choice and has
nothing to do with medical necessity.
Litigation by corporation attorneys to
procure this kind of abortion is not au-
thorized by the bill.

As it now stands, this legislation pro-
hibits litigation by corporation attorneys
to secure “nontherapeutic” abortions. It
does not prohibit litigation to secure
“therapeutic” abortions.

To my mind, a therapeutic abortion is
an abortion that is a necessary part of
the treatment of a serious existing ill-
ness or injury. A nontherapeutic abor-
tion is an elective abortion that is not a
necessary part of the treatment of a seri-
ous existing illness or injury. A nonthera-
peutic abortion is an abortion that is
convenient to or desired by the mother
but is not medically related in a neces-
sary and integral way to the preservation
of her life or physical health.

The term “nontherapeutic steriliza-
tion” was defined by the Public Health
Service and the Social and Rehabilita-
tion Service in regulations published in
the Federal Register on April 18, 1974, at
page 13873. Section 50.202(b) of the reg-
ulations defines nontherapeutic steriliza-
tion as—

Any procedure or operation, the purpose
of which is to render an individual perma-
nently incapable of reproducing and which
is not either (1) a necessary part of the
treatment of an existing illness or Injury, or
(2) medically indicated as an accompani-
ment of an operation on the female genitou-
rinary tract. For purposes of this paragraph
mental incapacity is not considered an ill-
ness or injury.

This definition of “nontherapeutic” is
very much in line with my intent at the
time I offered my substitute amendment.

In interpreting the term “nonthera-
peutic abortion,” there is necessarily a
gray area between a clearcut “elective
abortion” that is undertaken for the con-
venience of the mother and a clearcut
therapeutic abortion that is imperative
to save the life of the mother. The con-
ference report does not embody the Sen-
ate language which specifically barred
legal assistance on abortion “unless the
same is necessary to save the life of the
mother.”

Nonetheless, the purpose of the
amendment is to severely limit the sit-
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uations in which publicly financed at-
torneys are authorized to embark on
publicly financed litigation to procure
abortions; and the intent of the amend-
ment is not to be nullified by an illimit-
ably expansive interpretation of the term
“therapeutic” so that the term “non-
therapeutic'” is rendered meaningless. No
such leeway is permitted by the language
in this amendment, and restrictive reg-
ulations should be drafted accordingly.

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

Mr QUIE. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the
gentleman from Kentucky.

Mr, PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I compli-
ment the distinguished gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr, Quie) for an outstand-
ing speech and for his persevering atti-
tude in obtaining this conference report.

Mr. Speaker, my question is, Did the
House action eliminate the backup cen-
ters? I first thought that the action of
the House fook eliminated backup cen-
ters, but upon further study I found
that the backup centers were not elim-
inated but that they were authorized
to be operated directly by the Corpora-
tion. They were brought into headquar-
ters here in Washington, and the work
of the backup centers was all within
the Corporation here in Washington.
Am I correct in that statement?

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman
is correct. Any backup center activities
would have to be conducted by the Cor-
poration in the House bill.

Mr. PERKINS. But the House hill still
has the authority and the right to do all
the work within the Corporation here in
Washington?

Mr. QUIE. That is correct. All the
work could be done only within the
Corporation. In the compromise we also
continue the right to make grants and

contracts, and this makes available
funds for the present backup centers
if approved by the Corporation, which
will look at the present backup centers
and make judgment as to which ones
are capably performing their duty, and
which will eliminate the abuses. By
June 30, 1975, the Corporation will come
back with a study pointing out to us,
in effect, which backup centers are pro-
viding what services for the local attor-
neys and the preferred methods and
structures of these services.

Mr. MEEDS. Mr., Speaker, I wish to
state to the Members of the House that
this is about the fifth or sixth time, I
believe, that I have been in the well of
this House discussing the purposes of
a Legal Services Corporation. This is the
third bill we have had considered before
the House, and this is the second con-
ference report on that subject. So this
is the fifth time I have discussed this
with the Members.

Over that period of time, Mr. Speaker,
in terms of Legal Services, I feel some-
what like the “Virginia Slims” man who
says, “You've come a long way, baby.”
I cannot say that this is exactly to my
liking, in view of that long distance that
has been traveled. Ninety-six of my col-
leagues and I, representing both bodies,
introduced in 1971 a Legal Services pro-
posal, and I cannoft say that what we
are here today considering is exactly
that different.
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However, at the same time the admin-
istration proposed Legal Services legis-
lation, and the legislation we are con-
sidering today is not identical to that
either. Indeed, a close analysis will show
that the proposal we have before us to-
day is, in at least 21 particulars, more
restrictive even than the legislation pro-
posed by the administration in 1971.

But I think I have been here long
enough, and I am practical enough to
know that “politics is the art of the pos-
sible.”

Let me tell my friends, particularly on
this side of the aisle, this: Given the
present circumstances and conditions, I
cannot say that we are going to be able
to pass the coriginal Legal Services bill
which so many of us introduced and
fought so hard for. Indeed, I think it is
necessary to make some compromises if
we are to retain this very, very fine pro-
gram, This is a program which has made
justice a reality to many people who
never would have enjoyed that reality
otherwise.

Mr. BSpeaker, the important thing
about this legislation and about this con-
ference report is that it creates a rel-
atively independent Legal Services Cor-
poration. It is insulated mostly from po-
litical pressure without being isolated
from the needs of the people and from
the Congress. It assures us that Legal
Services will continue to be available to
those who are less fortunate. They are
less fortunate, yet they also should have
the right of access to the courts of this
country.

This legislation makes justice a reality
to those who, before the era of Legal
Services, did not have the means of ex-
ercising and having the benefit of that
reality.

Mr. Speaker, there have been a num-
ber of “Dear Colleague” letters written,
and we have heard a number of state-
ments made, and perhaps many of them
have been authored by certain people
who are not well known. But in any
event, the main thrust of these argu-
ments is that the House conferees, in ef-
fect, compromised away the House posi-
tion in the long and somewhat difficult
conference held with the Members of the
other body.

Let me say as emphatically as I know
how that this is incorrect. I deny that
this has happened. Indeed, I think I can
demonstrate how incorrect it is.

We have done an analysis of the 24
amendments which were adopted on the
floor of this House. Of those 24 amend-
ments, our analysis shows that the House
position was sustained almost totally
intact, certainly as far as the major
thrust of the House position is con-
cerned, in 13 of those 24 amendments.
The Senate position was sustained al-
most totally intact in 5 out of those 24
amendments. The position leaning to-
ward the House version was sustained in
3 of those 24 amendments, and the posi-
tion leaning toward the Senate was
sustained in 3 of those instances.

So that the overwhelming majority of
these 24 amendments which were
adopted on the floor of this House were
sustained in the conference, and we
bring them back to the Members today
either totally intact or relatively intact,
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the overwhelming majority of them, as
Isay.

I was interested in the “Dear Col-
league” letter of my colleague and val-
ued friend, the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. AsHBROOK), who was a member of
the conference committee. I just want
to quote from his letter where he says:

I have served on a number of conferences
and have watched the House position re-
peatedly bargained away. In this conference
I would have to say the House conferees did
a very good job of upholding our position,
and held the final version much closer to
our original bill than the more radical Sen-
ate version. At that, the bill certainly was
not improved, and anyone opposing the con-
cept of legal services or the bill as passed
by the House last year should find no com-
fort In the conference report.

I have te say that I agree with my col-
league, the gentleman from Ohio (Mr,
Asuaprook). I think the gentleman is
absolutely right. If you oppose the con-
cept of a legal services corporation or,
indeed, legal services——

The SPEAKER, The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mr. PEREKINS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
additional minutes to the gentleman
from Washington (Mr. MEeeps) .

Mr. MEEDS. Mr. Speaker, I repeat, if
one is opposed to the concept of legal
services, or if one opposes the concept
of a legal services corporation or, indeed,
if one opposes what was passed on the
floor of this House some time ago, then I
suggest that the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. AsHBROOK) is correct, and that they
will probably be voting against it.

On the other hand, if you have been
told that you should vote against it be-
cause it bargained away the position of
the House, that is not a valid ground
to vote against this bill because this bill
does sustain the position of the House
far more than it does the position of the
Senate.

8o, let us be honest with ourselves, If
you do not like legal services, if you do
not like the concept, then vote against
it, but do not vote against it because it is
said that the House was overwhelmed by
the Senate.

This, in the final analysis, my col-
leagues, is a compromise, but a com-
promise which is shaded toward the ver-
sion of the House, a compromise which
provides for the continuation of Legal
Services to those who but for its pro-
visions will look upon the courts of this
land as an instrument of the judges and
not justice, and who will have denied to
them access to the courts, a denial which
is tantamount, it seems to me, to full
access to our system.

Mr, Speaker I would further like to
point out that the bill that we now have
before us is a bill that I believe all of us
can support. Although the bill does not
precisely incorporate my views, nor pos-
sibly the precise views of anyone else,
its strength is that it represents a very
well-conceived compromise that can and
should obtain the support of us all. In
the finest traditions of the legal profes-
sion, this bill takes an important step
so0 that equal justice for the American
population can be converted from a lofty
goal to a practical reality.

In describing the legislation that we
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now have before us, it seems most ap-
propriate to use the term *balance.”
What we have done is to achieve a bal-
ance between the need for quality rep-
resentation and the need to prevent any
potential program abuses. In so doing,
we tried to make sure that poor people
will remain confident that they are prop-
erly and adequately represented in the
legal arena, and we tried to make sure
that the people throughout our land will
reiain confidence in this program so that
it remains popular in the vital political
arena.

The provisions that we now have in
this bill achieves the balance that we
sought. Since this bill, therefore, is the
subject of numerous compromises and
delicate balances, it is our hope that the
Corporation will painstakingly adhere to
the bill’'s provisions. For us who have
labored on this bill for so long, this re-
quires two things, first, that the Corpo-
ration enforce the program restrictions
that we have established in this legisla-
tion and, second, that the Corporation
makes sure that no further program re-
strictions are established unless they are
approved through the normal legislative
process and signed by the President.

The balances that were drawn by this
bill ean best be exemplified by our pro-
vision on legislative and administrative
advocacy. Under the conference bill, we
have prohibited legislative and adminis-
trative advocacy except when such ac-
tion is performed in behalf of an individ-
ual or group client, or when such repre-
sentation is made pursuant to a request
by a legislative official, agency stafl per-
son, executive officer or employee, and
the like. A further explanation of these
exceptions is helpful.

The bill we are now considering re-
quires that recipients, when filling staff
attorney positions, solicit the recom-
mendations of the organized bar in the
community served. Although recipients
should solicit such recommendations, it
is obvious that all decisions concerning
the hiring of staff positions rest exclu-
sively with recipients’ staff directors and
boards of directors. In making these de-
cisions, staff directors should “give pref-
erence to filling such positions to quali-
fied persons who reside in the community
to be served.” In this regard, it must be
noted that preferences to local residents
for staff attorney slots oceur only if such
persons are “gualified,” and the staff di-
rectors and boards of recipients retain
complete authority in establishing the
criteria to determine necessary compe-
tence. Such factors as intelligence, ex-
perience, commitment, similar ethnic
background to the clients that will be
served, and other factors may be consid-
ered in determining competence.

The conference bill also provides that
fees and costs can be collected against
the Corporation by defendants sued by a
recipient if a final order is entered in fa-
vor of the defendant and an express find-
ing has been made that the sole purpose
of the suit was to harass the defendant
or a recipient’s plaintiff maliciously
abused legal process.

Nothing in the fees and costs provi-
sion of this bill is intended to abrogate
other laws or judicial rulings. Therefore,
fees and costs may not be taxed against
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the Corporation if such an award contra-
venes any laws, any rule of court, or any
statute of general applicability. Sim-
ilarly, by specifically limiting the in-
stances when defendants can collect fees
and costs against the Corporation, it is
not intended in any way to limit the
instances when recipients can collect
fees and costs from defendants who have
lost their cases to recipients’ clients.
Quite the opposite. Nothing in this bill
is intended to restrict courts’ discretion-
ary powers to award fees and costs to
winning recipients, particularly where
such costs and fees are collectable pur-
suant to “private attorneys general” and
other legal theories. Finally, in this re-
gard, no collection of fees and costs by
a defendant against the Corporation
may be collected until all appeals have
been exhausted.

The conference bill continues the op-
eration of the present research groups
known as the backup centfers. These
groups provide advice and research aid
to recipients throughout the country and
they serve important counsel and co-
counsel functions in cases of difficulty
and importance to the poor. Their ex-
pertise is greatly needed in order to pro-
vide high-quality representation to the
poor and, consequently, it is our expecta-
tion that they will remain in existence.
Since there has been some controversy
about their operations, and since the
Corporation is not permitted to provide
any legal assistance, we have asked the
Corporation to study the efficiency of
these centers and we have supported
their continued existence.

By July 1, 1975, we expect to receive a
report from the Corporation about the
“efficiency and economy” of continuing
the backup centers through granis or
contracts as opposed to starting a new
backup system run directly by the Cor-
poration. If no legislative action is taken
through a concurrent resolution during
the period of July 1, 1975, to January 1,
1976, the authority to provide grants and
contracts to these centers will automati-
cally continue to January 1, 1977. In
order to make an award of a grant or
contract after January 1, 1977, new au-
thorizing legislation will be required, but
the granting of such contracts and
grants will be permitted through to that
date so that backup centers may remain
in existence throughout the authoriza-
tion period of the Corporation.

Other provisions of considerable im-
portance to the program also should be
called to the attention of the House.
Under the bill, staff directors of re-
cipients will be responsible for approving
class actions, class action appeals, and
amicus curiae class proceedings. The pur-
pose of this provision is to assure that
each recipient operates as efficiently and
economically as possible. If, as I presume,
class action proceedings are more econo-
mical and effective, it is expected that
the filing and handling of such proceed-
ings will be approved by staff directors.

A parallel provision governs the filing
of appeals by recipients. Under our bill,
guidelines will be established by recip-
ients for the taking of appeals in order
to avoid the filing of frivolous appeals.
These guidelines shall not in any way in-
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terfere with attorneys’ responsibilities
to the attorney-client relationship. Sim-
ilarly, no attorney will be inhibited from
filing claims for a client insofar as the
only prohibition in this respect is de-
signed to stop persistent incitement of
litigation that is clearly violative of the
Canons of Ethics and the Code of Profes-
sional Responsibility.

The clients that will be served under
this bill are persons who fulfill the eli-
gibility criteria established by the Cor-
poration, after proper consultation with
the Director of the Office of Management
and Budget and the Governors of the
several States. It is expected that every-
one under the poverty level, at a very
minimum, will have access to legal rep-
resentation under this bill, and it is nec-
essary that adjustments on the stand-
ards be made to reflect varying economic
conditions. In order to build confidence
in the attorney-client relationship, it is
expected that eligibility will be deter-
mined through a simplified self-declara-
tory form pursuant to which the poten-
tial client’s word will be accepted. In ad-
dition, any refusal to accept a client
should be subject to a hearing, such as if
a client was rejected due to his alleged
refusal to accept a job, thereby guaran-
teeing a client his due process rights.

No recipient or personnel thereof will
be permitted to use Corporation re-
sources to organize and establish coali-
ticns, confederations, alliances, or any
other such groups. However, a group
made up primarily of eligible indivi-
duals—such as buying clubs, day-care
groups and cooperatives—may be fully
represented by recipients and their per-
sonnel.

The bill that we are now considering
prohibits the provision of legal services
to unemancipated minors, less than 18
years of age, except if—

First, written request is made by the
minor’s parents or guardians; or Second,
a court of competent jurisdiction has
made a request that such assistance be
provided; or Third, in child abuse cases,
custody proceedings, PINS proceedings,
or cases involving the initiation, con-
tinuation, or condition of institutionali-
zation; or Fourth, “where necessary for
the protection of such person for the
purpose of securing, or preventing the
loss of, benefits, or securing, or prevent-
ing the loss or imposition of, services
under law in cases not involving the
child’s parent or guardian as a defendant
or respondent.”

With regard to the fourth exception
enumerated in our bill, the “benefits” and
“services” that are to be protected in-
clude all rights that minors may have
through statutory, regulatory, constitu-
tional and decisional authority. First, the
“parents and guardians” set forth in that
exception refers exclusively to individ-
uals, not to institutional or State entities
serving in some substitute guardianship
capacity. Second, the prohibition against
suits versus “parents or guardians” re-
lates exclusively to ones which, ab initio,
are brought against parents or guard-
ians; this, obviously, merely follows com-
mon sense since attorneys are expected
to continue legal advocacy roles once
they have properly begun to represent a
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client. Third, and finally, the prohibition
against litigation against parents and
guardians only prevents legal representa-
tion where the parents and guardians are
actually defendants, not where they are
10ssibly against the litigation but are not
iormally named as defendants.

This bill, as I have just explained, then,
clearly strikes an important balance. It
will serve the poor and it will not abuse
the public. I, therefore, highly recom-
mend that we pass this bill.

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

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

Ms. ABZUG. I thank the gentleman
from Washington for yielding.

I stand by the fundamental principle
that all laws should be administered
equally to all the people, and that the
courts of our land should be open on an
equal basis to all of our citizens.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman has again expired.

Mr. PERKINS. I yield 1 additional
minute to the gentleman from Washing-
ton.

Ms. ABZUG. Historically, justice in
America has been visualized as a set of
balanced scales. Unfortunately, more
often than not, those Americans with
money have been able to tip the scales
in their favor, and traditionally it has
been the poorest Americans who have
been shortweighted.

Acknowledging the realities of poverty
and the inaccessibility of the poor to
justice or law, the legal services program
was created in 1965 under the Office of
Economic Opportunity. Since the estab-
lishment of the Legal Services program,
it has been possible for a large segment
of our population to participate actively
and constructively in the judicial system.

The bill before us would continue this
program for another 3 years, but with
significant changes. By severely limiting
the types of proceedings covered by the
bill, we are depriving the poor of legal
representation in those very cases which
are most important to them.

One example of this—and one which I
find most disturbing is that section which
prohibits Legal Service attorneys from
assisting women in securing their legal
rights regarding abortion. No matter
what your individual feeling may be on
the subject of abortion it is unconscion-
able to deny women this constitutional
right.

The significance of these limitations is
the discriminatory effect they will have
in depriving the poor of legal services in
certain specified areas. This is a bill to
provide legal services for the poor. As I
mentioned above, the program was orig-
inally initiated to overcome the discrim-
ination which previously existed in our
legal system between the rich and the
poor. By setting restrictions in this bill
which do not apply to the availability
of legal services for others, we are simply
continuing the discrimination we orig-
inally attempted to overcome.

Though as yo1 can see there are many
parts of the conference committee report
that I disagree with there are a number
of sections I believe to be an improve-
ment over the original House language.

I believe that the conference commit-
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tee language on research, training, tech-
nical assistance, and clearinghouse activ-
ity is preferable to the House language.
The work of the so-called back up cen-
ters has, in my view, proved extremely
valuable and I hope that both the Cor-
poration and the Congress will so find
when this matter comes back to us.

I am also pleased that the Hotse
agreed with the Senate on the need to
specify that in areas where the pre-
dominant language is other than English
that the “Corporation shall, to the ex-
tent feasible, provide that their prin-
cipal language be used in the provision
of legal assistance.”

Another provision of the conference
report that I think is an improvement
over the House version of the bill was
the inclusion of the Senate provision on
interim funding. There have been many
instances in the past where a Legal Serv-
ices group would not know from day to
day whether they would have to close up
shop because of delays in funding. This
provision will be invaluable in improving
the administration of the Legal Services
program.

I also note that the section on eligibil-
ity clearly defines those criteria which
must be considered. Family size and local
cost of living, assets and income, fixed
debts, and medical expenses all must
combine to produce a financial inability
to afford legal assistance. It seems that
we are very careful about client eligibil-
ity for Government legal assistance until
it comes to the head of the Government.
Mr. Nixon is certainly getting some of the
finest legal talent that money can buy.
And it is the taxpayers money that is
buying it. We prohibit any Legal Service
attorney from assisting those who can
afford their own counsel but we are cur-
rently making a glaring exception.

It is only the overriding importance
of continuing the fine work of the dedi-
cated Legal Service attorneys that I sup-
port this bill.

As you can see, I do have serious con-
cerns with many of the provisions of the
conference report. It is my firm hope
that we will have an opportunity very
soon to amend and improve this bill, be-
cause, Mr. Speaker, it certainly needs im-
provement. But my overriding concern
is with seeing that this most worthwhile
program of providing legal services for
the poor is continued. For this reason, I
will support the bill.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman has again expired.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
additional minutes to the gentleman
from Washington (Mr. MEEDS).

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

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

Ms. ABZUG. I should like to ask this
question. Is it not somewhat contradic-
tory to say that we are providing legal
services to the poor, except that the poor
are not entitled to have legal services in
those very areas which are most vital
to them, so that the poor are being dis-
criminated against? Is that really not
unconstitutional in that we are denying
equal protection of the laws? I want to
make clear what I am saying.

May 16, 197}

Mr. MEEDS. I understand what the
gentlewoman is saying.

Ms, ABZUG. There is a law which
says women have rights to abortions. A
person deprived of his right to equal edu-
cational opportunity also has the right
to challenge such deprivation in the
courts. The poor as well as the rich have
rights to go to court—and be represented
by counsel—in cases involving military
service. The gentleman has taken out
many of the problems that poor people
have, and he is saying, “Yes, you can
have certain legal services, but not to
secure rights in controversial areas,”
even though it is the law of the land.

Mr. MEEDS. The gentlewoman knows
full well it is not a deprivation of con-
stitutional rights for the Federal Gov-
ernment to put conditions on the
expenditure of its funds. I told the gen-
tlewoman of a number of instances where
there are prohibitions on the expendi-
ture of these funds. But the important
thing is that we are preserving an instru-
ment of good which, if allowed to con-
tinue, will do so much more good than
all of those things; and that the good far
outweighs the bad. I understand the
gentlewoman’s problem. I do not par-
ticularly agree with it, but I think this
is the best arrangement we can make.

Ms, ABZUG. I appreciate the gentle-
man's comments. He would not suggest
that, through our appropriation power,
we can deprive citizens in this country
of their constitutional rights?

Mr. MEEDS. Of course, as I pointed
out, we can put conditions on the ex-
penditure of Federal funds. It is not a
deprivation of constitutional rights.

Ms. ABZUG. I disagree with the gen-
tleman there.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentle-
man has expired.

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 min-
utes to the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
ASHBROOK) .

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

Mr. ASHBROOK. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. MATHIAS of California. Mr,
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to in-
sert at this point in the Recorp a tele-
gram sent to the President by the Gov-
ernor of California, the Honorable Ron-
ald Reagan.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection,

The telegram is as follows:

[Telegram]

My DeAR Mn. PRESIENT: I know you are
pledged to veto any legal services bill that
goes beyond the original House proposal. I
strongly belleve the bill now out of confer-
ence and about to be voted on should be
vetoed. This bill would perpetuate and ex-
tend drastic changes in the manner by
which legal services have traditionally been
provided in this country, providing Federal
aid to selected special interest groups which
favor such things as unrestricted abortion,
forced busing and increased welfare demands.

America is not well served by authorizing
Government-pald lawyers fo insert them-
selves between parents and children, school
administrators and students, and prison offi-
cials and inmates, Providing hard-earned and
scarce tax dollars to lawyers so that, despite

Mr,
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safeguards, they can lobby the Congress and
State legislatures basically without limita-
tion and with the prestiglous indicia of your
formal approval is impossible to understand;
that goes against all current attempts at po-
litical reform. Signing this bill will mean
that States will be subject to virtually un-
limited harassment by tax-subsidized groups
allied with or controlled by groups such as
the ACLU, the National Lawyers Guild and
the National Welfare Rights Organization.

This corporation, despite being subject to
review of authorizations and appropriations,
would nonetheless be established as a per-
manent object for subsidy by the American
people, yet essentially unaccountable to
them. I would hope that the House would
refuse passage of H.R. 7824; if the bill gets
to your desk, I would hope that you will
veto it. I and many others are preparsd to
pledge our support for a realistic plan which
has the necessary safeguards written into it.
The current legal services authority does not
expire until June 30, 1975, which leaves
plenty of time for the development of an
acceptable alternative.

Sincerely,
RONALD REAGAN,

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, I cer-
tainly concur with what my colleague,
the gentleman from Washington, has
just said. This is the third bill we have
had regarding Legal Services. It is true
we have moved in the direction of plac-
ing what I think are commonsense re-
strictions upon a Legal Services Corpora-
tion, restrictions which have been made
necessary because of actions, some overly
enthusiastic and some political, on the
part of Legal Services attorneys.

As the gentleman from Washington
(Mr. Meeps) and the previous speakers
have stated, there was a difference of
opinion on this particular conference.
There were those like Mr. Mgeps, who
in honesty and good faith wanted a
much stronger corporation. Even at that,
he was, I think, a very fair conferee. He
did speak for the House position. There
were those who wanted less. I happen
to have been one philosophically opposed
to the bill. I had a minority report on the
original bill. I was vitally opposed to the
concept of a Legal Services Corporation.
I think I was a good-faith conferee work-
ing to uphold the House position.

There is one thing we should remind
ourselves of. Many of my friends who
wanted more than they got made com-
promises, but we do end up with the
Legal Services Corporation. Many who
are against the concept made compro-
mises, but they, in effect, lost, because we
do end up with the Legal Services Cor-
poration.

I would agree with what Mr. QUIiE
sald. I believe the House position was
generally upheld. In my experience as a
conferee, this is one of the few times that
we can come back and say the House
position has been generally upheld in a
conference with the Senate.

And yet I think what the gentleman
-~ Minnesota er QuIE) said bears

ITUL e
~n_ In the area of
some further elucluum... o

backup centers we probably maage v..-
major concessions. If I were to assess
percentages I would say the House posi-
tion was probably 80 to 90 percent up-
held in most instances and I think this
is a good record on most conferences.
Yet on the backup centers I think our po-
sition at best was 20 to 25 percent up-
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held. In dealing with the Senate that
has a far more expansive bill we could
say this was a good compromise and yet
in the vital area of backup centers where
the House did express its position very
strongly on two amendments the House
position was not upheld.

I intend at the proper time to offer a
motion to recommit to give the Mem-
bers who believe the backup centers
should be removed from the bill an op-
portunity to vote. I will not take further
time on this matter now because I un-
derstand under the rules we will get 5
minutes at that particular time.

I would say what the gentleman from
Washington (Mr, MEEDS) said was prob-
er. We did go to conference with a bill
that was less than what many of us on
this side wanted. No one has stood on the
floor and said that the bill was improved.
If one opposed the House position at that
time, and there were 95 Members who
did, there would be no particular reason
for one to support what was done be-
cause in many areas the bill was
changed from what went from the House
into the conference.

While I commend the conference, my
personal philosophy has not changed as
far as this type of corporation goes and
I will offer the amendment because I be-
lieve the Members should have and do
want to have an opportunity to vote on
the backup centers provision.

In closing I would compliment the
Members, but I would remind those who
are opposed to this bill, who are opposed
to the concept, that we have not im-
proved the bill. At best we have done a
good job in upholding the House position.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from Hawaili (Mrs. MINK).

Mrs. MINEK. Mr. Speaker, as a mem-
ber of the conference committee on H.R.
7824 I take this time to assure the House
that this bill has certainly received ade-
quate consideration not only by this body
but also by the conferees who worked
very long and very hard to bring this bill
to this House at this time. I also take
this time to commend the leaders of our
conference, the chairman of the full
committee as well as the Republican
ranking member, the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. Quie) for their per-
sistence and their determination to re-
port this measure.

I happen to be one of the Members of
this House who really was not initially
for a Corporation bill because it seemed
to be we would be exactly in this kind of
position, having to come before this body
to ask for certain kinds of prohibitions
and limitations on what I consider to he
a program which should be determined
largely by the demands of attorney and
client, but given all the difficulties which
the Legal Services program has wit-
nessed and given the difficulties of a
straight extension of this program which
I would have preferred, it seems to me

Y~ering] approach was to support

the only iue.c.
4t
a corporation concept maa ° WY to g”e

this program the kind, of stability a,m.
support which I believe it deserves.

If anything has been learned by this
whole episode which we are now struck by
which we call Watergate, it is the no-
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tion that the people in this country are
very deeply concerned that even our legal
system and our concepts of justice are
not equal and that there are really two
kinds of legal systems which are available
in this country, one for the rich and one
for the poor. This is an intolerable kind
of attitude to persist in our country and
unless this Congress acts today on this
legal corporation bill and puts into Fed-
eral law the notion that we are prepared
to guarantee to the poor of our country
the equality of protection under the judi-
cial system, then the whole meaning of
democracy, the whole meaning of liber-
ty and freedom has not reality for the
poor people because they find it con-
sistently iipossive 0 get representa-
tion before the courts.

This is really what the Legal Services
Corporation is asking,

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr.
the gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. MINK. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I thank the gentle-
woman for yielding. It seems to me that
the gentlewoman's statement is some-
what in conflict with that of the gentle-
woman from New York. This bill
really does not help the poor in any
important area. As a matter of fact,
it diverts away from the poor the abil-
ity to help the poor. How does the gentle-
woman justify that point?

Mrs. MINK. Yes; I would grant we had
to bar Legal Service attorneys from liti-
gating abortion cases even though a poor
person feels they ought to have the right
to be represented; the denial of protec-
tion in regard to litigation in amnesty
and selective service cases; the denial
of the right of a teenager to bring his
claim before the Legal Services Corpo-
ration without his parents’ consent; bar-
ring the right of a Legal Services lawyer
to go before a legislative body in a case
that has been brought to his attention
is a severe limitation. But when we take
an overview of this legislation, it seems
to me the areas we have prohibited and
banned are minor by comparison when
we look at the poor and the needs of the
poor. What this bill says to the poor is
that we are giving them an opportunity
to be represented in civil matters, regard-
ing their rent, regarding the services that
they are receiving from their Govern-
ment, regarding programs under social
security and medicaid and all these other
kinds of activities: collection cases
where they are being dunned completely
illegally by collection agencies that have
no right to bring a claim against these
poor individuals; these are the kind of
bread-and-butter issues, bread-and-but-
ter problems that the poor have in their
day-to-day life in which they deserve to
be represented adequately in court. This
bill is going to glve them that opportu-
nity.

It seems to me the kinds of things that
we have stricken because they happen to
be controversial to us today, abortion
and so forth, are of minor consequence
compaled to the basic fundamental le-
“+e that the poor are going to

gal nguw
finally find fruition ana 0d permanence

through the establishment of this Tegal
Corporation.

Speaker, will
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So although I am distressed by the
prohibitions, and I join the gentlewoman
from New York in expressing them, as a
conferee I felt I had to rise above my
personal objections and look at the
broad responsibility that the Congress
has to finally make legal services to the
poor a matter of Federal law.

I hope the Members of the House will
support this legislation.

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 min-
ute to the gentleman from California for
a special announcement.

ANNOUNCEMENT OF MARRIAGE OF CONGRESSMAN
BOB WILSON AND SHIRLEY SARRETT

Mr. GUESER. Mr. Speaker, it is my
pleasure to announce that shortl)i after
noon today the Chapinin of the House,
Dr. Latch, united in marriage Shirley
Sarrett and our colleague, the gentleman
from California (Mr. Bop WiLson). I am
sure that the best wishes of every Mem-
ber of this House go with them.

Mr. QUIE, Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 min-
utes to the gentleman from California
{Mr. ROUSSELOT).

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, I do
not know that I can really follow that
act every well, and I would not try.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to
the conference report on the Legal Serv-
ices Corporation Act of 1974 for the fol-
lowing reasons:

First. The bill would create a Corpora-
tion which will spend in the neighbor-
hood of $100 million of Federal funds an-
nually, but which will be free of any
accountability whatsoever to either the
Congress or the taxpayers,

Second. The bill would create a pre-
sumptive right, in perpetuity, on the part
of any recipient of financial assistance
under the program, to continue to receive
funds in the absence of notice and of a
“timely, full, and fair hearing.”

Third. The bill would continue in ef-
fect the historic union contract signed
by OEO Director Arnett, which delivered
into the hands of the union effective con-
trol over virtually all management func-
tions affecting these employees, who are,
and will continue to be, paid from public
{funds.

Mr. Speaker, a common thread runs
throughout the conference report on the
Legal Services Corporation Act of 1974,
which substantially embodies the Senate
version of the bill beneath the cloak of
H.R. 7824—the creation of a so-called
independent Legal Services Corporation
which will be financed by nearly $100
million in Federal funds per year but
which will be unaccountable for its ac-
tivities to anyone but itself,

The unaccountability of the new Cor-
poration is loudly and defiantly pro-
claimed both at the beginning and near
the end of the conference bill. The veri-
table ‘“antiaccountability manifesto”
which Corporation advocates would have
Congress adopt as a “statement of find-
ings and declaration of purpose’” asserts
that—

(6) to preserve its strength, the legal serv-
fces program must be kept free from the
influence of or use by it of political pressures.

This language indicates that the bill

means to keen {he Corporation free of
‘any oversight, accountability, or respon-
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sibility to either elected officials or tax-
payers. However, the Corporation itself
will be virtually subservient to the scores
of very political Federal bureaucrats who
have lobbied for its creation as a means
to promote their own political agenda.
Meanwhile, the poor, for whose benefit
the program was supposedly established,
will be literally exploited as a result of
this legislation because it provides for
the perpetuation of the “staff attorney”
system, which imposes a legal services
monopoly upon the poor. The result is
that control over the nature and quality
of legal services rests with the providers
of the services—the staff attorneys and
the Corporation—rather than with the
poor client or with the taxpayer,

The anticlient, antitaxpayer effect of
the Corporation bill is reinforced by the
final finding and purpose:

(6) attorneys providing legal assistance
must have full freedom to protect the best
interests of their clients in keeping with the
Code of FProfessional Responsibility, the
Canons of Ethics, and the high standards of
the legal profession.

Make no mistake about it, this is an
antiaccountability provision designed to
enable Corporation attorneys and bu-
reaucrats to use the code, canons, and
standards of the legal profession as both
a sword and a shield against clients and
taxpayer alike,

The sword effect occurs when legal
services attorneys engage in such illegal
and extralegal activities as strikes, pick-
eting, boycotts, lobbying, and political
action in the name of zealous represen-
tation of the poor. The shield of “pro-
fessional responsibility” is then inter-
posed to prevent any meaningful inquiry
into the conduct of staff attorneys from
being made by public officials, clients, or
taxpayers.

It should be noted that the existence
of the abuses referred to above is not a
matter of speculation or conjecture, but
a matter of fact established by nearly
a decade of experience under the OEO
legal services program. The existence
and persistence of outrageous practices
are not denied by proponents of the
Corporation. It was, in fact, the publica-
tion of scores of horror stories which de-
fied bureaucratic coverup efforts and the
demands for reform by responsible pub-
lic officials which led to the present bill.

Instead of devoting themselves to an
effective effort to reform the program,
legal services supporters boldly decided
to create an “independent Corporation”
so that their actions could be insulated
from public serutiny, Major abuses and
excesses for which the program has be-
come notorious have not been ignored by
the authors of the Corporation bill.
Rather, the bill deals explicitly with out-
rageous practices by “prohibiting” them
through provisions so thoroughly laden
with exceptions that they offer open in-
vitations to mischief.

For example, section 1007(a)(5), of
the proposed Legal Services Corporat.lnn_
{&ct would ix;fq_uire the Coreoration, with
respect t0 153 grants and contracts, to:
insure that no funds made avallable to re-
clplents by the Corporation shall be used at
any time, directly or indirectly, to influence
the issuance, amendment, or revocation of
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any executive order or similar promulgation
by any Federal, State, or local agency, or to
undertake to influence the passage or defeat
of any legislation by the Congress of the
United States, or by any State or local legis-
lative bodles, except where—(italics mine)

The exception would essentially permit
lobbying activities to be conducted
where—

(A) representation by an attorney as an
attorney for any eligible client is necessary
to the provision of legal advice and repre-
sentation with respect to such client's legal
rights and responsibilities . . . or

(B) a governmental agency, a legislative
body, & committee, or a member thereof re-
quests personnel of any reciplent to make
representations thereto;

These exceptions are so broad that I
cannot imagine how any Legal Services
attorney would be effectively restrained
from lobbying in any situation where he
really wants to do it. Any attempt to
question his actions on the basis that
they were not “necessary” to client rep-
resentation would probably be rejected as
an unwarranted interference either with
the attorney-client privilege or with the
discharge of professional responsibilities.
Requests by governmental agencies and
legislative bodies are so freely obtainable
that legal services attorney will be able
to continue to lobby almost at will.

Similar loopholes apply to section 1007
(a) (6), a provision which appears at first
glance to restrict political and voter as-
sistance activities, However, the prohibi-
tion against using grant or contract
funds for these purposes would apply
only where attorneys are actually “en-
gaged” in providing Corporation-funded
legal assistance, and there would be no
restriction at all on provision of voter
assistance, including transportation to
the polls and voter registration activity
as long as these activities are denom-
inated “legal advice and representation.”

As a matter of fact, this conference
report has practically demolished the
safeguards which the House attempted to
build into the bill to prevent a wide as-
sortment of abuses for which the legal
services program has become notorious.
These include participation in blatantly
political activities and organization and
support of pressure groups promoting
“welfare rights,” abortion, busing, and
numerous other causes which are inim-
ical to the interests of taxpaying citizens.

Additional insulation against account-
ability has been provided by the inclusion
of requirements for elaborate notice and
hearing procedures before recipients, or
employees of recipients, can be discon-
nected from the Federal pipeline. Sec-
tion 1011 of the new act would even
require such procedures before an appli-
cation for refunding could be denied. In
other words, once a project has been
funded, the recipient has a perpetual
claim on Federal funds unless the
Corporation takes the initiative, and en-
dures the prescribed adminiet- "

— ——esovidAVE Or=-
E:l_t;q.l, nece{g:u wo stop the hemorrhage
oz funds.

It is my firm belief that the purpose
and effect of this bill is to establish an
independent, unaccountable political op-
eration to promote the public policy
agenda of the bureaucrats, lawyers, and
militant pressure groups which have lob-
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bied for its enactment, at the expense
of every citizen who pays taxes or who
does not support the political objec-
tives of the movement lawyers who con-
trol the program.

Members of Congress have expended
a great deal of energy in recent months
calling for a reassertion of congressional
authority in order to restore account-
ability and confidence in Government.
Yet, in the midst of all of this clamor,
the Congress itself is on the verge of
establishing a special unit, funded by the
Federal Government but allowed to op-
erate outside regular Government chan-
nels, to conduct political activities in the
name of the poor.

This would be a terribly ironic devel-
opment, if it should occur, and I believe
we must consider the effect it would have
on our credibility with the American
people before we turn another squad of
parapolitical operatives loose to prey on
the American people.

I strongly urge every Member who is
truly concerned about the welfare of
clients and taxpayers who will continue
to be victimized by the Legal Services
program to vote against this bill. If you
have any remaining doubts that this bill
is inconsistent with nearly all recognized
principles of responsible government, I
suggest that you read carefully the full
text of the national agreement between
OEO and its union, the American Fed-
eration of Government Employees—
AFL-CIO—representing the National
Council of OEO Locals.

This labor contract, in my Judgment,
makes it nearly impossible for the Ad-
ministrators of OEO, or of the new Cor-
poration, to manage the Legal Services
program and to correct its excesses and
abuses, even if management has the
will to do so. Under section 4(c) of the
conference bill, this agreement will be
carried over from OEO to the Corpora-
tion and will remain in effect until it
either expires or is “mutually modified
by the parties.” In effect, therefore, this
labor contract is part of the Corporation
bill, and I caution my colleagues that
they should not vote for this legislation
until they have read the contract, as well
as the bill. Frankly, I do not see how
anyone who has read this contract could
possibly support this legislation.

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 min-
ute to the gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
LANDGREBE) .

Mr. LANDGREBE. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Minnesota for
yvielding to me.

Mr. Speaker, I did file minority views
on this bill when it was passed by the
House Committee. My mind has not
changed a bit on the views. I am going
to cast my vote today in favor of the
legitimate members of the Bar Associa-
tions across the country by voting no on
this conference report. I firmly believe
that the citizens of our country, no mat-
ter how poor they are—and certainly I
have been as poor as anybody has ever
been in this country—I think anyone
having a just cause for legal action, can
obtain. the assistance from a local legal
action society or from the proper attor-
neys in the local or State channels.

Mr, Speaker, I am sure that legitimate

.attorneys will take all cases that have a
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real basis for cause from people, regard-
less of how poor they are.

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 min-
utes to the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
YoUNG).

Mr. YOUNG of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
as a member of the bar of Illinois and
also as a former member of the board
of governors of the Illinois State Bar
Association, I have been concerned about
the problems of trying to provide ade-
quate legal services to the unfortunate
people of the State of Illinois who lack
funds to hire lawyers. I know that there
are many bar programs throughout the
United States which seek to provide legal
service to the poor, but I do not think
that the need is adequately being met.

Ordinarily, I am skeptical of the for-
mation of any new Federal bureaucracy,
but I do think that this proposed legal
services corporation meets the criteria
that I think are necessary for me to vote
for this bill.

One, I think it meets a need. Two, 1
think it is an area in which the Federal
Government can be of appropriate as-
sistance, and I think this bill properly
shows a commitment of the Congress on
behalf of the people of the United States
to help the poor obtain legal services.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to conclude
by saying that I also share some of the
concerns that were expressed by this
House in trying to put limitations on the
activities of this corporation and its
agents. I would like to have seen the
House restrictions kept intact, and I rec-
ognize that any type of program of this
type can be abused; I do not think this
bill is as bad as its critics say nor do I
think it is as good as its proponents say,
but I think it is a bill worthy of our sup-
port.

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 min-
utes to the gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
BLACKBURN) .

Mr. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, I am
going to address myself to just two
points on this bill.

One, we are being told that there are
very strict limitations on the activities of
this corporation and its agents or paid
employees. It is true that there are re-
strictions in this bill on the corporation
itself and its paid employees and its paid
attorneys, but there is absolutely no re-
striction on the activities of those who
comprise the backup centers.

Mr. Speaker, that is the one big loop-
hole in this bill that the House conferees
managed to allow to escape in their con-
frontation with the Senate.

The backup centers are selected by the
corporation. No local governing bodies,
no bar association, no one responsive to
the body politic has any voice in select-
ing the directors or the employees of the
backup centers. It is the backup centers
that will be free to accept funds from
this corporation to use for just about
any purpose they want, and we are not
restricting the activities of any of the
employees of the backup centers them-
selves.

Mr. Speaker, to me, this is a rather
fatal flaw in this conference report, and
that alone justifies a vote against the
conference report.

Let me make one other observation:
One of the things that the people of this
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country, in my opinion, are trying to tell
the Congress today is that they have a
lot more government than they want,
The budget shows us that we have a lot
more government than we can afford. It
is this kind of activity that is constantly
fomenting strife and contention
throughout our society. This organiza-
tion is typical of the sources of agitation
that are attacking every existing Amer-
ican institution, whether it be economic,
financial, or political.

Mr. Speaker, I think the country wants
to be let alone for a while. I think it
wants to just slow down for a while. We
should not institutionalize one of the
Government’s operations that is creating
disgust with government among our citi-
zens with the Federal Government’s in-
trusions into our private and our business
lives. I would suggest that the Members
vote against this conference report.

Mr. Speaker, there is nothing compar-
able to the House provision which would
have prevented the corporation from
continuing in perpetuity, beyond 1978,
without new legislation. This would have
been in addition to authorization and ap-
propriation, just as extension of the Eco-
nomie Opportunity Act is in addition to
authorizations and appropriations for
OEO.

BACKUP CENTERS

The two Green amendments wiping out
backup center activities were less con-
cerned with research than with such ac-
tivities as organizing welfare rights chap-
ters, serving as a civil liberties union for
May Day demonstrators, publishing rad-
ical propaganda, drafting “model” legis-
lation, developing strategy for test cases
on key issues—Ilike abortion—sponsoring
travel for conferences, and so forth.
Under the conference report, all these
activities, except research, would con-
tinue in perpetuity. Research activities
would be up for periodic “review.”
CONGRESSIONAL ACCOUNTABILITY VERSUS ABA

CONTROL

It is a fact that if by law, Congress
renders staff attorneys accountable to
the ABA with respect to expectations of
attorney behavior and activity, as elim-
ination of the House amendment would
do, then with respect to all such areas
where the statute is silent, the ABA,
rather than the corporation board of di-
rectors would call the tune for attorneys.
Given the liberalization of the ABA and
increasing staff influence within it, this
is a dangerous retreat from the principle
that federally-funded personnel should
be accountable to the public, rather than
to a private organization like the ABA.

MULTIYEAR APPROPRIATIONS

It is a fact that multivear appropri-
ations are provided for the corporation.
This further reduces accountability to
the public.

PICKETING, BOYCOTT, STRIKE

“Except as permitted by law in con-
nection with such employee’s own em-
ployment situation.” The employee
cannot do it except when it is illegal. It
is not illegal. But it is wrong to require
the taxpayer to foot the bill.

STATE BALLOT ISSUE CAMPAIGNING

As long as groups are eligible clients,

the conference report exception permit-
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ting activity on behalf of eligible clients
negates the prohibition.

REIMBURSEMENT OF COSTS TO PRIVATE PARTIES
WHICH PREVAIL IN LITIGATION INSTIGATED
AGAINST THEM BY LEGAL SERVICES ATTORNEYS
Negated by the conference report re-

quirement that malicious abuse as ha-

rassment be proven, before costs can be
recovered. Why should government pay
costs of those who sue, while requiring
those proven innocent or faultless to bear
the burden of their legal costs?

QUTSIDE PRACTICE OF LAW

If an attorney can say: “I did it on
my own time, without compensation™
and be excused for violations which
would be punishable while “on duty,”
then other prohibitions are effectively
negated.

LOBBYING

It remains true that “representation
by an attorney as an aiforney for any
eligible client” permits legal services at-
torneys to represent so-called poverty
rights groups with legislative axes to
grind on every issue from gun control to
abortion. Legal services groups have
registered lobbyists in state capitols
throughout the country. This could con-
tinue under the bill as reported out of
conference.

PUBLIC INTEREST LAW FIRMS

The Quie commentary admits that the
conference report makes it easier to fund
public interest law firms. Is it right to
give public funds to private groups which
seek to legislate by litigation?

JUVENILE REPRESENTATION

As worded, the conference report
would permit the representation of chil-
dren without parental request when it
can be alleged that such representation
is necessary to prevent the loss of serv-
ices. Would such services include abor-
tions to which parents might object, but
which go forward on the sayso of the
attorney and the teenage girl?

QUOTA SUITS

Twenty-two legal services attorneys
joined in aiding the Alameda County Le-
gal Bervices project’s pro quota brief in
the DeFunis case. Other legal services
funded projects involved in the suit were
the Harvard Center for Law and Educa-
tion and the Council on Legal Educa-
tional Opportunity. The Mizell amend-
ment on higher education “desegrega-
tion” was deleted, even though his
amendment on elementary and second-
ary schools was kept in. Most of the quota
controversy in education now centers on
colleges and universities. Thus the House
provision was important; if it was not
important, why did the conference com-
mittee delete it?

ANTICOMMINGLING

Legal services programs get money
from a variety of sources, many of them
“public.” These other funds are not sub-
ject to restrictions in many cases. As
worded, the conference report permits
grantees to sidestep regulations by re-
ceiving and expending funds from non-
corporation sources, or assigning funds
to persons not employed by them. If it
was not important, why did legal service
liberals insist on its modification by the
conference?
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PRESUMPTION OF CONTINUATION

The fact remains that the statement of
purpose, as worded, is intended to afford
a legal presumption of continuation to
present rules, regulations, procedures,
and recipients of the existing program.
Such “preamble” language has been
used in the past for precisely such pur-
poses. The courts use it to interpret the
intent of Congress.

ANYTHING GOES CLAUSE

The purposes of the Corporation are so
broadly stated and the restrictions so
narrow in scope that virtually any pri-
vate organization purporting to offer a
service or activity of benefit to the poor
could be funded under this section,
whether for polling of the poor for their
views on abortion, Bureau of Social Sci-
ence Research, or “educating the poor to
their oppression, Reginald Heber Smith
Fellowship program, or organizing rent
strikes, National Tenants Organization,
or seceding from the Union, Republic of
New Africa.

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 7 min-
utes to the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. STEIGER) .

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, the key question that this
House will have to answer this afternoon
and for the American people is whether
or not we will maintain the commitment
to “equal justice under the law” in the
same framework as the legal services
program has been conducted under the
Office of Economiec Opportunity since its
beginning in 1965.

Mr. Speaker, this bill, as the gentle-
man from Washington so clearly pointed
out, has had a long and tortured history.
There can be no question that few sub-
jects have been more hotly debated or
more interestingly debated than the
question of whether to adopt a Legal
Services Corporation.

As one who was a conferee, I think the
conference report is a good conference
report. I, too, am unhappy with some
of the restrictions that were placed in
there, but which I think are legitimate
issues which do concern both proponents
and opponents of the Legal Services
Corporation.

Mr. Speaker, on balance, if you look
at the Senate bill and the House bill and
the conference report, I think it is very
clear that the House conferees were
diligent, and I pay particular respect to
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr., AsH-
BROOK) and the gentleman from Minne-
sota (Mr. Quie) for the effort they ex-
pended on the conference report.

Mr, Speaker, I do not like all of the
things we placed in here. I think we did,
in fact, go further, in my judgment, than
the Legal Services Corporation ought to
be restricted. But I do not think this
House can sit by idly and not understand
the importance of, the value of, and our
commitment to the concept of legal serv-
ices for those who cannot afford them.

The gentleman from California said in
his remarks that they will sue local gov-
ernments; the gentleman stated also that
they will sue State governments and that
they will sue the Federal Government,
But are we to sit by here and say that
somehow we have here a different class of
people, a class of people who, if they are
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working for a corporation, can sue, or
if a corporation is maligned by some
agency of Government, they are allowed
to sue, but a poor person whose rights
and liberties are at stake cannot sue?

Mr, Speaker, I reject that concept. I
do not think that is appropriate. That is
what this conference report is all about:
Complete with restrictions, complete
with prohibitions, and complete with in-
hibitions placed upon those who serve in
this program.

Mr. Speaker, there is one other com-
ment that I would just wish to make, and
that is that the motion to recommit
which is to be offered by the gentleman
from Ohio is one that I think we ought
to clearly understand.

When the House bill was passed and
the gentlewoman from Oregon (Mrs.
GRreeN), who is here listening patiently
and quietly this afternoon, offered her
amendment, I think we all knew that
what that amendment did was to say
this: The House bill as passed authorized
research, training, and technical assist-
ance to be carried on by the corporation,
bat it could not be contracted out.

Now, the issue before the House at
that time was whether or not we should
allow the corporation to contract for
backup center type activity. The issue
was not whether there ought to be re-
search, whether there ought to be train-
ing, or whether there ought to be tech-
nical assistance. All those things were
authorized in the House bill.

The motion to recommit does not set-
tle the issue of whether or not that kind
of activity is going to be carried on.
Clearly, it will be. The question is
whether or not we ought to be able to
use the resources, the talent, and the
personnel of existing law schools in that
regard in other areas of the country.

Mr. Speaker, I hope the motion to
recommit which will be offered will be
rejected.

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

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. I yield to
the gentleman from California.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding. Mr. Speaker, I will
say, on the issue of suing local govern-
ments, which was commented on by the
gentleman, that in most cases public
defenders, local legal aid societies and
others provide more than adequate fund-
ing for this purpose. Therefore, putting
the Federal Government in this kind of
financing, is my great concern.

I believe the poor people who have po-
tential litigation against a city or against
a local government unit have more than
adequate local legal facilities already
available. As a matter of fact, the Jus-
tice Department will many times join
them in a suit.

Mr. Speaker, to say that we desper-
ately need this $100 million per year in
order to do to help the poor, I think, is a
distortion of the truth. That is the point
I wish to make, The gentlewoman from
New York made the point that this leg-
islation will not always help the poor.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin, Mr.
Speaker, T respect the gentleman'’s view-
point. I obviously do not agree with it.

I believe what this House ought to deal
with and what all of our people and we, _
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as representatives of the people, ought to
deal with as the key issue is whether or
not we are going to make readily avail-
able the kind of access to the law in
order to help settle problems. That ac-
cess, in my judgment, is absolutely es-
sential to make our system work, regard-
less of whether an individual is rich or
poor, That access is not now available
in many instances to people except
through a legal services program. That
is why I think we ought to continue this
program.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon Mr Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. I yield to
the gentlewoman from Oregon.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Speaker,
the gentleman has made an elogquent
plea for equal justice under the law and
for legal aid for the person who cannot
afford it. I support both; but then the
question is: Does legal aid as financed
by the Federal Government since 1964
actually provide for equal justice under
the law? I contend it fails in both re-
spects. Previously, I cited the case of a
person of middle income who was sued
by legal aid; he the defendant won—
but at what cost? $4,300 in legal fees
which he could not afford. The Federal
Government reimbursed him not 1 cent.
But the Federal Government did pay all
the legal fees of the unsuccessful plain-
tiff. Does that represent equal—equal
justice under the law? And which one
could really afford the suit and which
one could not?

Under the House bill the court could
award all court costs and attorney fees
to the defendant if he won the case.
The conference report says:

Attorney fees could only be awarded if it
were a malicious sult or if harassment was
involved?

Whose responsibility does it now be-
come to prove & malicious suit or har-
assment on the part of legal aid?

Mr. Speaker, it does not seem to me
that there is equal justice under the law
when the might and the power and the
money of the Federal Government are
on one side. If a person is in a certain
income bracket the Government pro-
vides free legal advice—free legal aid
in the courts—but if another person is
earning his salary and has a couple
thousand dollars above the poverty line,
he is on his own and has money taken
out of his pocket in defending himself
in a suit actually financed by the Fed-
eral Government—even though he
should win—be found not guilty.

I say that is no equal justice at all.

The second point that the gentleman is
making is that we are bound to provide
legal aid to those who cannot afford it.
I suggest that a person who has a $10,000
a year income may have just as difficult
a time paying his bills, supporting his
family, being forced to hire his own at-
torney as a person who has a $4,000 a
year income, but we are ending up with
all of the might, money, and power of
the Federal Government on one side. It
does not seem to me that it is either equal
justice or right in providing free legal
aid to some whom, under the law we de-
cide can not afford it, but place other
millions of middle-income persons in a
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position of defending themselves with
money they do not have or which they
can ill-afford.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. The point
the gentlewoman from Oregon makes is
one that obviously we can make in any
one of a host of other Government pro-
grams that have this kind of an income
limit, with a cutoff point.

I recognize full well the point the gen-
tlewoman from Oregon is making, and
if T had my druthers there is no question,
but that if we could equalize totally the
system that I might be for it.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman has again expired.

Mr. QUIE. I yield 1 additional minute
to the gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Speaker,
if the gentleman will yield further, I
could not really be in greater agreement
than the statement that the gentleman
from Wisconsin has just made, that we
cannot provide justice that is equal when
we have an arbitrary cutoff; those below
can sue and take no financial risk; those
above pay through the nose; that is
exactly what is happening today—the
middle-income guy has the right to pay
the taxes, but he does not have the right
to receive any of the henefits of about
1,000 programs that this Congress has
passed; there is no equity in this, and
there is no justice. At a minimum, if he
is the defendant, the Federal Govern-
ment ought to pay his attorney fees if
he wins the case, That would at least
provide some justice under the law.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. I say to
the gentlewoman from Oregon that what
the gentlewoman says does not justify
that we should step backward and de-
prive equal justice of the law to those
who cannot afford it at all, because that,
too, is an inequality. The gentlewoman
from Oregon having served here for over
20 years knows full well that this same
thing has happened in those years under
many of the programs we have provided
but let us not use that as an excuse that,
because we have done it that way, there-
fore, we ought to go back and take it
away from those who can least afford
it. Ireject that appeal.

Mr. Speaker, this report is the culmi-
nation of 3 full years of effort on the
part of both political parties in both
Houses of Congress.

Moving the legal services program out
of OEO and into a nonprofit corporation
was one of those rare initiatives that had
its beginning in the Congress. It was pro-
posed for the first time by five House
Republicans—JouN N. ERLENBORN, BAR-
BER B. CoNABLE, EDWARD G. BIESTER, Tom
Rarussack, and myself—and by five
House Democrats—Lroyp MEEDS, JOHN
BrapeEMas, WiIrriam Cray, Wirriam D,
Forp, and RicHARDSON PrEYER—and by
Senators WaLTeEr MonpaLE and ROBERT
TarT in the Senate, on March 9, 1971,

The legal services program has been
one of the shining lights of this admin-
istration. Rarely in our history has the
term “equal justice under law” been
rendered as meaningful to millions of
Americans. Literally hundreds of thou-
sands of individuals who before would
have gone without legal assistance and
would have lost valuable legal rights have
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been served and now have reason to be-
lieve in our adversary system of justice.
Many others have had their legal rights
protected through relief obtained as the
result of meritorious class actions or
other law reform efforts on behalf of
other clients.

After 3 years of negotiation, we now
have legislation before us which should
help establish legal services toc the poor
as a permanent institution.

The conference committee put in many
weeks of hard work on this bill in order
to reconcile the numerous differences be-
tween the House and Senate versions,
and to work out a solution that would
best serve the interests of low-income
people needing legal assistance. While
no one can be satisfied with every aspect
of a compromise, I strongly believe this
bill is an effective resolution of two of
the main concerns all on the conference
committee shared.

We were determined io provide elig-
ible clients with first-class legal services.
This means that the lawyer for the poor
client should be able to call upon the
full array of skills and remedies appro-
priately used by any lawyer on behalf
of a client. For this reason, the bill
stresses that the corporation shall not
interfere with any attorney in carry-
ing out his professional responsibilities
to his client as established in the Canons
of Ethics and Code of Professional Re-
sponsibility, and provides for continua-
tion of the many support programs
which provide technical asssitance, liti-
gate complex cases brought by eligible
clients, and otherwise enable the pro-
gram to make the most effective use of
its limited resources.

Many Members of Congress have been
concerned about possible abuses that
might arise when attorneys—generally
young attorneys in light of the salaries
paid—are being financed by Govern-
ment funds to be advocates for those in
need. The bill reported out by the man-
agers contains a host of provisions de-
signed to prevent any such abuse.
Frankly, these restrictions go further
than I would have wished and unfortun-
ately extend into restrictions on the
types of cases that might be brought for
eligible clients. These restrictions in the
bill are not intended to be expanded by
the corporation, for they are designed
to prevent any possible abuse.

It is unfortunate that so much of the
discussion about legal services has con-
cerned restrictions and fear of abuses.
It must be somewhat distressing to those
who have devoted their professional ca-
reer to legal services to see so much at-
tention given to a few problems rather
than the many successes. This is inevit-
able, however, in a novel program that
affects substantial private and govern-
mental interests in each community. If
is a sign of success for such a program
that it has made such a mark on the
American scene in so few years.

During the years I have been working
on this legislation, I have come into con-
tact with many fine lawyers who have
dedicated themselves to this program. I
hope that they will continue to serve
the poor, and that this bill will create
a structure that will have the strength




15008

and independence to enable them to do
their job properly.

Mr., Speaker, a great many com-
promises were made in conference, but
the end result is a bill that will provide
the full range of legal services, except
in certain limited areas of great con-
troversy, while preventing abuses of the
program by overzealous attorneys.

For example, legitimate safeguards
have been developed with respect to ad-
vocacy before legislative bodies and ad-
ministrative agencies. Full and ongoing
representation will be provided to all eli-
gible individuals and groups having legal
problems which may be resolved by such
advocacy. In addition, it is made clear
that attorneys are expected to assist
agency officials and legislators seeking
their aid in analyzing the effect on the
poor of regulations and statutes, prepar-
ing draft model statutes, preparing draft
regulations and rules, and otherwise pro-
viding expert assistance on matters re-
lated to their work. Attorneys are not
however, to press for the specific purpose
of pressing the attorney’s private views
before a legislative or administrative
body.

Compromise was also achieved with
respect to the national support centers.
They will continue to function, but the
corporation will undertake a study of
their research activities, including basic
social and legal research and participa-
tion as counsel and co-counsel in various
cases, in order to report to Congress by
June 30, 1975, on the advisability of con-
tinuing these functions in their present
form. The authority of the corporation
to make grants or enter into contracts
for research will be terminsated on Jan-
uary 1, 1976, but—if the Congress does
not pass a concurrent resolution during
the period between July 1, 1975, and Jan-
uary 1, 1976—the authority to continue
the backup centers will automatically be
extended to January 1, 1977. Grants and
contracts can, of course, still be awarded
prior to January 1, 1977, in order to per-
mit backup centers to continue their
work throughout the statutory author-
ization preiod of the corporation. The
study by the corporation will build upon
the evaluations of the backup centers
prepared under confract for OEO last
yvear and therefore, should be compre-
hensive in scope.

There are now three kinds of backup
centers. The first type provides national
support in various areas of poverty law.
These are 12 in number and may be
grouped rather naturally into centers re-
sponsible for expertise in specific legal
subject—welfare, housing, education,
and so forth—and those responsible for
problems relating to specific categories
of the poor—the elderly, migrant work-
ers, juvenile, and so forth.

The second type of center is the State
backup center. There are three of these.
This category of centers was established
to offer general legal support to local
projects, coordinating work on issues
of concern to several local projects, pro-
viding reserve manpower for appellate
litigation, or extended research efforts,
assisting with work before State legis-
latures, and representing client groups
with statewide interests.

The seven remaining centers are the
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technical support centers, which provide
the nonlegal support services; for exam-
ple, the national clearinghouse, national
training project—which local projects,
other backup centers, and the national
office have all found necessary if they
are to perform their work with efficiency,
economy, and dispatch.

In 1973, during the administration of
Howard Phillips, OEO’s regular evalua-
tion schedule was altered so that all
backup centers would be evaluated by
the end of June. These evaluations were
commissioned by the acting director of
evaluation Marshall Boarman—who
was actively engaged in preparing a ra-
tionale for their phaseout—and con-
ducted by teams of practicing attorneys,
judges, and others through OEO’s con-
tractor, the American Technical Assist-
ance Corporation.

Each of the evaluations is replete with
descriptions of the backup centers’ work
products and performance that range
from “professional excellence” to a sim-
ple “superior.” Indeed, one evaluator
quoted from a U.S, Federal district court
opinion in which the judge found that—

Attorneys for the Center . . . produced
the type of work that one normally asso-
ciates with the largest and most respected
firms in the private sector.

Other evaluators commented on the
background and motivation of the at-
torneys employed, speaking of their
“great competence,” “noticeable pro-
fessional courtesy,” and conduct of the
“highest demeanor.”

It was said of the Center on Social
Welfare Policy and Law:

They stand ready to litigate but are will-
ing to and often initiate negotiations with
the admirable purpose of avoiding litiga-
ton if 1t is possible to do so while, at the
same time serving the best interests of the
clients.

Thus, the centers were found to be
setting examples of responsible, profes-
sional behavior.

Another member of the judiciary,
Judge Patrick D. Sullivan, of the Indian
Court of Appeals, evaluating the work of
the Western States project and the San
Francisco Youth Law Center, went
beyond the scope of the evaluation per se
to support the concept of and need for
such centers of specialization, citing their
research resources and expertise as a
necessary supplement to the neighbor-
hood offices’ operations under enormous
time constraints and caseload pressures.
Judge Sullivan referred to the center's
“extremely worthwhile contribution” to
the law and describes the center’s overall
performance as “the bargain of a life-
time.”

These recent evaluations clearly in-
dicate that these centers perform a cri-
tical function in providing legal services
for the poor.

Compromise was achieved in some in-
stances by acceptance of provisions in
one bill with minor modification. Thus,
the Senate agreed to the House provision
directing the corporation to pay costs
and attorneys fees to prevailing defend-
ants under certain circumstances, such
circumstances being limited to when an
action was brought solely to harass a
defendant or if a recipient's plaintiff
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maliciotisly abused legal process. In such
extraordinary instances, the payments
of costs and fees will be paid by the
corporation and will not be taxed against
a recipient. Moreover, this provision—
while limiting the instances when fees
and costs can be obtained from the cor-
poration by defendants—does not in any
way limit recipients' rights to obtain
costs and fees whenever they win cases
for their clients.

Other provisions were accepted in toto
by the House or Senate. The House pro-
vision requiring programs, in filling staff
attorney positions, to seek recommenda-
tions from local bar associations, and to
give preference to residents of the local
community who are as qualified as ap-
plicants from out of town, was retained.
This provision, however, requires pref-
erence to be given solely to “qualified”
local attorneys—the determination of
whether any attorney is qualified being
left exclusively to the recipients’ director.
Thus, when two applicants of equal qual-
ity apply for a staff attorney position,
then a preference is to be granted to the
local attorney.

Similarly, the Senate’s class action
provision, accepted by the House confer-
ees, requiring the project directors ap-
proval, in accordance with policies estab-
lished by his governing board, before a
staff attorney may become involved in a
class action suit, is signed to assure ac-
countability and sound management in
the program. At the same time, the bill
makes it clear that the corporation is not
to interfere, in any way, with reecipients’
decisions concerning the taking of ap-
peals, the filing of class actions, and the
instigation of class action amicus curiae
proceedings. The conferees were mind-
ful, in fact that the GAO released a study
of legal services programs in March 1973,
which noted the economy of bringing
class actions and concluded legal serv-
ices attorneys should utilize this remedy.

The Corporation will establish cri-
teria—after consulting with the Director
of the Office of Management and Budget
and the Governors of the several States—
for determining which individuals are
eligible for legal services. These individ-
uals, plus groups composed of at least a
majority of such eligible individuals, will
thus be the beneficiaries of this fine pro-
gram.

It should be clear, then, that this bill
received careful consideration, and that
full regard was given to all views. The
bill should keep the program moving for-
ward without any disruption or restric-
tion on the types of representation be-
ing afforded, although there are limits
on certain matters with respect to which
new suits can be filed. It is a relief that
we have reached this point after so much
work. It is now time for speedy action
on the bill by Congress and the President.

Mr. PERKINS, Mr. Speaker, I yield
4 minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr, Forp).

Mr. FORD. Mr, Speaker and Members
of the House, as a member of the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor I have
been a supporter of the concept of legal
services for the poor ever since I came
here. I have worked as many hours and
as many days, weeks and months, in
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support of the basic purpose of the leg-
islation we now have before us ever
since its beginning several years ago.

1 have the highest regard for Chair-
man PerkIns and my colleagues in both
the majority and the minority parties
who served on this conference commit-
tee, and who handled this bill on the
floor of the House, but I am now, in ret-
rospect, relieved that I was not named
as a conferee, because I think that what
we have before us here when compared
to the legislation that 100 of us co-
sponsored back in 1971 is a poor pallid
and pitiful excuse for a program whose
purpose is supposed to be to help the
poor people in this country.

Mr. Speaker, if there has ever been
one single program designed to help the
poor people that has demonstrated a
real return on our dollars, it has been
the legal services program. Legal serv-
ice lawyers have brought about correct
and statutory reforms beneficial to every
working man or woman, and their
families.

I have held hearings all over this
country. I have participated year in and
yvear out in the oversight of this pro-
gram, and we have heard from all seg-
ments of the organized Bar and the
political structure, as well as people di-
rectly involved in the program, and the
record compiled from the hearings un-
derscores and documents the effective-
ness of this program.,

But ever since 1971, when we first
tangled with Mr. Ehrlichman up here
on this bill, we have anticipated having
to accept the kind of program which will
result with the passage of the legisla-
tion before us today.

Ever since 1971 we have had the in-
sistent demands from the White House
that the President appoint the board to
run this corporation, and by using the
force and the threat of his veto power
the President has had his way on every
single one of the controversial items that
have been discussed in the 4 years since.

Suggestions by the American Bar As-
sociation and other legal groups across
this country have been aimed at getting
the legal services program out of politics,
and yet in the form that we now have
the program before us this bill puts it
right back into politics, because the con-
ference report would in some cases au-
thorize State and local governments to
run legal services programs.

And if this policy is actually imple-
mented, I suggest that some lawyers in
some States could be in trouble with
their bar associations if they accept em-
ployment where locally elected officials
have the right to dictate to them what
their relationship with and their duties
to their clients will be. This conference
report and the bill that went out of the
House is riddled with examples of situa-
tions where a lawyer will actually be
violating the code of ethies of his profes-
sion if he accepts employment, and as a
condition of the employment, the kind
of conditions that are imposed on the
lawyers in this program.

For instance the conference report re-
quires that “guidelines” be established
for the consideration of appeals—this is
clearly an intrusion on the discretion
which should be retained and exercised
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only by the lawyer actually handling
the case.

Mr. Speaker, we are kidding the
American people if we say that in fact the
money to be spent under this program is
intended to give poor people or near-poor
people the same fair, even shake in our
system of justice that people with money
have.

We are kidding ourselves when we
establish a program which involves
hiring lawyers but which also says to the
lawyer that he or she may not, even
during their ““off time” participate in
any type of political activity whatso-
ever—regardless of whether it is partisan
or nonpartisan in nature.

The gentlewoman from Oregon asks;
What if somebody with $10,000 is in
trouble? The gentlewoman has ap-
parently not paid too much attention to
this program, because the fact is, that if
we have an automobile worker who was
making $10,000 last year, who has a
family, and who is now facing bank-
ruptcy, he or she can walk into a legal
services program and get assistance.
There are a lot of men and women in my
district who would like to be working
now who are not working, through no
fault of their own, and are now faced
with garnishments and attachments for
debt. They do not have the money to
turn any place else. Where are they going
to get legal service?

Shall we tell them that the Federal
Government, in all of its generosity, has
finally said that they can have, but only
with qualifications, some of the legal
rights that we afford to people who are
accused of criminal conduct in this coun-
try. How more hypocritical can this
House be than to continue to support 100
percent constitutional rights for those
who can pay for them and qualified
rights for ordinary citizens with limited
or no cash resources.

Mr. Speaker, the harm has been done.
Thanks to this administration’s callous
attitude toward the poor and near poor
people of this country we have before us
only a crippled and watered-down ver-
sion of what we first introduced—and yet
we are forced to accept this or have noth-
ing at all.

I intend to support this legislation, but
I wish to put the administartion on no-
tice as of now that we shall be watching
very closely as the President nominates
the members of his board, and you may
be sure that we will also conduct over-
sight hearings as frequently as we deem
necessary.

Cne other thing I would like to point
out to my colleagues before we vote on
this issue—we are considering a bill to
provide legal services for the poor which
has been opposed from the very begin-
ning by a President who is enjoying the
benefit of what appears to be a White
House Legal Services for the President.”

We are here debating over this legisla-
tion while at this very same time our
Chief Executive provides himself with
hundreds of thousands, if not millions, of
dollars worth of legal assistance—at tax-
payers' expense—to defend himself for
damages of wrongdoing in public office.

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the
gentleman has expired.

15009

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. MEEDS).

Mr. MEEDS. Mr. Speaker, there will
be a motion to recommit offered to stike
the backup centers, and I think we ought
to direct our attention to that for just a
moment.

First, let us understand it is not a
question of whether or not research
training, technical assistance, and clear-
ing house functions are going to be car-
ried on by one of the corporations cre-
ated, for instance, in the Senate bill, or
one created by the House bill. Both bills
allow all of those functions. The question
is whether or not they can be done by
grant or contract.

Under the House bill they could not be
done by grant or contract as they are
being done today, Under the Senate bill,
they could. Compromise is a Il-year
study and a termination 6 months fol-
lowing that if the House does not do
something about it, a real compromise
between those two positions. But let us
look at the concept of what would have
happened had the House position pre-
vailed. It seems to me that that program
would have created almost instantly in
this new corporation that we are setting
up a fantastic bureaucracy.

Under the Senate provisions and under
the conference provisions now, they can
confract those studies, research, tech-
nical assistance, and such things out, but
if they had to establish the bureaucracy
which would be necessary to carry out
that kind of research, to carry out that
kind of technical assistance, bringing
that bureaucracy back here to Washing-
ton, D.C., and planning it, I submit to
the Members that the Corporation would
be overburdened from the outset.

What is wrong with doing this by pri-
vate contract? What is wrong with con-
tracting with UCLA, for instance, to
study the questions of law regarding
health, or St. Louis University to study
the legal problems of juveniles, or with
USC or with Northwestern, or with
Catholic University, or with Howard, or,
indeed, with the ABA itself? It is not a
question of yes or no on backup centers—
it is a question of a massive bureaucracy
or contracting with law schools to pro-
vide services.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
O'NemrL). The time of the gentleman
has expired.

Mr. MEEDS. Mr. Speaker, I suggest
that we should vote down the motion to
recommit.

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
ASHBROOK) .

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, I will
submit a motion to recommit, to which
the gentleman from Washington has just
referred. The motion to recommit will
read as follows:

That they Insist upon the House provision
which would authorize that the Corporation
provide directly, but not by grant or con-
tract, for (A) research, (B) training and
technical assistance, and (C) Information
clearinghouse activities, relating to the pro-
vision of legal assistance under the Act (all
of which activities currently fall within the
scope of the activity commonly referred to
as “backup centers”).
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The amendment will wuphold the
original House position. As the gentle-
man from Washington (Mr. Meeps) has
correctly indicated, in both the House
bill and the Senate bill it was possible to
have back-up research centers by the
corporation or in each State but this
will prevent the corporation by grant or
contract having additional back-up cen=-
ters outside the limits of that State or
outside the corporation as it is now con-
stituted under the act.

I think this is necessary. I think it is
a reasonable position, I think while in
general the conference report can be said
to have reflected our position I think the
House can easily vote for this on the
basis of telling the conferees in this one
area that we think the House position
should have been sustained and I would
urge the House to vote on that basis.

Mr, PERKINS, Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the distinguished gentleman
from Alabama (Mr. BEVILL).

Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Speaker, I am
strongly opposed to the conference re-
port on the Legal Services Corporation
Act (H.R. 7824) and I rise to urge Mem-
bers of the House to vote against this
proposal.

The simple fact that the conferees
changed, considerably, the House version
of the bill, is ample justification to vote
against this conference report. As you
know, when the House considered the
bill, it added 24 safeguards against the
various abuses which characterized the
program in the past. In conference, 17
of these were eliminated or altered in
such a manner as to destroy their origi-
nal meaning and impact.

It is my understanding that the pur-
pose of this legislation was to create an
independent corporation in order to re-
move the previous legal services program
from its deep involvement in various
radical social projects and political ac-
tivities. Obviously this bill does not pro-
vide adequate safeguards against such
involvements in the future by Govern-
ment-paid attorneys.

I think most of us, at one time or
another, have had concerns about the
legal services program, Such activities
as backup center representation of May
Day demonstrators, registered lobbyists
in State capitols, representing radical
groups, and involvement in political cam-
paigns, have given us good reasons to be
concerned.

And with regard to this current pro-
posal, even where safeguards have been
included in the bill, loopholes nullify
their impact.

Originally, the legal services program,
which operates under the Office of Eco-
nomic Opportunity, was designed to pro-
vide the Nation's poor with competent
legal counsel. But unfortunately, this
program has been used time and again to
initiate frivolous lawsuits, take part in
strikes, protect draft dodgers, and aid in
abortion and desegregation suits.

When it was established, the legal serv-
ices concept was one of merit. But in re-
cent years the program has turned into
one massive legal attack on our Govern-
ment.

1, for one, am opposed to using tax dol-
lars to support these activities. I opposed
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the bill in 1973 to set up a legal services
corporation and I plan to vote against it
today.

In my judgment, this proposal is not
an improvement of our present legal serv-
ices program, but merely an extension
and continuation of those questionable
polices of the past.

I think it is bad legislation and I urge
my colleagues to vote against the legal
services conference report.

Mr. KEMP. Mr. Speaker, I support the
motion to recommit this measure to the
conference committee.

In order that this support for the mo-
tion to recommit not be misconstrued, I
wish to restate my longfelt support for a
good, sound legal services programs.

I think a legal services program for the
poor warrants the support of this House,
but I do not think the bill before us war-
rants that support. A judicare ap-
proach—which I will discuss in detail
hereafter—would be preferable, and I
could support it. A revenue-sharing or
bloc-grant approach would be preferable,
and I could support it too. Almost any
measure which was free of the central-
ized, bureaucraticized approach em-
bodied in the conference-reported bill is
preferable.

A tightly drawn bill, dealing with the
sunstantive issues associated with this
program and arighting the abuses which
have too often characterized it, is what
we passed last June when this measure
was before us, That should have been
better preserved in the conference com-
mittee,

In these times when we hear so much
about the abuses of centralized power in
Washington, it seems to me to be most
propitious to convert this legal services
program from one dominated by the
executive here and decentralize it among
those units of government closest to the
people—=State and local government. I
think the record of government in this
Nation is clear: Government closest to
the people delivers best in their inter-
est, and this is particularly true with re-
spect to the interests of minorities and
economically disadvantaged groups,
There could be fewer times in our his-
tory when decentralizing power is more
appropriate than it is today. One of the
problems with the current legal services
program is that it does not have sufficient
flexibility at the loeal level to respond to
the widely varying client situations. Fed-
eral regulatory schemes are, by defini-
tion of regulation, debilitating to maxi-
mizing local decisionmaking. The an-
swer is not more regulation, more cen-
tralization, more federalization, but
rather less.

I believe the conferees acted in good
faith to obtain a compromise measure.
But, that good faith notwithstanding, I
do not think the compromise which they
attained is a good one. To the contrary,
the majority of the amendments which
were offered on the floor and accepted by
the House last June—often over the
strong objections of the bill managers—
were stricken in the conference commit-
tee. Instead of the House giving a little
here and the Senate giving a little
there—along the classic lines of resolv-
ing disagreements—each House gave up
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those particular provisions, coming from
either House's text, which would have
helped reform the present program, The
status quo is what they preserved, and it
is not a gzood status quo.

We invite the further frustration of the
will of the majority of Members—on this
and many other issues—if we permit cir-
comvention of the intent of this House
to occur. Recommital is the procedural
device through which we can tell the con-
ferees that we are dissatisfied with the
results of their deliberations and to go
back and try it again.

This is an important point to me, for
I support a sound, conceptually well con-
ceived and efficiently administered legal
services program for the poor. My record
is a clear one on this issue. I have iniro-
duced, together with the distinguished
Senator from Tennessee (Mr. BROCK) a
measure to continue the program through
a revenue-sharing approach. I have sup-
ported proposals which would “put the
client in the driver’s seat” through a
judicare device using vouchers given to
the poor for payment and letting them
select their own attorneys by free choice.

The concept of a neighborhood legal
aid bureau, assisted by neutral Federal
tax dollars, is worthy, in my opinion, of
the support of Members. This was the no-
tion which underlay the initial creation
of this Federal program. Unfortunately,
that intent has been frustrated by the
self-imposed agenda of staffl directors
and staff attorneys who see the attain-
ment of certain ideological, philosophical,
even political goals—often at the expense
of servicing adequately the poor clients
in genuine need—as their primary mo-
tivations.

The point which strikes me on this is-
sue is the way in which the House—in
the passage of many constructive
amendments last June—came to grips
with the substantive issues associated
with this program, in marked contrast to
the way in which the conference com-
mittee subsequently refused to address
itself to substantive reform in the pro-
gram by removal of most of those amend-
ments which would have required that
reform.

I think the House was on the right
track when it accepted the majority of
the amendments offered last June. After
nearly 10 years of operational activities
associated with this legal services pro-
gram, the House addressed itself to
meaningful reform. In the interest of
providing the most effective legal serv-
ices to the poor—getting the greatest im-
pact for each Federal dollar spent—the
House set about to make some important
changes in the program. Others here to-
day have spoken on the exact nature of
these reforms and how the conference
committee actions thwarted them; I shall
not, therefore, be repetitious.

If this bill is recommitted—and I hope
that it will be—the conferees should, in
my opinion, consider these foundation
stones in their deliberations on what ex-
actly ought to be done. The next con-
ference-reported bill should—

First, insist that the principal thrust
of legal services activities provide the
most effective delivery of individual law-
yer services to clients with particular
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grievances—something which can hap-
pen only when the attorneys in the pro-
gram stop spending their time with non-
client generated “test” cases, policy lob-
bying, unaccountable advocacy with
public funds, et cetera, and start spend-
ing their time on their clients.

Second, the conferees should consider
a transfer from the present staff attorney
system to a judicare approach.

It is crucial in all legal matters that
the client be in the proverbial driver's
seat. The attorney works for the client,
not the other way around. Yet, under
the present program, if a neighborhood
legal services attormey does not like a
case—or it does not conform to his own
agenda—or if he does not think he has
the time—the poor person has no place
else to go. There is a way to correct this
abuse: it is called judicare.

Under judicare you give the poor per-
son who needs legal help a voucher worth
so many dollars. Then that poor person,
as the client, can go out into the open
market of available attorneys and select
whomever he or she thinks can best rep-
resent their interest in the legal con-
troversy for that amount of funds. The
individual is, thus, given the freedom
of choice requisite to the historical at-
torney-client relationship.

I call the attention of my colleagues
to an outstanding article in the Ameri-
can Bar Association Journal of Decem-
ber 1973 by Samuel J. Brakel, the di-
rector of the American Bar Foundation’s
study of judicare; the article is entitled,
“The Case for Judicare.” Mr. Barkel ob-
serves:

The empirical data from the Foundation
study reinforce the theoretical arguments
that the judicare system is more responsive
to the problems of delivering legal services
to the poor than the staffed office.

REACHING THE FOOR

Judicare, through its use of existing law-
yers distributed throughout counties and
local communities and its use of social serv-
ice agencies as eligibility certifiers, is well
designed to reach the poor. Untier&a judicare
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system, pOOr Ppeopleé Are Laciy
aware of the services avallable earlier, easier,
and at less expense of attorney time than
under the staffed office model. The disad-
vantages of involving social service agencles
in eligibility determination are minimal and
are offset by concrete and psychological ad-
vantages of judicare card distribution.
THE LAWYERS

The choice of lawyer that clients have
under judicare is a very significant advantage
over the choiceless staffed office. Judicare
clients in many instances exercise that choice
intelligently and effectively. Private law-
yers—even in the comparatively small and
homogeneous areas of rural northern Wis-
consin or western Montana—are a diverse
group in terms of legal and philosophic
habits and attitudes. These characteristics
and the reputations of private lawyers—
especially in rural areas—are well known
among the target population and enable
clients to make meaningful choices.

Private lawyers in the judicare areas stud-
jed were well distributed on the whole, al-
though & few counties had problems in this
regard. Few lawyers in a given county meant
limited choice and access for clients. More
significantly, it increased the likelihood that
no lawyer with adequate commitment to
serving the poor could be found, The atti-
tudinal commitment of the bar to the judi-
care program is one of the crucial elements
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in the performance of the judicare system.
That commitment translates directly into the
volume (and the type and probably the
quality) of service provided and influences
the total shape of—including client demand
for—legal services. In a few counties, even
some with a good number of lawyers, ade-
quate commitment is lacking and the judi-
care performance suffers.

The staff office, however, is hardly pref-
erable in this respect. Since there is no other
recourse for clients under the staffed office
model, any flaw In staff attorney attitude or
practice—even if only subjectively valid—
is essentially fatal from the individual client’s
standpoint. That being the case, staff attor-
ney inexperience and the pressures of case-
load, time, and money caused by the typically
massive geographical and substantive prob-
lem areas to be covered by one or two stafl
attorneys assume a speclal seriousness.
Staffed office statistics showing very large
volumes of cases handled and balanced geo-
graphical distribution of clients bringing
cases are largely illusory. These statistics do
little more than reflect insufficiency of anal-
ysis or differences in recording practices be-
tween stafled office and judicare programs,
rather than disparities in substantive accom-
plishment.

THE CASES

Often criticized for failing to provide an
adequate range of legal services, judicare in
fact—irom examining the performance of
both the private lawyers and the central
office—compares favorably to the staffed of-
fice, A high proportion of domestic relations
cases appears to characterize all legal serv-
jces programs for the poor, regardless of
model or location. Beyond that, the private
attorneys under judicare as a group are in-
volved in as diverse a range of services,
whether measured by Impact or by the stand-
ard type of case categories, as the group of
regular staffed office attorneys we studied.
High turnover of and the consequent lack
of experience among staffed office attorneys
negate any advantages of “erpertise” and
“commitment” sought in stafled offices.

Under both models, much of the obvious
impact work, by definition perhaps, is left to
the central office. Centralization has an un-
desirable aspect because it means remote-
ness from local perceptions of local problems
and resolutions. The staffed office model is
more susceptible of the criticism of central
remoteness than the judicare model, which
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throughout the communities as a buffer
against overcentralization.

Neither model comes close in practice to
living up to the more excessive rhetorical de-
mands for impact work. The concrete experi-
ence of attempting to meet the legal needs of
real, individual clients does much to under-
mine the validity of the substantive, strate-
gle, or evaluative emphasis on “law reform."”

QUALITY OF SERVICE

Poor clients themselves exhibit a pro-
nounced preference for judicare over the
staffed office. They are more satisfied as a
group with judicare experiences than with
stafled office service, and in addition they
show a strong nonempirical preference for
judicare when asked which of the two they
favor. The individual’s choice of lawyer plays
a large part in the judicare preference, but
the clients' favorable atttiudes toward and
experiences with local private lawyers are also
erucial, The clients' views on these issues are
important not only because clients are the
central participants, the beneficiaries, in
legal services programs, but also because
their views are often objectively persuasive
and cogent. The quality of judicare services
and the emphasis on individual, local prob-
lem perception and responses are also sup-
ported by the high rate of favorable outcomes
of individual clients’ cases.
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COST OF SERVICE

There is no credible evidence that judicare
is more costly than the staffed office. Wis-
consin Judicare operates on a budget that
is considerably lower in dollars per eligible
family than the budgets of comparable rural
staffed office programs. An item-by-item ex-
amination of the Wisconsin Judicare and the
Upper Michigan staffed office budgets shows
that while judicare professional services are
somewhat more costly than staffed office pro-
fessional services, this is more than offset
by judicare savings in nonprofessional service
and management (space and equipment ren-
tal, travel, and various miscellaneous items),
the costs of which are typically absorbed in
a large part by private lawyers under judi-
care but fully charged against the staffed
office program.

Third, a new bill should require annual
appropriations, with a bar against multi-
year appropriations without congres-
sional review. In the interest of best pro-
tecting the taxpayers’ dollars going into
this program, such a review is essential.

Fourth, the new bill should require
that no public funds be used for the ad-
vocacy of ideological, philosophical, po-
litical, or partisan points of view, ex-
cept to the degree that they relate to a
specific matter within the judicial, liti-
gative process affecting a client and only
then as part of a legal strategy. To the
degree that public dollars subsidize
points of view, the rights of free ex-
pression of all others not similarly sub-
sidized are jeopardized. Our first amend-
ment rights are affected detrimentally
when Government subsidizes the view-
points of others.

Mr. Speaker, I reiterate my support
for the concept of Federal assistance for
legal services for the poor. I think, how-
ever, there is a better way to do it than
reflected in the bill before us.

If this measure should be approved by
the two Houses, the President ought to
consider its veto. The bill ought to be
sent back to the drawing board, where
we can start anew in addressing our-
selves to this issue. We must maintain

support for a legal services program, but
Lodts cemm embinty wraanld raenlt from the
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implementation of this bill.

Mr. HOGAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to the conference report on
the legal services legislation. My par-
ticular concern is not in the tactics used
to further this legislation, though that
is questionable, so much as it is with
what the legal services programs ac-
tually do.

It is safe to say that, through the
vehicle of legal services projects and
legal services backup centers, the Ameri-
can taxpayer has helped finance the
legalization and legitimization of abor-
tion in the United States, and is con-
t: juing to finance the furtherance of
abortion as a “service” to the public. The
legal services busir.ess has been the most
effective lobby for abortion in the coun-
try. Legal services activists helped write
and lobby for “model” abortion statutes;
they planned and carried out “test”
cases; they participated on a nationwide
basis in amicus curiae briefs, wherever
they could find them, on behalf of such
groups as the National Organization for
Women; they have contributed to the
ever-increasing flow of propaganda on
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belief of abortion by publishing newslet-
ters and writing articles, especially ar-
ticles from a legalistic point of view.

This is a tragic miscarriage of the law.
The legal services office was first estab-
lished within OEO to help the poor with
their everyday legal needs, credit prob-
lems, landlord problems, divorces, wills,
matters such as this. Yet, it has been
transformed from that into a powerful,
ideological lobby, at times guite heedless
of the wishes of the poor.

Many of our minority leaders are op-
posed to abortion on grounds of princi-
ple, Yet, these poverty law activists as-
sume that abortion is good for the poor,
and proceed to charge ahead in pursuit
of that end. It is not enough that the
poor—or anybody, for that matter—have
the legal right to slaughter an unborn
person, but legal services activists want
the Federal Government, the State gov-
ernments too, to pay for the deed. HR. 1
mandates family-planning services;
there is separate family-planning legis-
lation; all of this legislation contains
specific disclaimers of abortion as a
means of family planning. Yet legal
services lawyers who apparently get
bored with the everyday legal problems
which poor people have, have tried un-
ceasingly to find ways around that dis-
claimer. I refer to an article in the April,
1974, Clearinghouse Review. The Clear-
inghouse Review is a monthly publica-
tion by and for poverty lawyers, pub-
lished with OEO money and is a forum
of announcements, advertising, employ-
ment and the theorizing of new interpre-
tations of the law and how to fight them
in court. The lead article in the April
issue is entitled, “The Right to Abortion
Under Medicaid,” by Patricia Butler of
the national health law program, an-
other backup center financed with pub-
lic moneys under legal services authori-
zations. This article goes on for 8 pages
to prove that abortion is indeed just an-
other health service, that any abortion
“desired is an abortion needed” for

uealunn reasons—mental or emotional
health as well as physical health—and
the Federal funds are being wrongfully
withhheld from abortions for the poor.
This article is intended to derail Senator
James BuckLEY’s medicaid amendment,
which has not gone into effect yet, which
is designed to prevent such use of pub-
lic moneys.

It is wrong that American citizens are
paying taxes to support public interest
lawyers, who in turn set about compel-
ling the Government to spend more
money, in this case for the performance
of services that many citizens consider
abhorrent and grossly immoral. To com-
mit the U.S. Government, and the law,
to encouraging abortion, as legal serv-
ices activists have succeeded in doing, is
to violate the public trust, and especially
the legislative intent in creating legal
services to begin with.

While I was the author of an anti-
abortion amendment to the legal serv-
ices bill when it was on the House floor
which was approved, I am not satisfied
that any antiabortion amendment would
effectively deter the staff of legal serv-
ices in their proabortion activities. As
long as the backup centers continue, the
think tanks will continue to crank out
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their new ideas and novel approaches to
the abortion issue. This laxity should be
corrected, Mr. Chairman, when the Na-
tion is beginning to reorganize itself
around the whole question of abortion,
and a movement to reverse the Supreme
Court decision is gaining strength
throughout the country.

For legal services activists to be hard
at work, setting up organizations, ad-
vocating abortion at a policy level, pub-
lishing articles in defense of it, and in-
timidating the public, all with Federal
funds, is an abuse of the public trust un-
equalled. If this continues, it will mean
the Federal Government has decided to
promote abortion, to encourage it, and to
make it more accessible and more desir-
able, all in total conflict with the often
expressed intent of Congress. That would
be an intolerable situation to men of good
conscience. Yet that is the status quo,
and failure to rectify this situation would
indicate that our lawmakers are indeed
of that mind. Silence gives consent, runs
the old adage, and unless this public lob-
by for abortion is closed down, it will in-
dicate governmental assent to its activ-
ities and its purposes.

Mr. Speaker, I urge our colleagues to
vote against the conference report on
legal services.

Mr. DRINAN. Mr. Speaker, the Legal
Services program has been embroiled in
controversy since its inception. That is
inevitable. Whenever attempts are made
to disturb the status quo, as this program
does, those who benefit at the expense
of the poor and the downtrodden will
surely protest.

If there were no objection to the legal

aid program, I would suspect that it was

probably ineffective. Advancing the
rights of the disadvantaged, by its na-
ture, is calculated to upset the social
order. When the rights of a traditionally
excluded group are suddenly cham-
pioned, the status of others who have
held sway in the past invariably must
give way.

These circumstances, peculiar to pro-
grams of this sort, have called forth
the use of political power, both at the
State and Federal level, to attempt to
cripple the program. Nixon appointees
and State officials have taken every op-
portunity to render the program inef-
fective.

Out of this milieu arose the concept of
an independent agency to manage legal
services for the poor. That is the central
idea embodied in the Legal Services Cor-
poration Act of 1974, the bill we consider
today. Because it is designed to reduce
or eliminate political influence in the
provision of legal assistance for persons
who cannot afford a private attorney, 1
intend to vote in favor of it.

To be sure, it is not the perfect bill.
There are several provisions in it to which
I strenuously object. There is, for ex-
ample, no basis for prohibiting the pro-
gram for instituting suits to desegregate
primary or secondary schools. Singling
out that type of litigation for special
treatment raises serious questions under
the equal protection clause of the 14th
amendment. It would not surprise me if
that provision is eventually declared un-
constitutional.

The clause which directs local pro-
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grams to give hiring preference to resi-
dents of the “community to be served”
also raises substantial constitutional is-
sues. The Supreme Court and lower Fed-
eral courts have regularly invalidated
governmental action which seeks to ex-
tend benefits based on residence require-
ments. Any time a statutory provision is
geared to residency the constitutional
right to move freely among the States is
drawn into question,

Third, I have great reservations about
the provision which bars the Corpora-
tion from funding legal assistance
through any law firm which “expends
50 percent or more of its resources and
time litigating issues in the broad inter-
ests of a majority of the publie.” Thus
the statute authorizes the use of Federal
money to pay for legal aid from law
firms which have fraditionally defended
the interests opposed to the poor, while
withholding aid to law firms seeking to
secure their rights. That is a most in-
congruous provision.

But with all this said, it is still a good
bill, perhaps because it is the only one
we have. It is better that we establish
now an independent agency to direct
the provision of legal services for low-
income people than that the present pro-
gram be subject, for an indefinite future,
to the buffeting political winds.

Mr. DENNIS. Mr. Speaker, I am not
insensitive to the need for legal services
to the poor. Like most lawyers in our
small towns and medium-size cities I
have spent a good part of my life giving
legal services to the poor, from time to
time, in the course of my practice of the
law. This sort of informal legal aid is an
honorable and longtime part of the tra-
dition of the legal profession.

These informal services—although
very widespread—may be insufficient to
meet the problem. Perhaps more formal-
ized, but privately financed, legal aid is
not sufficient. Even so, serious guestions
remain whether the Federal Govern-
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State agencies should meet this need:
and whether, if the Federal Government
is to take action, there may not be better
methods than the Legal Services Corpo-
ration approach which is embodied in
this bill,

Indeed, one of the best provisions in
the pending measure is that providing for
the study of other methods—such as ju-
dicare, a voucher system, revenue shar-
ing, contracting with law firms, and so
on.

Logic and prudence would seem to sug-
gest, however, that such a study might
well precede the establishment of a new,
expensive, and far-reaching system,
rather than following as an apparent
afterthought when that system is being
established.

The fundamental problem in this mat-
ter is one of philosophy and approach.

The rich—so long as there are any
rich—will always be able to afford legal
services. If this bill becomes law the poor
will have such services furnished to them
at the public expense. What happens to
the man of the middle class, the taxpay-
ing and tax-providing millions who are
neither rich nor poor?

What of the small private employer, or
the local governmental unit, against
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whom some action is brought under this
bill by self-described “lawyers for the
poor,” backed by the full rcsources of the
Treasury of the United States—a Treas-
ury made up for the most part, in many
cases, of funds collected from the very
defendant involved, and from those shar-
ing his general interests and outlook in
life?

This question—which is not rhetorical
but, on the contrary, quite real—goes, I
submit, to the fundamental problem
posed by the pending legislation. y

Assistance with the personal and in-
dividual legal problems of the poor, is
one thing. It is easy to sympathize with
the idea of legal aid in such fields as
landlord and tenant, vendor and pur-
chaser, master and servant—to use the
old legal phraseology—and domestic
relations, for example. Likewise with
respect to the criminal law which, how-
ever, is a field not covered by this legisla-
tion.

It is much less easy to sympathize
with using the taxpayers’ money to
finance far-reaching class actions
brought by liberal or radical young law-
vers, and sometimes designed far less
to aid any individual client than to
bring about alleged social reforms of
their own preference, measures which
the duly elected representatives of the
people have never seen fit to initiate.

One valid test of the philosophy and
intentions of the advocates of this bill
is to take note of the actions so far
actually taken.

In the House the committee greatly
modified the bill as originally presented,
and modified it in the direction of ide-
ological alleged reform; the House as a
whole went a good way in a long day's
work to return the bill to its original and
more moderate dimensions. The Senate
has now returned to us again a definitely
more ideological type of hill.

No real consideration has ever—in
House or Senate—been given to alterna-
tive methods which might well replace
the Legal Services Corporation and its
staff attorneys.

Under these circumstances it is not un-
fair to wonder how much the sponsors of
this measure are dedicated to the protec-
tion of the legal rights of the poor; and
how much they are interested in using
the measure as a vehicle to push for their
own favored social reforms—reforms
many of which lack sufficient public sup-
port to be enacted into law on their own
merits.

And under these circumstances it is
not too much for those of us who are
sympathetic to legal aid, but skeptical of
this social approach, to withhold any
vote of approval on our part for a better
bill, upon another day.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question on the conference
report.

Mr. SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr,
O'NemLL). Without objection, the previ-
ous question is ordered on the conference
report.

The previous question was ordered.

MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY
MR. ASHEROOK

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, I offer

a motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentleman opposed to the bill?

Mr. ASHBEROOK. I am, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk
will report the motion to recommit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr, ASHBROOK moves to recommit the Con-
ference Report on the bill, HR. 7824, to the
Committee of Conference with the following
instructions to the Managers on the Part of
the House:

That they insist upon the House provision
which would authorize that the Corporation
provide directly, but not by grant or contract,
for (A) research, (B) tralning and technical
assistance, and (C) information clearing-
house activities, relating to the provision of
legal assistance under the Act (all of which
activities currently fall within the scope of
the activity commonly referred to as “back-
up centers').

Mr. ASHBEROOK. Mr, Speaker, I move
the previous question on the motion to
recommit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the motion to recommit.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The ques-
tion is on the motion to recommit.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that the
ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, I ob-
ject to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evidently
a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 183, nays 190,
not voting 60, as follows:

[Roll No. 227]
YEAS—183

Conlan
Crane
Cronin
Daniel, Dan
Danfiel, Robert
W., Jr.
Davis, Wis.
Denholm
Dennis
Derwinski
Devine
Dickinson
Downing
Duncan
Edwards, Ala.
Eshleman
Evins, Tenn.
Pisher
Flowers
Fountain
Frelinghuysen
Froehlich
Fuqua
Gettys
Ginn
Goldwater
Goodling
Green, Oreg.
Gross
Grover
Gubser
Gunter
Guyer
Haley
Hammer=-
schmidt
Hanrahan
Harsha
Henderson
Hillis
Hinshaw
Hogan
Holt
Hosmer

Hudnut
Hungate
Hunt
Hutchinson
Jarman
Johnson, Colo.
Jones, N.C.
Kemp
Ketchum
Lagomarsino
Landgrebe
Landrum
Latta
Lent
Lott
Lujan
MecClory
McCollister
McEwen
Mahon
Mallary
Mann
Martin, Nebr.
Martin, N.C.
Mathias, Calif.
Mathis, Ga.
Mayne
Michel
Milford
Miller
Minshall, Ohio
Mitchell, N.Y.
Mizell
Montgomery
Moorhead,
Calif.
Myers
Nelsen
Nichols
O'Brien
Parris
Passman

Abdnor
Alexander
Andrews, N.C.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Annunzio
Archer
Arends
Armstrong
Ashbrook
Bafalis
Baker
Bauman
Beard
Bennett
Bevill
Biaggi
Blackburn
Bowen
Bray
Breaux
Brinkley
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Mich.
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burgener
Burke, Fla.
Burleson, Tex.
Butler
Byron
Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clancy
Clausen,

Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Cochran
Collins, Tex,

Poage
Powell, Ohio
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Price, Tex.
Quillen
Randall
Rarick
Regula
Rhodes
Rinaldo
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Rousselot
Ruth
Sarasin
Satterfield
Scherle
Schneebell
Sebelius
Shipley
Shoup
Shriver

Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Anderson,
Callf.
Anderson, 111,
Ashley
Aspin
Badillo
Barrett
Bell
Bergland
Biester
Bingham
Blatnlk
Boggs
Bolling
Brademas
Brasco
Breckinridge
Brooks
Brown, Calif.
Brown, Ohio
Burke, Calif.
Burke, Mass.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton
Carney, Ohio
Chisholm
Cohen
Collins, 111.
Conable
Conte
Conyers
Cotter
Coughlin
Culver
Daniels,
Dominick V.
Danielson
Davis, 8.C.
Delaney
Dellenback
Dellums
Dent
Dingell
Donohue
Drinan
du Pont
Eckhardt
Edwards, Calif.
Eilberg
Erlenborn
Evans, Colo.
Fascell
Fish
Flood
Foley
Ford
Forsythe
Fraser
Frenzel
Fulton
Gaydos
Giaimo

Shuster
Sikes
Smith, N.Y.
Snyder
Spence
tanton,

J. William
Steed
Steiger, Ariz.
Stephens
Symms
Taylor, Mo.
Taylor, N.C.
Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Thornton
Treen
Ullman
Vander Jagt

NAYS—190

Gibbons
Gilman
Gonzalez
Grasso

uray

Green, Pa.
Gude
Hamilton
Hanley

Hanna
Hansgen, Wash.
Harrington
Hastings

Hays

Hechler, W. Va.

«Heckler, Mass,

Heinz
Hicks
Holifield
Holtzman
Horton
Howard
Johnson, Calif.
Jordan
Karth
Kastenmeler
Kazen
Kluczynski
Koch
Kyros
Leggett
Lehman
Long, La.
Long, Md.
Luken
McCormack
MecDade
McFall
McEay
McEKinney
MeSpadden
Macdonald
Madden
Madigan
Maraziti
Mazzoli
Meeds
Melcher
Metecalfe
Mezvinsky
Minish
Mink
Mitchell, Md.
Moakley
Mollohan
Moorhead, Pa.
Mosher
Moss
Murphy, I1l.
Murtha
Natcher
Nedzi

Obey
O'Hara
O'Neill
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Veysey
Walsh
Wampler
White
Whitehurst
Whitten
Widnall
Wiggins
Wilson, Bob
Winn
Wydler
Wylie
Wyman
Young, Alaska
Young, Fla.
Young, Ill.
Young, 5.C.
Zion

Zwach

Owens
Patman
Patten
Pepper
Perkins
Pickle
Pike
Podell
Preyer
Price, I11.
Pritchard
Quie
Railsback
Rangel
Reuss
Riegle
Robison, N.Y.
Rodino
Roe
Roncalio, Wyo.
Rooney, Pa.
Rose
Rosenthal
Rostenkowski
Roush
Roy
Roybal
Ruppe
Ryan
St Germain
Sandman
Sarbanes
Schroeder
Seiberling
Bisk
Smith, Iowa
Staggers
Stark
Steelman
Steiger, Wis.
Stokes
Stratton
Stuckey
Studds
Symington
Thompson, N.J.
Tiernan
Towell, Nev.
Traxler
Udall
Van Deerlin
Vander Veen
Vanik
Vigorito
Waldie
‘Whalen
Wilson,
Charles, Tex.
Wolff
Yatron
Young, Ga.
Young, Tex.
Zablockl

NOT VOTING—60

Boland
Camp
Carey, N.Y.
Carter
Clark

Clay
Collier
Corman
Davis, Ga.
de la Garea
Diggs

Dorn
Dulski
Esch
Findley
Flynt

Frey
Griffiths

Hansen, Idaho
Hawkins
Hébert
Helstoski
Huber
Ichord
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Ala.
Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn.
King
Kuykendall
Litton
McCloskey
Matsunaga
Mills

Morgan
Murphy, N.Y.

Nix
Pettis
Peyser
Rees
Reid
Rogers
Roncallo, N.¥.
Rooney, N.Y.
Runnels
Skubitz
Slack
Stanton,
James V.
Steele
Stubblefield
Sullivan
Talcott
Teague
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Waggonner
Ware
Williams

Wilson,
Charles H.,
Calir,
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Wright
Wyatt
Yates

So the motion to recommit was re-
jected.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Waggonner
against.

Mr. Hébert for, with Mr. Murphy of New
York against,

Mr, Rogers for, with Mr. Boland against.

Mr. Frey for, with Mr. Esch against.

Mr. Huber for, with Mr. McCloskey against.

Mr. Tadcott for, with Mr. Carey of New
York against.

Mr. Camp for, with Mr, Matsunaga against,

Mr., Johnson of Pennsylvania for, with Mr,
Stubblefield against.

My, Ware for, with Mr. Reid against.

Mr, King for, with Mr. Clark against.

Mr. Colller for, with Mr. Dulski against.

My, S8kubitz for, with Mrs. Sulllvan against.

Mr., Jones of Alabama for, with Mr. Clay
against.

Mr. Teague of Texas for, with Mr., Diggs
against.

Mr. Roncallo of New
Nix agalnst.

for, with Mr. Corman

York for, with Mr.

Until further notice:

Mr. Davis of Georgia with Mr. Dorn.

Mr. de la Garza with Mr, Jones of Okla-
homa.

Mr. Ichord with Mrs. Grifliths,

Mr. Flynt with Mr. Hansen of Idaho.

Mr. Jones of Tennessee wtih Mr. Morgan.

Mr. Hawkins with Mr. Mills,

Mr. Pettis with Mr. Peyser.

Mr. Rees with Mr. Rooney of New York.

Mr. Runnels with Mr, Slack.

Mr. James V. Stanton with Mr. Steele.

Mr. Williams with Mr, Findley.

Mr. Charles H. Wilson of California with
Mr. Wyatt,

Mr. Wright with Mr, Yates.

Mr. Carter with Mr. Helstoski.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The ques-
tion is on the conference report.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that the
ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Speaker, on that I de-
mand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 227, nays 143,
not voting 63, as follows:

Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Anderson,
Calif.

Anderson, Ill.
Andrews, N.C.

Andrews,
N. Dak.
Ashley
Aspin
Badillo
Barrett
Bell
Bergland
Blaggl
Blester
Bingham
Biatnik
Boggs
Bolling
Brademas
Brasco
Bray
Breckinridge
Brooks

|Roll No. 228]

YEAS—227

Brotzman
Brown, Callf,
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohlo
Burke, Calif.
Burke, Mass.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton
Carney, Ohio
Chisholm
Cleveland
Cohen
Collins, 111,
Conable
Conte
Conyers
Cotter
Coughlin
Culver
Danlels,

Dominick V.

Danlelson
Davis, B.C.
Delaney
Dellenback
Dellums

Dent

Dingell
Donohue
Drinan

du Pont
Eckhardt
Edwards, Callf,
Eilberg
Erlenborn
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn,
Fascell

Fish

Flood
Flowers
Foley

Ford
Forsythe
Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Frenzel
Fulton
Gaydos
Glaimo
Gibbons
Gilman

Gonzalez
Grasso
Gray
Green, Pa,
Gude
Gunter
Guyer
Hamilton
Hanley
Hanna
Hansen, Wash,
Harrington
Hastings
Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass,
Heinz
Hicks

Hillis
Holifield
Holtzman
Horton
Howard
Hungate
Johnson, Calif,
Jordan
Karth
Kastenmeler
Kazen
Kluczynski
Koch
Kuykendall
Kyros
Leggett
Lehman
Long, La.
Long, Md.
Luken
McClory
MeCormack
McDade
McPall
McEay
McKinney
Macdonald
Madden
Madigan
Mallary
Mann
Maraziti
Mazzoll
Meeds

Abdnor
Alexander
Annunzio
Archer
Arends
Armstrong
Ashbrook
Bafalls
Baker
Bauman
Beard
Bennett
Blackburn
Bowen
Breaux
Brinkley
Broomfield
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burgener
Burke, Fla,
Burleson, Tex,
Butler
Byron
Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clancy
Clausen,
Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cochran
Collins, Tex.
Conlan
Crane
Daniel, Dan
Danlel, Robert
W., Jr.
Davis, Wis,
Denholm
Dennis
Derwinskl
Devine
Dickinson
Downing
Duncan
Edwards, Ala.
Eshleman

Melcher
Metcalfe
Mezvinsky
Milford
Minish

Mink
Mitchell, Md.
Mitchell, N.¥.
Mizell
Moakley
Mollohan
Moorhead, Pa.
Mosher

Moss
Murphy, 111,
Murtha
Natcher
Nedzi

Obey
O'Brien
O’'Hara
O'Neill
Owens
Patten
Pepper
Perkins
Pickle

Pike

Podell

Prever

Price, Ill.
Pritchard
Quie
Railsback
Rangel
Regula
Reuss
Rhodes
Rlegle
Rinaldo
Robison, N.Y.
Rodino

Roe
Roncallo, Wyo,
Rooney, Pa.
Rose
Rosenthal
Rostenkowskl
Roush

Roy

Roybsl

NAYS—143

Fisher
Fountain
Froehlich
Fuqua
Gettys
Ginn
Goldwater
Goodling
Green, Oreg.
Gross
Grover
Gubser
Haley
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanrahan
Harsha
Hays
Henderson
Hinshaw
Hogan
Holt
Hosmer
Hudnut
Hunt
Hutchinson
Jarman
Johnson, Colo.
Jones, N.C.
Kemp
Ketchum
Lagomarsino
Landgrebe
Landrum
Latta
Lent
Lott
Lujan
McCollister
McEwen
Mahon
Martin, Nebr,
Martin, N.C.
Mathias, Calif.
Mathis, Ga.
Mayne
Michel
Miller
Minshall, Ohlo
Montgomery

Ruppe
Ryan
St Germain
Sandman
Sarasin
Sarbanes
Schroeder
Selberling
Shriver
Sisk
Smith, Towa
Smith, N.X.
Staggers
Stark
Steelman
Steiger, Wis.
Stokes
Stratton
Stuckey
Studds
Symington
Thompson, N.J.
Thone
Tiernan
Towell, Nev.
Traxler
Udall
Ullman
Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Vander Veen
Vanik
Vigorito
Waldle
Walsh
Wampler
Whalen
White
Widnall
Wiggins
Wiison,
Charles, Tex.
Winn
Wollf
Wylle
Wyman
Yatron
Young, Ga.
Young, Il.
Young, Tex.,
Zahblockl

Moorhead,

Calif.
Myers
Nelsen
Nichols
Parris
Passman
Patman
Poage
Powell, Ohio
Price, Tex,
Randall
Rarick
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Rousselot
Ruth
Satterfield
Scherle
Schneebell
Sebelius
Shipley
Shoup
Shuster
Sikes
Snyder
Spence
Stanton,

J, William
Steed
Stelger, Ariz.
Stephens
Symms
Taylor, Mo.
Taylor, N.C.
Thomson, Wis.
Thornton
Treen
Veysey
Whitehurst
Whitten
Wilson, Bob
Wydler
Young, Alaska
Young, Fia.
Young, 8.C.
Zion
Zwach
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NOT VOTING—63

Hébert Rogers
Helstoskl Roncallo, N.Y.
Huber Rooney, N.Y.
Ichord Runnels
Johnson, Pa. Skubltz
Jones, Ala, Slack

Jones, Okla. Stanton,
Jones, Tenn. James V.,
King Steele
Litton Stubblefield
MeCloskey Sullivan
MeSpadden Talcott
Matsunaga Teague

Dorn Mills Waggonner
Dulskl Morgan Ware

Esch Murphy, N.Y. Willlams
Findley Nix Wilson,
Flynt Pettis Charles H,,
Frey Peyser Calif.
Griffiths Quillen Wright
Hansen, Idaho Rees Wyatt
Hawkins Reid Yates

Bevill
Boland
Camp
Carey, N.Y.
Carter
Clark

Clay
Collier
Corman
Cronin
Davis, Ga.
de la Garza
Diggs

So the conference report was agreed
to:

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr, Corman for, with Mr. Hébert against.

Mr. Boland for, with Mr., Waggonner
against.

Mr. Hawkins for, with Mr. Rogers against.

Mr, Yates for, with Mr, Teague against.

Mr. Murphy of New York for, with Mr. Be-
vill against.

Mr. Esch for, with Mr. Camp against.

Mr. McCloskey for, with Mr. King against.

Mr. Peyser for, with Mr, Huber against.

Mr. Rees for, with Mr. Johnson of Penn-
sylvania against,

Mr. Matsunaga for,
against.

Mr. Nix for, with Mr. Cronin against.

Mr. Carey of New York for, with Mr. Col-
lier against.

Mr. James V. Stanton for, with Mr. Ron-
callo of New York against.

Mr. Rooney of New York for, with Mr,
Jones of Alabama against.

Until further notice:

Mr. Clark with Mrs. Grifiiths.

Mr, Clay with Mr. Helstoskl.

Mr, Morgan with Mr. Flynt.

Mr. Dulski with Mr. Carter.

Mr. Davis of Georgla with Mr. Dorn,

Mr. Ichord with Mr. Findley.

Mr. Jones of Oklahoma with Mr. Hansen
of Idaho.

Mr, Litton with Mr, Frey.

Mr. Stubblefield with Mr. Jones of Ten-
nessee,

Mr. de la Garza with Mr. Slack.

Mr. Diggs with Mr. Reid.

Mr. Wright with Mr. Mills.

Mr. Charles H., Wilson of California with
Mr. Runnels.

Mrs, Sullivan with Mr. McSpadden.

Mr, Steele with Mr. Pettis.

Mr. Ware with Mr. Skubitz.

Mr. Williams with Mr. Talcott.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

with Mr. Quillen

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. MEEDS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days in which to revise
and extend their remarks on the confer-
ence report on the bill (H.R. 7824) just
considered.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection fo
the request of the gentleman from Wash-
ington?

There was 1o objection.
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DAY OF NATIONAL OBSERVANCE
FOR 200TH ANNIVERSARY OF
FIRST CONTINENTAL CONGRESS

Mr. DENT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent for the immediate consid-
eration of the Senate concurrent reso-
lution (S. Con. Res. 85) to proclaim
October 14, 1974, a Day of National Ob-
servance for the 200th Anniversary of the
First Continental Congress, and for oth-
er purposes.

The clerk read the Senate concurrent
resolution as follows:

S. CoN. REs. 85

Whereas the meeting at Carpenters’ Hall
in the City of Philadelphia in the Colony of
Pennsylvania from September 5 to Octo-
ber 26, 1774, which has become known as
the First Continental Congress, will have
observed durilng 1974 its two hundredth
anniversary; and

Whereas the actions of that Congress in
uniting, for the first time, the thirteen
disparate American Colonies to seek redress
of thelr many grievances against the
Parliament and King of England, set in
motion a series of events leading to the
meeting of the Second Continental Congress
which produced the Declaration of Independ-
ence and guided the new Nation through the
American War for Independence; and

Whereas the precedents set by the meeting
of the first Congress in 1774 form the founda-
tion upon which rest the principles and
practices of the existing Congress of the
United States of America; and

Whereas October 14, 1774, was the date
on which the delegates to the first Congress
adopted the Declaration and Resolves, ex-
pressing to the King of England their rights
as Englishmen and their determination to
achieve those rights, and is therefore, in
itself, an historic date; and

Whereas on October 14, 1974, special cere-~
monies, sponsored by the City of Phila-
delphia, the National Park Service of the De-
partment of the Interior and the American
Revolution Bicentennial Administration, wiil
be held at Carpenters’ Hall in Philadelphia,
Pennsylvania, to properly and appropriately
observe for the Nation the two hundredth
anniversary of the First Continental Con-
gress; and

Whereas the two hundredth anniversary of
the First Continental Congress marks one of
the first historic commemorative events of
the American Revolution Bicentennial cele-
bration; Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That it is the sense
of Congress that October 14, 1074, be pro-
clailmed a Day of Natlonal Observance for
the Two Hundredth Anniversary of the First
Continental Congress and calls upon the
people of our Nation to fittingly observe and
honor this important date in our country's
history.

8ec. 2. That the President pro tempore of
the Senate and the Speaker of the House be
authorized to select, upon the recommenda-
tlon of the respective majority and minority
leaders, four Members of each House to repre-
sent the Congress of the United States of
America at ceremonies in Carpenters’ Hall,
Philadelphia, on October 14, 1974, and to
present at said ceremonies to a representative
of the City of Philadelphia a copy of this
resolution.

Sgc, 3. That the expenses of the Members
are asuthorized to be paid from the contin-
gency funds of the Senate and House of
Representatives as approved, respectively, by
the Committee on Rules and Administration
:iml the Committee on House Administra«

on,
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. DENT. Mr. Speaker, I want the
Recorp to show this resolution is spon-
sored by the entire Pennsylvania dele-
gation.

The Senate concurrent resolution was
concurred in.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr, FORD. Mr. Speaker, on May 1,
1974, on rollcall No. 198, I am reported
as not voting. I was present, and was
properly recorded as voting on all the
other rollcalls. I voted “yea” on rollcall
No. 198 and the machine apparently
failed to record my vote. I would like the
Recorp to so note.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr, GROSS. Mr. Speaker, on the bob-
tailed quorum call earlier this afternoon
I was present and recorded my presence.
I ask that the REcorp so show.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman’s
statement will appear in the Recorb.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

(Mr. RHODES asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Speaker, I take this
time to ask the distinguished acting
majority leader if he is in a position to
inform the House as to the program for
the remainder of this week if any and
the program for next week.

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Speaker, if the dis-
tinguished minority leader will yield,
there is no further legislative business
today, and upon announcement of the
program for next week I will ask unani-
mous consent to go over until Monday.

The program for next week is as
follows:

On Monday we will have the Consent
Calendar, and there are no bills under
suspensions.

We will have H.R. 14592, military pro-
curement authorization, under an open
rule with 4 hours of debate. On that we
will take general debate only on Monday.

On Tuesday the House will receive
former Members at 11 a.m., and then we
will have the Private Calendar and the
following suspensions:

HR. 12526, Rural Electrification
Guaranteed Loan Program Amend-
ments;

H.R. 13834, Standby Energy Emer-
gency Authorization Act; and

H.R. 14225, Rehabilitation Act Amend-
ments.

Then the House will continue con-
sideration of H.R. 14592, the Military
Procurement Authorization that we be-
gan on Monday. We hope to vote on
amendments and the bill.

On Wednesday and the balance of the
week we will consider H.R. 14449, the
Community Services Act, subject to a
rule being granted.
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Following that will be H.R. 14832,
Temporary Increase in the Public Debt
Limitation, subject to a rule being
granted.

Then we will consider H.R. 14462, Oil
and Gas Energy Tax Act, subject to a
rule being granted.

Conference reports may be brought
up at any time and any further program
will be announced later.

I also wish to call to the attention of
the House that the House will recess for
Memorial Day from the close of busi-
ness on Thursday, May 23, until noon
Tuesday, May 28.

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will allow me to propound a ques-
tion, on Tuesday there will be three sus-
pensions. Is it the intention of the major-
ity to proceed with those suspensions to
passage, and if not, postpone final vote
until the end of the day?

Mr. McFALL. They will be voted on as
they are considered.

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY,
MAY 20, 1974

Mr. McFALL, Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that when the House ad-
journs today it adjourns to meet on Mon-
day next.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON
WEDNESDAY NEXT

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that the business in order
under the Calendar Wednesday rule be
dispensed with on Wednesday of next
week.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

CIVILIZED WORLD HORRIFIED BY
ACTIONS OF TERRORISTS IN
ISRAEL

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

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, on behalf
of the minority leader, the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. ¥YaTEs), and over 307
of my colleagues, I am today introducing
a resolution condemning the most recent
Arab terrorist raid into Israel—a raid in
which innocent children suffered injury
and death.

There is little that one can say to con-
vey the horror of this raid. It shocked
the entire civilized world.

The United States is currently trying
to help bring peace to the Middle East.
But peace will be impossible if the coun-
tries in the region are not able to restrain
those fanatics who see fit to express their
grievances by slaying children. Peace will
be impossible if Israel is not assured of
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her territorial integrity, assured that she
is secure from terrorist attack.

It is time that the U.N. rededicated it-
self to the ideal of promoting peace that
was the reason for its creation. The U.N.
would do well to start along this course
by taking action against terrorist attacks
such as this one. And the U.N. cannot
pursue peace by applying a double stand-
ard to Arab raids against Israel.

In the interest of peace, we must con-
demn the latest Arab terrorist intrusion
against Israel. We owe at least this much
to those children who lost their lives.

The resolution follows:

RESOLUTION

Whereas Arab terrorists have threatened
the lives of 80 Israeli school childen; and

Whereas these cruel and heartless acts
only exacerbate tensions in the Middle East
at a time when very serious efforts are being
made to negotiate a lasting peace; and

Whereas such acts of violence are an af-
front to human decency and standards of
civilized conduct between nations; Now,
therefore, be it Resolved, That it is hereby
declared to be the sense of the House that—

(1) it most strongly condemns this and all
acts of terrorism;

(2) the President and the Secretary of
State should and are hereby urged and re-
quested to (a) call upon all governments to
condemn this inhuman act of violence
agalnst Innocent victims; and (b) strongly
urge the governments who harbor these
groups and individuals to take appropriate
action to rid their countries of those who
subvert the peace through terrorism and
senseless violence.

(3) the President should request the
American Ambassador to the United Nations
to take appropriate action before that body
in order to have introduced a Security Coun-
cil resolution condemning this brutal act of
violence.

U.S. EXPORTS OF COAL AND COKE

(Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia asked
and was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute, to revise and extend
his remarks and include extraneous mat-
ter.)

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, at a time when coal is critically
in demand to meet the Nation's energy
needs, and the hills of Appalachia are
bleeding from the ripping and raping by
the strip miners, the United States is
rapidly increasing its exports of coal.

Did you ever hear of anything so crazy
as stepping up the exports of coal, at a
time when we are suffering more and
more damage from strip mining?

Listen to this statement by the Na-
tional Coal Association:

Total U.8. exports of bituminous coal in
the first quarter of 1974 increased 18 percent
from shipments in the same period of 1973.
.« « . Japan, the largest consumer of American
coal, took 5.7 million tons of U.S. bituminous
coal in January-March, 1974; up 31.1 percent
from the like period of 1973.

The House Interior Committee has just
reported out a woefully weak strip mine
regulation bill. The strip miners say they
have to keep on ripping up our own land
because we need the coal. Then why in
(expletive deleted) are we shipping coal
to Japan and Europe, so they can save
their own land while we destroy ours?
The exporters say this is metallurgical
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coal used in steel production. But the
president of the American Iron and Steel
Institute, Stewart S. Cort, testified on
April 25, 1974, before the House Commit-
tee on Banking and Currency that the
steel industry is hurting because of a
severe shortage of metallurgical coal for
the manufacture of steel. Mr. Cort stated
that “the supply situation has become
critieal.”

I urge my colleagues to support my bill,
H.R. 11695 which prohibits the export of
American coal, except to Canada, from
whom we import oil. I am shocked to dis-
cover that we continue to export coal
while continuing to destroy our own land
by strip mining.

The statement follows:

U.8. ExrorTs OF COAL AND COKE

Total U.S, exports of bituminous coal in
the first quarter of 1974 increased 18 percent
from shipments in the same period of 1973,
although for the month of March, shipments
fell 5.9 percent from the same month a year
ago. In January-March 1974, exports of U.S.
bituminous coal totaled 10.6 million net tons,
of which 391,362 tons were shipped to Can-
ada and 10.2 million tons went to overseas
destinations.

Japan, the largest consumer of American
coal, took 5.7 million tons of U.8. bituminous
coal in January-March 1974, up 31.1 percent
from the like period of 1973, Exports to Eu-
rope were 3.8 million tons in the first quar-
ter of 1974, compared with 3.4 million tons
in January-March 1973, All of the European
Community nations, except Belglum-Luxem-
bourg, took more American coal in January-
March 1974 than in the corresponding period
of the previous year. A total of 542,669 tons
of U.S. bituminous coal were also exported
to South America in the first guarter of
1974, up slightly from shipments in Janu-
ary-March 1973,

The value of U.S. bituminous coal exports
in January-March, including transportation
charges to ports of exit, totaled $261.8 mil-
lion. Anthracite exports were valued at $1.9
million; coke shipments at $8.7 million; and
exports of lignite and lignite brigquets were
valued at $1.56 million.

U.S. EXPORTS OF BITUMINOUS COAL !
[Net tons]

January to March
1974 1973

Percent

Destination change

Canada 391, 362

South America..__._.__.. 542,569

Europ Economic C ity:
Belgium-Luxembourg2_ _ 210, 889

551, 126
541, 553

269, 944
352, 495
465, 096
705, 086
465, 684
237,017

2,495, 382

aly
Netherlands 2_
United Kingdom

Tote) EEC. .ovoee o

3, 429, 157
4, 385, 552
92, 471

']

3,754, 274
5, 747, 092
183, 860

Grand total..._..___ 10,619, 157
Excluding Canada 10, 227, 795

8, 999, 859
8, 448,733

1 Excludes shipments to U.S. military forces.

2 Shipments as indicated in vessel manifests upon departure
U.S. ports, and include tonnage for transshipment to undesig-
nated destinations.

Source: Division of Fossil Fuels, U.S. Bureau of Mines.
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FEDERAL EMPLOYEE ADMINISTRA-
TIVE HEARING RIGHTS GUARAN-
TEE ACT

(Mrs. SCHROEDER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute, to revise and extend her
remarks and include extraneous matter.)

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, on
April 16, 1974, the U.S. Supreme Court
handed down its decision in Arnett
against Kennedy. It is but the latest
in a line of cases dealing with the prob-
lem of termination or suspension of Fed-
eral employees in the competitive service.
These cases are noted primarily for their
failure to answer the important and ul-
timate question whether Federal em-
ployees have a protected right to their
jobs after completing the probationary
period, that is, whether they can be ter-
minated or suspended without a prior
hearing on the merits. The opinion in
Arnett against Kennedy is similarly
ambiguous on the question and offers lit-
tle hope for a person looking for a clear
statement of his rights.

The courts are not entirely to blame.
The law is unclear because Congress has
not acted unequivocally regarding pre-
termination hearings. There is no statute
which clearly mandates executive agen-
cies to promulgate uniform regulations
in the area. The law as it now stands
leaves the whole matter of pretermina-
tion hearings for Federal employees up
in the air and opens the door to agency
abuse of employees who in good con-
science criticize agency procedures or dis-
close agency wrongs and coverups.

There are well known ecases: for in-
stance, those of Ernest Fitzgerald and
Gordon Rule, employees of the Federal
Government who have spoken out, been
fired, and eventually won their rights
to back pay and reinstatement.

These cases, however, have involved
embloyees in difficult fights and drawn
out period without pay. Some agencies
grant pretermination hearings; but many
others do not. In those an employee must
suffer without pay while he is waiting to
be heard. For sure, our veterans now have
a preference right to a hearing before
termination, and some Federal employ-
ees, through contract, have a similar
right. Many others, though, are without
this fundamental protection.

Mr. Speaker, for these reasons, I am
today introducing a bill called the Fed-
eral Employee Administrative Hearing
Rights Guarantee Act. The purpose of
this legislation is to guarantee all em-
ployees in the competitive service a
prompt evidentiary hearing by an impar-
tial individual prior to the time that
removal or suspension without pay is ef-
fective. The bill declares that certain
minimum protections are due such an
employee before termination or suspen-
sion, among them, the right to see the
evidence supporting the action and to
have a transcript of the proceedings.

I share the opinion of the many unions
representing Federal employees who have
contacted me—among them the Na-
tional Treasury Employees Union and the
Overseas Education Association—that it
is time for congressional action on this
problem. As long as Congress continues
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to allow the agencles to promulgate their
own regulations on the subject, Federal
employees will not be protected against
arbitrary and capriclous dismissal for
speaking out. The public interest is bad-
1y served by stifling creative criticism
from employees of our Government.

JENNY'S MESSAGE

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

Mr. HARSHA. Mr. Speaker, earlier
this month I had the great pleasure of
meeting one of my most charming con-
stituents, 314-year-old Jenny Barlage of
Chillicothe, Ohio. It is not often that a
constituent of such a young age has met
with me on matters of important busi-
ness, but Jenny’s business and Jenny's
message are ones which involve millions
of Americans.

Jenny is this year’s poster child for the
National Association of Hearing and
Speech Agencies. She and her family
came to Washington recently to bring to
the country’s attention the fact that May
is National Better Hearing and Speech
Month. Jenny and her story symbolize
the importance and the inestimable value
of early detection of and professional
help for hearing and other communica-
tion disorders.

Jenny’s story is one which follows this
pattern. Her parents, Mr. and Mrs.

Henry Barlage, became concerned over
Jenny’s seemingly slow speech develop-
ment, behavior problems, and lack of

response to voices or sounds behind her
back. This prompted them to seek pro-
fessional help. They found that help for
Jenny at the South Central Ohio Speech
and Hearing Center in Chillicothe where
her hearing problem was diagnosed and
treatment begun. So far, a year's worth
of speech and language therapy from
this outstanding center has been so suc-
cessful for Jenny that perhaps the only
way one would suspect she had any im-
pairment whatsoever would be by the
small hearing aid she must wear. By
helping Jenny’s hearing problems in this
way at an early age, the side effects of
delayed emotional and language devel-
opment have been minimized.

Jenny’s message is that the month of
May is one for listening. Listen to the
facts that defective hearing is America's
No. 1 handicapping impairment. There
are 22 million Americans with hearing
disorders; over 3 million of whom are
school-age children who can be helped.
In fact, it has been estimated that nearly
90 percent of all disabling hearing losses
can be improved significantly by medi-
cine, surgery or amplification. The prob-
lem is compounded, Jenny says, by the
fact that many of these people do not
know or believe their hearing disabilities
can be helped. Jenny Barlage is there
to show them they can.

Jenny is also asking Americans to lis-
ten to another message: If you have no
hearing difficulties, abide by good listen-
ing rules of avoiding as much noise pol-
lution as possible to protect this valuable
sense. If you have children like Jenny,
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watch for early detection slgns of hear-
ing and speech impairments. The sooner
any problems are detected and treated
the better their chances for normal and
happy development. Just ask Jenny
Barlage, she will tell you.

PUERTO RICO’S MATURING
STATUS

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

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Speaker, I should
like to bring to the attention of the
Members of this House an important
May 10, 1974, article in the Christian Sci-
ence Monitor about Gov. Rafael Hernan-
dez Colon’'s April 27, 1974, testimony be-
fore the Joint Ad Hoc Advisory Group
appointed by the President of the
United States and the  Governor of
Puerto Rico to consider the future de-
velopments of Commonwealth.

As chairman of the Territories Sub-
committee, I want personally to assure
the people of Puerto Rico that the rec-
ommendations of the Ad Hoc Advisory
Group will be promptly and carefully
considered by the subcommittee,

Governor Hernandez Colon has obvi-
ously given a great deal of thought to im-
proving the concept and implementation
of Commonwealth. For this reason, the
Christian Science Monitor was quite
prescient in taking favorable ediforial
note of the Governor’s testimony.

PuErRTO RICO’S MATURING BTATUS

All United States federal leglslation, un-
der current procedure, automatically applies
to Puerto Rico unless the Caribbean island
is specifically exempted. Puerto Rico's Gov.
Rafael Hernandez Colon wants to change this
excluding the island unless it is purposely
written into legislation before Congress.

This is only one of a number of steps that
Covernor Hernandez Colon mentions as
“needed revisions” in the commonwealth ar-
rangement under which Puerto Rico is linked
to the U.S. These revisions add up to a plea
for “local control over matters fundamental-
1y local in nature.”

They amount to a call for greater self-
government, more autonomy for the sun-
drenched island in the Caribbean. But Gov-
ernor Hernandez Colon is quick to say he
wants no loosening of tles with the U.S.
Those ties, he sald recently, are *“a unigue
experience in interdependence , . . many dec-
ades ahead of its time.”

The overwhelming majority of Puerto
Ricans, at least 95 percent, favor retention
of the ties. But this majority also supports
revisions in the arrangement and Governor
Hernandez Colon is obviously on solid ground
when he makes his new plea. If implemented,
the changes he seeks would recognize the
vastly different requirements of Puerto Rico
and the U.S. Economic differences, for ex-
ample, between the crowded, resource-poor
island with 875 people per square mile and
a huge, wealthy continental nation with only
57 people per square mile result in dissimiliar
problems and solutions.

Without representation in Congress, Puerto
Rico has long found that many decisions
produce policies which, while beneficlal to
the mainland, are inadvertently detrimental
to the best interests of the people of Puerto
Rico. For this reason, there is much logic
in what Governor Hernandez Colon seeks,
The ad hoc U.S.-Puerto Rico committee now
looking into the commonwealth arrangement
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ought to welgh his words carefully and
come up with recommendations aimed af
meeting the problems he mentions.

TERRORIST ACTIVITIES IN THE
MIDEAST

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

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Speaker, the killing of
25 Israeli children and injury of 70 more
is an act of inhumanity so monstrous
that it places into question the very
meaning of the word human. As Prime
Minister Golda Meir so eloquently said:
“War cannot be fought on the backs of
our children.” The massacre yesterday
at Maalot is the worst in a series of Arab
terrorist assaults, encouraged by the
countries and effectively sanctioned by
the so-called civilized nations of the
world. How much longer will the world let
these wanton terrorists, who have no re-
gard for the basic decencies of humanity,
murder the children of Israel? With
every incident, the killings become more
abominable, and yet the world sits by
and does nothing except intone hollow
words of shock. These utterances raise a
cacophony that rings throughout the
world but fails miserably to respond to
the barbarism of the Arab terrorists. The
chiefs of state will send their pious con-
dolences, but the Security Council will do
nothing to condemn the terrorist actions
or constrain the Arab terrorists. Indeed,
it is the civilized world, including the
United States, that must share in the re-
sponsibility of the loss of young lives at
Maalot yesterday. When the Security
Council by its action on April 25 con-
demned Israel for its reprisal action but
refused to denounce the killings of 18
Israelis in Kiryat Shemona by terrorists
based in Lebanon precipitating the re-
prisal, it gave license to future Arab ter-
rorist killings. Furthermore, of the 150
Arab terrorists who have been arrested in
Europe during the past 5 years, all but
9 have been released.

Is the world really so helpless that it
cannot respond to the brutal inhumanity
of so relatively few people? I say we can
respond, and we must respond if we are
to rid the world of this vermin and open
the way to peace in the Middle East.
During the past week Secretary Kissing-
er has been shuttling between Damascus
and Tel Aviv trying to force a peace for
the Middle East. But, his efforts will be
futile if the Arab countries do not stop
the Arab terrorists who find refuge and
support in their countries. Time and
again Israel has appealed to her Arab
neighbors to take measures within their
own countries to eliminate the destruc-
tive activities of the Arab terrorists.
These governments have repeatedly
ignored these requests, and have given
the terrorists financial, political, mili-
tary and moral support—indeed, have
extolled them as heroes.

The Washington Post in an ediforial
today, commented on what Israel will
and must do:

For Israel to retaliate will not, unfortun-
ately, repair its grievous loss. Nor can there
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be a certainty that retaliation will hurt those
actually responsible. The Israelis have long
hoped that reprisals in Lebanon would in-
duce the Lebanese to put tighter controls on
resident guerrillas. But there is little evi-
dence that this approach has worked. At the
same time, the evidence is that without re-
tallation, terrorists would be emboldened to
launch even greater operations from Lebanon,

I concur.

WHY OUR BROADCASTERS NEED
PROTECTION

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

Mr. VAN DEERLIN, Mr. Speaker, it is
ever more glaringly apparent that our
broadcasters are in need of protection—
not from the people, but from the White
House.

During debate in this hall 2 weeks ago
on the radio/TV license renewal legisla-
tion, much of the discussion centered on
relations between broadcasters and the
communities they purport to serve. The
question is often asked, what rights or
obligations should the public have in
challenging renewal of broadcast licenses
ostensibly held in the public trust?

Many broadcasters have testified that
community groups pose a potential
threat to their livelihood, and could un-
dermine the stability of their industry.

But the real threat, it now becomes
clear, lies elsewhere.

This morning’s Washingon Post con-
tains a graphic account of how the
President and two key advisers, H. R.
Haldeman and John W. Dean ITI, talked
of “paying back” the Post for its early
revelations in the Watergate affair. The
story charges:

Specifically, the discussion involved the
desirability of using against the newspaper
the Federal Communications Commission’s
power to license broadcast stations.

The conversation was said to have
taken place September 15, 1972. It was
edited out of the Watergate transcripts
released last month by Mr. Nixon but re-
portedly included among the tape record-
ings subsequently turned over the Judi-
ciary Committee.

Two months after the President and
his key aides talked of retaliation against
the Post, at least four challenges were
filed against renewal of licenses held by
two Post-Newsweek stations, WPLG-TV
in Miami and WJXT-TV in Jacksonville.
Prominent friends and supporters of the
administration figured in some of the
challenges.

One would have to be naive, I think, to
accept this chain of events as mere cir-
cumstance.

For this particular scenario is unfor-
tunately typical of the way the White
House sets out to get its enemies in the
news media and elsewhere. Incidentially,
the challenges against the two Post-
owned stations in Florida are still pend-
ing, so this issue is by no means resolved.

What is deeply disturbing here is the
seeming willingness of the White House
to subvert an independent regulatory
agency like the FCC.

This is the agency that deals with
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the—perhaps the most sensitive area of
all—communications. Here we are not
talking about some tangible product, but
about ideas and attitudes—far more
volatile and fraught with peril politically.

They muscled in, in an apparent ef-
fort to tip or at least threaten to tip
the regulatory balance against offend-
ing broadcasters. Or, as in the case of
the Post, to get at newspapers it dis-
likes by striking at their broadcast
properties.

For some time now, the White House
has had it in for network news opera-
tions.

Many of us recall the Indianapolis
speech of December 1972, by Clay T.
Whitehead, then Director of the Presi-
dent’s Office of Telecommunications Pol-
icy. Mr. Whitehead was brutally frank.
He let it be known, in no uncertain terms,
that network affiliates might risk loss of
their licenses if they did not exercise
more control over network news opera-
tions.

Then there was the singular action of
Dean Burch on November 4, 1969, when,
as the brandnew FCC Chairman, he
pointedly asked the three TV networks
for transeripts of the analyses with which
they had closed a Presidential speech on
Vietnam policies. According to court affi-
davits, Mr. Burch explained at the time
he was complying with a request from
the White House, in zeroing in in this
fashion.

More recently, CBS has gone to court
to report explicit threats directed at Dr.
Frank Stanton, a network executive, and
correspondent Dan Rather by past and
present White House staffers Charles
Colson, John Ehrlichman, and Ronald
Ziegler.

And who can forget the antimedia
histrionics of our former Vice President?

Broadcasters better wake up, before
it is too late, in identifying their real
“enemy.” It is not the citizen groups.

THE LATE CARL THOMAS DURHAM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from North Carolina, (Mr. Foun-
TAIN) is recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. FOUNTAIN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
to pay tribute to the memory of the late
Carl Thomas Durham, who so ably rep-
resented the Sixth Congressional Dis-
trict of the State of North Carolina in
this House.

In thinking of the fruitful life and
productive work of this man, I am re-
minded of a thought-provoking state-
ment written by Joseph Addison in the

Spectator:

If I can any way contribute to the diver-
sion or improvement of the country in which
I live, I shall leave it, when I am summoned
out of it, with the secret satisfaction of
thinking that I have not lived in vain,

Mr. Speaker, I am confident that Carl
Thomas Durham, who contributed so
richly to the well-being of his State and
Nation during a lifetime of dedicated
public service, shared that satisfaction.
His life was, indeed, full and worthy,
and he has left a lasting and distin-
guished legacy to the American people.

Carl Durham cerved in the Congress
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for 22 years, encompassing two of the
most momentous decades in American
and world history, marked by the Sec-
ond World War and its aftermath, and
by the coming of age of atomic power
as a crucial factor in the life of the globe.

He served twice—in the 82d and 85th
Congresses—as chairman of the Joint
Atomic Energy Committee and three
times—in the 81st, 84th, and 86th Con-
gresses—as vice chairman. At the time
of his retirement he was the third Demo-
crat in seniority on the House Armed
Services Committee.

His life-long concern was for the secur-
ity of America in a world troubled by
war and rumors of war. At the same time
he recognized and championed the
cause of civilian control and direction
for the immense potential in the Na-
tion’s atomic energy resources. Time and
history have indicated Lis leadership
g_nd his immeasurable service to the Na-
ion.

Carl Durham was elected to the 76th
Congress in 1938, representing the old
Sixth District of North Carolina. In that
election the Democratic nominee died 12
days before the general election. Carl
Durham was selected by the District
Democratic Congressional Committee to
take the place of the deceased nominee.
He served with such great distinction
that he was elected to no less than 10
succeeding Congresses until his volun-
tary retirement from public service in
1961.

He became a member of the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy when it
was established in 1946. He and the late
Senator O'Brien McMahon are widely
credited with influencing President
Truman’'s historic decision to develop
the hydrogen bomb. He was a leader in
the victorious congressional battle to
establish the Atomic Energy Commission
as a civilian agency in keeping with
American traditions of ultimate civilian
responsibility and authority.

Born in Orange County in 1892, he
graduated in 1917 from the University of
North Carolina, where he had majored
in pharmacy. During the great war he
served as a pharmacist’s mate in the U.S.
Navy. After the war, he settled in his
beloved Chapel Hill and engaged in the
practice of pharmacy. His political in-
terest developed in this period, and he
served on the Chapel Hill City Council
and the district school board. He was also
elected a city commissioner.

Much loved by the people of his com-
munity, Durham was an ideal choice for
the situation created by the passing of
the regular Democratic nominee in 1938.
‘When he retired in 1960, filled with years
and with the wisdom that comes from
experience, he returned to the people of
the State he loved and which he had
served so well, and to the town of Chapel
Hill in the district I have the honor to
represent, where his notable career had
begun. It was a serene and dignified close
to a life of service, a life which no man
can fully or adequately measure,

On the Armed Services Committee he
was ever a vigorous advocate of Ameri-
can strength, believing that the best de-
fense for lasting peace is the mainte-
nance of a powerful military deterrent.
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At the same time he was a tireless sup-
porter of the cause of peace, and sought
international cooperation in the develop-
ment of peaceful uses for nuclear energy
in behalf of all mankind. He was a key
figure in the passage of the Euratom Act
in 1958, which made possible joint meas-
ures by this country and the European
nations looking toward the peaceful de-
velopment of nuclear energy in ways
which would serve the well-being of hu-
manity, In our day the importance of
this act, in terms of nuclear power and
the petroleum crisis, can hardly be
exaggerated.

With all of these and other achieve-
ments, Carl Durham retained the mod-
esty and humility which had always been
characteristic of his life. He preferred
to work quietly in this House through
the established channels of committee
and cloakroom. Of him it could be said:

There is one that keepeth silence, and is
found wise (Ecclesiasticus 20:5).

His advice and counsel were widely
sought and respected even after he had
retired from Congress, and he could say
with Job:

Men . .
20:21).

Indeed, he continued to follow public
affairs with keen and unflagging interest.

His passing is truly a great loss to me
personally, to the constituents he loved
and served, to the people of Chapel Hill
and the many students and faculty of
the university, to his State, and to the
Nation. Integrity and statesmanship are
two qualities not always found together.
In him they were happily blended.

To his wife and children I convey my
own deep sympathy in their and our loss,
knowing that they are comforted and
strengthened in a troubled time by the
memory of his life and work. His me~
morial is written in the Book of Prov-
erbs:

The memory of the just is blessed (Prov-
erbs 10:7).

Mr. Speaker, at this point I would like
to include two articles published by the
Chapel Hill newspaper concerning our
departed colleague, Carl Thomas Dur-
ham:

CARL DurEAM Stoop AMONG THOSE GIANTS

When you look at today's Washington with
its poisoned political air and the issue of
impeachment hanging incredibly over the
nation's capital, you can appreciate all the
more the kind of Congressman Carl Durham
made us.

In twenty-two years in the House of Rep-
resentatives, no hint of scandal ever touched
him. Some might have faulted him for his
plain and rambling oratorical style and his
political charisma, which compared with
that of a comfortable old shoe. But no one
ever questioned that plain and simple hon-
esty and flinty integrity. Some mistook his
quiet and thoughtful approach to congres-
sional positions for plodding and indecision,
and his reluctance to yield, once a position
had been taken, for muleheadedness. But
that was simply his way. To him, it was the
substance not the style that mattered. He
was incapable of glibness and political dou-
bletalk, and as a result there was never any
doubt as to where he stood. Once he knew
which way he was going to go, then you
knew, and that was that. Lobbyists, political
leverage, and other pressures were totally

. kept silence at my counsel (Job
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lost on him as he arrived at his own solemn
judgment., And that judgment invariably
was rooted in what he thought was right—
for his own constituency, for North Caro-
lina, and for the country, never for his own
political comfort.

Carl Durham would have been an anach-
ronism in today's political scene for sev-
eral reasons. Take his campaigns for re-elec-
tion, if you could ecall them that. His attti-
tude was worse than casual; it seemed to be
downright indifferent. Here his challenger
would be hustling all over the district (the
old Sixth, embracing Durham, Orange, Ala-
mance, and Guilford) speechifying, shaking
hands, stoking barbecue, and generally do-
ing those things expected of a supercharged
campalgner. The Congressman usually re-
sponded with a front-porch effort. He would
come down from Washington when congres-
sional work permitted, amble about the Dis-
trict saying howdy if he felt the urge, and
let it go at that.

His campaign style was often unsettling to
his supporters. In one re-election bid, when
many figured he was faced with a serious
challenge, & group of the faithful in Dur-
ham raised $20,000, a substantial sum in
those days, for a campaign war chest. The
Congressman didn't touch the money, and
won going away.

In another season, organized labor, which
never counted Carl Durham as a dear friend,
talked Uncle Ralph Scott, the plain-spoken
State Senator from Alamance, into challeng-
ing the Congressman. Uncle Ralph’s brother
Kerr was a United States Senator at the time
and he offered a helping hand. He sent down
one of his staff members to organize Uncle
Ralph's campaign and otherwise lent his
considerable influence and Senate resources
to beef up the challenge. On the face of it,
this figured to be Carl Durham’s most seri-
ous reelection test. When he finally got
around to it, the Congressman mounted his
usual non-campaign and literally stomped
poor Uncle Ralph.

The Congressman never broke a sweat seek-
ing re-election, taking the position that peo-
ple knew who he was and what he stood
for. If they wanted him to continue, fine; if
they didn't, well that would be all right too.
The secret to his unbroken string of suc-
cesses was that people trusted him. They
knew him to be a man of great character.
They knew they could count on him to do
the right thing as he saw it, which happened
usually to be the way they saw it too. He
never once betrayed their trust, and that's
why the people kept on sending him back to
Washington term after term until he finally
declded to call it a day.

There were giants in Congress in those
days—Sam Rayburn, Muley Bob Doughton,
Bob Clark—and Carl Durham was one of
them. We look at the congregation up there
now and wonder where they all went.

Once out of it, Carl Durham turned his
attention to the place he had always loved
best, Chapel Hill. He had all those rich
memories and he worried like the rest of us
about where the country was headed, but he
never looked back with longing, He had done
what he set out to do and he had done it
uncommonly well. In his winter years he was,
as much as anyone we have never known, a
man completely fulfilled.

CARL DURHAM POSSESSED AFFECTION, RESPECT

Carl Durham was a native of the White
Cross community six miles west of Chapel
Hill, the oldest of nine children born to
Claude and Delia Ann Lloyd Durham, He was
born Aug. 28, 1882, in the house his great-
great-great-grandfather, Matthew Durham,
built in 1734 when he moved from New Eng-
land to setitle on the plantation near the
Haw River.

Mr. Durham was reared in a farm family
amidst four-cent cotton and in his boyhood
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days split crossties and harvested wheat with
a cradle. He attended White Cross School
and then Manndale Academy at Saxapahaw
where he played on the first high school
football team in the state. He also pitched
and played first base on the baseball team.

In the summer of 1913 he moved to Chapel
Hill to work at Eubanks Drugstore. Prepar-
ing to enter the University in 1815, he bor-
rowed $50, thinking “it was an awful lot of
money. . . .” To pay his way through the
University he kept up with his $20 a month
job in the drugstore and supplemented that
salary walting on tables at the University
Inn. As a student at Carolina he was vice-~
president of his pharmacy class and a mem-
ber of Kappa Psi pharmacy fraternity.

IN NAVY

On New Year's Day, 1918 he enlisted in the
Navy, serving as a pharmacist’s mate in the
Navy Hospital Corps for the final period of
World War I. He was released on Christmas
Eve that same year. Less than a week later—
on Dec., 30, 1918, he married Margaret Joe
Whitsett of Guilford County, and began his
professional career as a pharmacist for Eu-
banks Drugstore in Chapel Hill.

The Durhams had five children: Celia
(Mrs, Gregg Murray) who died in 1971;
Mary Sue (Mrs. Willard Sessler of Asheville),
Carl Durham Jr. of Wilmington, Peggy (Mrs.
Joe Thomas Wall of Chapel Hill) and Ann
Durham Wyatt of Durham. Mrs. Durham
died on Jan. 10, 1853. On June 8, 1961, he
married Mrs. Louise Ashworth Jefferson of
Chapel Hill. They have between them eight
children and 26 grandchildren.

Mr. Durham guickly became a leader in
community affairs of Chapel Hill, He had
helped organize the Men’'s Bible Class at Uni-
versity Baptist Church in 1914 and been its
president, as well as a deacon in the Church.
He was a member of the Chapel Hill Board of
Aldermen 1921-30 and on the Chapel Hill
School Board 1924-38, and served eight years
on the Orange County Board of Commission-
ers. He was also a charter member of the
White Cross Junior Order of United Ameri-
can Mechanics, a member of University Lodge
No. 408 of Masons in Chapel Hill, and a char-
ter member and Commander of Chapel Hill
Post No. Six of the American Leglon.

Chapel Hill Weekly Editor Louls Graves
wrote of him in 1937: “When two citizens of
Chapel Hill get into a discussion about some
community enterprise or affair—Ilike the
school for example, or street improvement, or
the public health or unemployment—before
they get through, one of them is more than
apt to say ‘What does Carl Durham think
about it?' Carl Durham possesses the affec-
tion and respect of Chapel Hill to a remark-
able degree. Absolute integrity, an ever lively
public spirit, sound judgment, kindliness to
all comers, no matter what their station, an
utter simplicity in speech and manner—these
qualities have endeared him to everybody in
the village. . . . He just wants to give all the
help he can. No man was ever more faithful
to the ldeal expressed in the words: Public
office is a publie trust.”

He was elected to the UNC Board of
Trustees in 1937 and served many years. His
alma mater honored him in 1958 with an
honorary doctorate of laws.

Politics was an avenue to public service for
Carl Durham. He had served on the State
Democratic Executive Committee and man-
aged the Congressional campaigns in Orange
County of Frank Hancock of Oxford and Wil-
liam Umstead of Durham.

Umstead's retirement at the end of his
term in 1938 was the beginning of Mr. Dur-
ham's Congressional career.

He was familiar with the “New Deal” even
before going to Washington. Mr. Durham was
Chairman of the Orange County Board of
Commissioners three years before the Rural
Electrification Act was passed in 1935. He
proposed and won $22,000 federal aid in the




15020

depths of the depression for a rural electri-
fication line in the Calvander-Orange Grove
area of Orange County—the first rural elec~
trification project in the country.

An extraordinary chain of events led him
to Congress, Judge Lewis Teague of High
Point, the Democratic nominee for Congress,
died 12 days before the general election of
Nov. 8, 1938, There was no Republican candi-
date. Teague had defeated Oscar Barker of
Durham by a slim margin in a second primary
election that spring.

DEADLOCKED

The party's executive committee—one
member each from the four counties of the
old Sixth District—Durham, Orange, Ala-
mance, and Guilford Counties—met in
Greensboro all day on Halloween, Oct. 31.
They were completely deadlocked, first on
personalities, then as to what section of the
district they should consider for their choice.

On the morning of the second day of their
secret deliberations in the Guilford County
Courthouse a movement started in Chapel
Hill in behalf of Carl Durham. Mr. Durham
himself later related in this way:

“I was swatting files in the drug store win-
dow and looked up and saw Umstead (Orange
County Rep. John W. Umstead Jr.) coming
in the door. He asked ‘Do you want to go to
Congress?' ‘What kind of liquor have you
been drinking?’ I said.”

In the meantime Mr. Umstead and another
local political wheel-horse, Frederick O. Bow-
man, had contacted an Alamance County
friend and also wired their suggestion to the
Orange County member of the nominating
committee in Greensboro, UNC Journalism
Prof. Oscar J. (Skipper) Coffin, who shortly
presented Durham’s name for the first time
as “the best citizen In the Sixth District.”
At 4 p.m. the committee unanimously nom-
inated Mr. Durham.

Mr. Durham learned of his appointment, to
his surprise, when called by a Greensboro
Dailly News reporter late that afternoon. Edi-
tor Graves called his selection “the most
dramatic incident in the field of politics in
the history of Chapel Hill. Mr. Durham was
not just a dark horse—he was super-dark.
His name was not even mentioned until the
second day of the troubled deliberations.”
An hour after learning of his nomination,
though, Mr. Durham was still at work in
Eubanks Drugstore, filling prescriptions and
mixing sodas,

TO CONGRESS

John Umstead came into the store with
a typed acceptance statement for him to
sign. Mr. Durham agreed to serve for one
term. As Umstead left the Congressman-noms-
inate told him “Wait a minute—the least
I can do is give you three cents for postage
on that acceptance letter.” Mr. Umstead
laughed and accepted the pennies as he
headed for the post office.

Thus Mr. Durham went to Congress for
the first of his 22 years and 11 terms without
a campaign. He had never been defeated in
a political contest to that time and he never
was later. Though he had serious opposition
for re-election several times, he also ran
twice with no opposition at all. In the few
days after his selection in 1938 and before
the general election some people started a
write-in campaign for Oscar Barker, the run-
ner-up to the deceased Teague, but it didn't
develop significantly. So Carl Durham went
to Washington on New Years Day, 1939, to
accept the oath of office as a member of the
T6th Congress. He noted later that he re-
turned to the capital city 20 years after go-
ing there as a naval volunteer In World War
I—when President Franklin D. Roosevelt,
then Assistant Secretary of the Navy, was
also his "boss.”

Shortly after becoming a Congressman,
when he returned home for the weekend, he
was asked how he liked his new $10,000 a year
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Job. “I like it fine,” he replied, ‘but of course
I'm used to drudgery.”

In Washington Mr. Durham gquickly made
friends with another freshman Congressman,
Lyndon Johnson of Texas, and both became
charter members of the Joint Atomic Energy
Committee in 1045,

Although generally considered a conserva-
tive, Rep. Durham through the years voted
for more liberal measures than most of his
fellow Tar Heel Congressmen. His four-county
Piedmont North Carolina district was the
most urban and largest in population in the
state. The Congressman noted frequently
that it was “the best educated,” too, in that
it had 10 colleges within its borders, a fact
he also held to be a record.

As his first term drew to a close, Carl Dur-
ham was making a good record as a neophyte
Congressman. House Speaker William Bank-
head of Alabama sald of him, “He has by his
modesty and efficlency endeared himself to
all of those who have worked with him in
Washington.” In Chapel Hill three of his
friends, banker W. E. Thompson, druggist
Clyde Eubanks, and UNC Medical School
Dean Dr. Wm. B. Mac Nider got together to
become his first campalgn committee. They
published a modest pamphlet urging his re-
election “as a man of conscience, charity, ca-
pacity and courage . . . the type of man we
want to represent us in Washington now and
for a long time to come.”

Rep. Durham galned a reputation as a
“champlon non-campaigner.” John Umstead
said of him, “Carl didn't make many speeches
and I doubt if he kissed one baby in the 22
years he was in Congress, but he was never
too busy to listen to somebody from his dis-
trict.” The Congressman himself said he cam-
paigned in his own way: “I go to a lot of
homecomings and family reunions.” A friend
suggested “this noiseless type of campaign
seemed to sult him best.”

From his earliest days In Congress. Mr.
Durham generally supported President
Franklin Roosevelt's “New Deal” programs.
In the popularly pacifistic era of the late "30s
he supported revision of the Neutrality Act
and was a partisan of military preparedness
as a member of the House Military Affairs
Committee.

When World War II came he sponsored a
bill creating the U.S. Army Pharmacy Corps.
As a member of the House Armed Services
Committee he started an investigation that
resulted in the reform of the Army court-
martial system.

Once during the war he had a narrow es-
cape, traveling by plane on a Congresslional
Committee tour of South American military
bases. The pilot discovered the plane had
been sabotaged and the cotter pins taken
out of the wings, eliminating the craft's
speed control. He landed the plane at full
speed, losing the wings, but avoiding injury
to all aboard.

At the end of World War II Congressman
Durham was appointed to the new Joint
Atomic Energy Committee. He took great
interest in this powerful body's work through
the years, later becoming its acting chair-
man as senior member. “The human race
cannot afford an atomic war,” he said. He
believed that the U.S. should share non-
military atomic materials and know-how
with other nations of the world, and spon-
sored the origin.l atomic energy act that kept
control of atomic energy out of the military
realm. In later years he came to regard his
work on that program as his outstanding ac-
complishment in Congress.

He worked for government development
of atomic power for peace-time industrial
use, but also urged development of the hy-

bomb. In 1951 he sponsored a House
resolution calling for a six-fold expansion of
American atomic programs.

Through his years In Washington Rep.
Durham generally supported the Democratic
administration’s programs, opposed limit-
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ing foreign relief, supported economic as-
sistance to other countries, favored extension
of Selective Service, and in 1950 sponsored
civil defense legislation. In 1951, noting the
rising tide of narcotic addiction In the
country, he coauthored a bill tightening drug
laws. He won unanimous approval in the
House of a 1949 bill calling for a $161 million
radar network around the U.S. and Canada.
“It seems to give more protection for less
money than anything else I have seen,” he
said. Later in the year he held hearings on
& bill to commit $300 million over a five-year
period for development of a supersonic air-
craft.

He attended the first meeting of the In-
ternational Atomic Energy Agency in Vienna
in the summer of 1957 and was a delegate to
the Atoms for Peace Conference In Geneva
in the summer of 1955.

In 1957 he opposed federal ald for school
construction, along with all North Carolina
Congressmen, but he later changed his mind
on this issue.

Rep. Durham was a good friend of both
Presidents Roosevelt and Truman. Of FDR
during World War ITI, he recalled, “He would
tell us stories about the war . . . and he could
drink everyone else under the table. He was
confined to a wheel chair, so it didn't matter
how much he drank, and he took advantage
of it. His wartime colleague in Congress, Sen.
Harry Truman, reminded him that he’d
trained in World War I as an artilleryman
at Camp Butner. Truman was also a Civil
War buff and amateur historian, as was Mr.
Durham.

In 1864, Mr. Durham was elected honor-
ary President of the Americhn Pharmaceu-
tical Association, and later accepted appoint-
ment as a special consultant to the body.

In his retirement years he continued to
enjoy his hobbles—particularly his lifetime
avocation of tramping through the woods
around White Cross, cultivating wild turkey
areas and hunting turkey, coons, and birds.
He also enjoyed his growing collections of
works of fine art, antiques, pipes, guns, and
canes,

Mr., SIKES. Mr. Speaker, it is with a
deep sense of loss that I join this tribute
today to the late Carl Thomas Durham,
of North Carolina, with whom I served
on the Armed Services Committee and
with whom I was privileged to work
closely during his distinguished service in
this Congress.

When I came to Congress in 1941, one
of the first men I met was Carl Durham.
I quickly grew to respect him. He had
come to Congress 2 years before and al-
ready he was in the forefront of those
who were helping in the great effort to
strengthen America’s defenses in the
hectic period just prior to World War II.
During the entire period of World War
IT, and indeed throughout his service in
Congress, Carl Durham gave freely of
himself to help insure a strong, free, and
independent America. He worked for
the weapons we needed during time of
war. In the tense peace which followed,
he was equally concerned that we should
remain strong in the face of the Soviet
threat.

He had a long and distinguished career
of public service, first serving as a mem-
ber of the Chapel Hill City Council, then
on the Board of County Commissioners
of Orange County, and finally on the
school board of Chapel Hill before com-
ing to Congress.

Carl Durham’s services in the Congress
were sound and noteworthy. He was con-
scientious in his efforts to do the things
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that were best for America and right for
those he served. None here could do more
than Carl Durham to bring credit to the
Congress and to himself.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr, Speaker, it was my
privilege to serve in the House for 12
years with Carl T. Durham before he re-
tired in 1961.

The description of Carl Durham that
occurs most readily to me is that he was
a man of principle. The House was never
under any misunderstanding about where
he stood, or why he stood there.

He was conservative in the sense that
the Founding Fathers were conservative.
But he was never one to confuse the
meaning of conservatism with blind
opposition.

Carl Durham was a constructive force
in this House, and the service he ren-
dered as a member and as chairman of
the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy
greatly aided in the development of
American strength.

He was a great gentleman whose pres-
ence added character to the House, and
whose life reflects credit upon the peo-
ple of North Carolina he loved and rep-
resented so well.

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, the late
Carl T. Durham was one of the finest
gentlemen I ever knew. He was a frue
Southern gentleman, kindly, courtly, and
wise. During service with him on the
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 1
came to know him well and admire him
deeply. Now that he is gone, like thou-
sands of others whose lives he touched
for better, I shall miss him screly.

An insight from the perspective of the
early days of the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy and, even before that, his
life in North Carolina, was given re-
cently by Richard Arlen Smith, ®ditor
and publisher of Water Desalination Re-
port. Smith, as a boy and young man,
knew Carl Durham in the South and
later, in Washington as a member of the
JCAE staff, worked under his guidance.

Mr. Smith in the May 9 issue of Water
Desalination Report wrote of Carl
Thomas Durham as follows:

Carl Thomas Durham, original member of
the Senate-House Committee on Atomic En-
ergy, its chairman twice, dled at age 81
last week In Duke University Hospital at
Durham, N.C. Durham’s effort and political
clout initiated much of the legislation in the
late 40's and throughout the b50's which
paved the way for the military atom to go
peaceful, including civilian nuclear power,
desalting ocean water and their dual ap-
plications. Few would doubt the AEC and
the powerful Joint Committee’s interest and
magic of the words “nuclear power,” in those
days provided much of the impetus for the
Federal desalting program set-up in Interior
Dept. finally.

Tall, handsome, gentle and slightly taci-
turn, Durham’s genius as a member of the
House of Representatives from 1838 until
retiring In 1961, from Chapel Hill, N.C. rep-
resenting the sixth N.C. Congressional Dis-
trict, was for getting things done, effectively,
quietly and without the usual hullabaloo
and fanfare assoclated with political outings.
For example, he would’ve known what to do
and had the muscle, ie. votes, to prevent
present disintegration of the desalting pro-
gram.

‘The greats. He moved in political and so-
cial circles of the greats of the day, includ-
ing Sam Rayburn, Jimmy Byrnes, Carl Vin-
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son, newcomer Sam Ervin, Harry Truman and
young Lyndon Johnson. Wayne N. Aspinall
and Craig Hosmer, who served with him on
the Joint Committee, liked his style, sought
his support and took many cues from Dur-
ham. Of them all, Durham once confessed,
“My best political friend is Chet Holifleld,”
who he groomed as his successor on JCAE,

Durham was the prototype conservative
Southern Democrat, the kind passed-by and
scorned these latter days, but it diln't T'eep
this editor from learning from him, admiring
and loving him all his life, from the time
he used to sit on his knee. Once he came and
lectured at High Point, N.C. High School in
the mid-40's, on the scene in Washington.
He sald when he came to Congress in 1938
the Federal budget was $8 billion, that Roose-
velt's works program had just completed the
Interior Dept. bldg. for $13 million. He said
at the time, “All this tendency to growth,
greater spending and blgger and bigger, re-
member it doesn't necessarily mean progress
or a better life.” This yr., the Federal budget
at £304.4 billion, it seems Durham may have
made a lasting, true statement back there in
High Point.

Something from and for the people, the
miserable taxpayer like you and me, a glant
as It were, has passed from the scene,

[From the Chapel Hill Newspaper, Apr. 30,
1974]
DurzAM FUNERAL SErRvicEs WiLl B HsLp
WEDNESDAY

Funeral services for former Congressman
Carl T. Durham will be held at 2 p.m.
Wednesday in University Baptist Church by
the Rev. Henry Turlington. Burial will be
in Antioch Baptist Church cemetery.

Mr. Durham, 81, who went to Congress
from Chapel Hill in 1938 and served 11 con-
secutive terms, died yesterday morning after
being ecritically ill for seven weeks.

“Carl Durham was a distinguished cltizen
of North Carolina and the nation,” UNC
President William Friday said this morning.
“He rendered notable service in the Con-
gress and to the people of this district. He
was a deep and valuable friend and he will
be greatly missed by all of us.”

Second District Congressman L. H. Foun-
tain is the only current member of the North
Carolina House delegation who served there
during Mr, Durham’s 22-year tenure. A good
friend and visitor to the former Congressman
in Chapel Hill, Congressman Fountain an-
nounced Mr, Durham's death on the floor of
the House yesterday and sald he would pre-
pare a eulogy for insertion into the Con-
gressional Record.

“I have known few men who wielded the
influence that Carl Durham did as a Con-
gressman, who were also so compassionate,”
Congressman Fountain said. “He was
usually the spokesman in the House for is-
sues coming from the Atomic Energy Com-
mittee, and there was seldom any debate on
his recommendations, nor any questions of
him because the House respected his views
on this legislation so completely.”

Congressman Fountaln also cited Mr. Dur-
ham's effective stewardship of bills that af-
fected his four-county Sixth District and the
state of North Carolina.

Collier Cobb Jr. of Chapel Hill managed
one of Mr. Durham's campaigns for re-elec-
tion and was a close personal friend.

“Carl Durham was one of my most de-
voted friends and he was a gerat fellow,”
Cobb said. “He deserved an awful lot of
credit. His was truly a success story in the
finest Amerlecan tradition.

“He was absolutely determined to be a suc-
cess in the Congress, and he did it in a grand
way. The remarkable record he made in
Washington was outstanding by any meas-
ure.”

In addition to his widow, Mrs. Louise Dur-
ham, Mr, Durham 15 survived by three
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daughters, Mrs. Willlard Sessler of Ashe-
ville, Mrs, Joe Wall of Chapel Hill and Mrs.
Robert Wyatt of Durham; one son, Carl T.
Durham Jr. of Wilmington; one step-
daughter, Mrs. Frank Gossett of Charlotte;
two stepsons, Bill Jefferson of Boston, Mass.,
and Clyde Jefferson of Chapel Hill; four sis-
ters, Mrs. Tom Andrews, Mrs. Maude Dur-
ham and Mrs, Aubrey McLennon, all of
Chapel Hiil, and Mrs. Willlam Lloyd of
Raleigh, and two brothers, Alton Durham
of Chapel Hill

The family will receive friends from 7 to
9 tonight in Walker's Funeral Home.

Pallbearers at Mr. Durham's funeral will
be Dr. Ed Hedgpeth, Tony Gobbel, Ben
Courts, Roy Lloyd, Roland Giduz, Paul
Cheek, Walter Rabb and Dr, Tyndall Harris.

|From the Washington Post, May 1, 1974]
Ex-REPRESENTATIVE Carn T. DURHaMm DIES;
HeapeED AToMIC ENERGY PANEL
(By Jean R. Halley)

Former Rep. Carl T. Durham (D-N.C.),
who was twice chairman of the Joint Con-
gressional Committee on Atomic Energy, died
Monday in Durham, N.C. He was 81.

In declining health for several years, Dur-
ham, who lived in Chapel Hill, had been hos-
pitalized at the Duke University Medical
Center for the past seven weeks.

He had served in Congress from 1938 until
retiring in 1961 at the end of his 11th con-
secutive term. During that period, he had
represented North Carolina’s Sixth District.

A tall, quiet man, who operated mostly be-
hind the scenes, Mr. Durham had served on
the Powerful Joint Atomic Energy Commit-
tee from the time it was established in 1946.

Earlier, he had been a member of the old
House Military Affairs Committee and in that
capacity had fought a proposal to leave the
Atomic Energy Commission largely in mili-
tary hands.

The battle was lost in committee and on
the House floor but was finally settled by
Senate_House conferees, of which Mr. Dur-
ham was & member. The AEC became a civil-
ian establishment.

As a member of the Joint Committee, Mr,
Durham was credited with strongly influ-
encing President Truman in deciding to de-
velop the hydrogen bomb.

Mr. Durham, who was also a top-ranking
member of the House Armed Services Com-
mittee, was a strong proponent of the devel-
opment of atomic energy for peaceful uses.

A pharmacist by profession, he was born on
a farm in Orange County, N.C., and gradu-
ated from the University of North Carolina.

He had worked in a drugstore while at-
tending the university in Chapel Hill and
opened his own pharmacy there after serv-
ing as a pharmacist’'s mate in the U.S. Navy
in World War 1.

Mr. Durham became interested in politics
after the war. He served as a member of the
city council of Chapel Hill from 1924 to 1932,
as a member of the Orange County Board of
Commissioners from 1932 to 1938, and as a
member of the Chapel Hill school board from
1924 to 1938,

He also had been a trustee of the Univer-
sity of North Carolina.

[From the Washington Star-News, Apr. 30,

Ex-REPRESENTATIVE CARL DurHAM DiEes;
FouGHT FOR CREATION oF AEC

Former Rep. Carl T. Durham, D-N.C., 81,
one of the leaders in congressional battles
for civilian control of the nation's atom-
ic energy, dled yesterday in a Durham, N.C.,
hospital.

Mr. Durham, twice chairman of the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy, served in the
House for 22 years before retiring in 1861.
In announcing his retirement he told news-
men, “The time comes when you have to step
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down, I've seen too many hang around until
they were decrepit.” He then was the third
Democrat in seniority on the House Armed
Services Committee.

Mr. Durham became a member of the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy when it was es-
tablished in 1946, Working mostly behind the
scenes, In committees and cloakrooms, he
seldom spoke from the House floor.

He and the late Sen. Brien McMahon, D-
Conn., were credited with influencing Presi-
dent Truman’s decision to develop the hydro-
gen bomb and also fought for the establish-
ment of the Atomic Energy Commission as
the civilian agency that it eventually be-
came.

A native of Orange County, N.C., Mr, Dur-
ham was a pharmacist in Chapel Hill before
entering politics. He served on the Chapel
Hill City Council, the district school board
and as Chapel Hill city commissioner before
his election to Congress, in 1938.

In that election the Democratic nominee
died 12 days before the general election and
Mr., Durham was selected by the district
Democratic congressional committee to take
the place of the deceased nominee. There was
no Republican opposition.

North Carolina’s old 6th District he rep-
resented was formed from Orange, Durham,
Alamance and Guilford counties,

Mr. Durham held a pharmacy degree ‘rom
the University of North Carolina. During
World War I he served in the Navy as a phar-
macist's mate and after the war he hecame
interested in politics,

[From the News and Observer, Apr. 30, 1974]
FORMER CONGRESSMAN CaARL DURHAM, 81, DIES

DurHAM.—Former U.S. Rep. Carl T. Dur-
ham, a Democrat who represented North
Carolina’s old 6th District for 22 years and
then retired at the height of his career in
1961, died Monday at Duke University Medl-
cal Center.

A hospltal spokesman said Durham, 81, had
been in the hospital since March 10 and had
been in declining health. Death came at 9:15
a.m,, the spokesman said. Some members of
his family were at his bedside.

Durham was first elected to the House In
1938 under unusual circumstances. The
Democratic Party's nominee died 12 days be-
fore the general election, and a four-man
nominating committee chose Durham to take
the dead man’s place on the ballot. There
was no Republican opposition.

Durham then was elected to 10 more terms.
His district included Orange, Durham, Ala-
mance and Gullford countles.

During Durham's years in Congress, the
United States went through a world war,
entered the nuclear age and gradually began
feeling its way into the space age.

He was twice chairman of the Joint Atomic
Energy Committee and headed an early space
committee. He was vice chairman of the
House Armed Services Committee.

In January 1961, Durham did what many
politicians only talk about. He retired to
“spend more time with my grandchildren."

In 1959, announcing his plans to retire at
the end of the term he was then serving,
Durham, then 66, told newsmen: “I have
seen too many members hang on until they
become decrepit. When my term expires, I
plan to go back to Chapel Hill and enjoy
myself.”

Durham was active in retirement. His days
were mostly filled with hobbies—golf, hunt-
ing, woodwork. In 1963, he told The Asso-
clated Press, “I'm enjoying myself, taking
my time about doing things I've always
wanted to do, some of them going back to
when I was a child.”

Durham, an Orange County native, served
in the Navy during World War I.

He was a graduate of the University of
North Carolina School of Pharmacy, and be-
fore his election in 1938, Durham worked as
& pharmacist at Eubanks Drug Store In
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Chapel Hill. Although he had held numerous
city and county offices since 1922, he was
relatively unknown outside Orange County
in 1938.

A funeral service will be held at 2 pm.
Wednesday at University Baptist Church in
Chapel Hill. Burial will be in Antioch Church
cemetery.

Surviving are his widow, Mrs. Louise Jef-
ferson Durham; son, Carl T. Durham Jr. of
Wilmington; daughters, Mrs, Willlard Sessler
of Ashville, Mrs. Joe Wall of Chapel Hill
and Mrs. Robert Wyatt of Durham; stepsons,
Bill of Boston, Mass., and Clyde Jefferson of
Chapel Hill; stepdaughter, Mrs. Frank Gos-
sett of Charlotte; sisters, Mrs, Tom Andrews,
Mrs. Maude Durham and Mrs. Aubrey Me-
Lennon of Chapel Hill and Mrs. William
Lloyd of Raleigh; brothers, Alton and Ber-
nard Durham of Chapel Hill; 22 grandchil-
dren,

CarL DurzAM PossEsSSES “ABSOLUTE INTEG-
RITY, SOUND JUDGMENT, AND SINCERE KIND-
LINESS TO ALL COMERS"

Carl Durham was a native of the White
Cross community six miles west of Chapel
Hill, the oldest of nine children born to
Claude and Delia Ann Lloyd Durham. He
was born Aug. 28, 1892, in the house his
great-great-greatgrandfather, Matthew Dur-
ham, built in 1734 when he moved from New
England to settle on the plantation near the
Haw River.

Mr. Durham was reared in a farm family
amidst four-cent cotton and in his boyhood
days split crossties and harvested wheat with
a cradle. He attended White Cross School and
then Manndale Academy at Saxapahaw
where he played on the first high school foot-
ball team in the state. He also pitched and
played first base on the baseball team.

In the summer of 1913 he moved to Chapel
Hill to work at Eubanks Drugstore, Prepar-
ing to enter the University in 1915, he bor-
rowed $50, thinking “it was an awful lot of
money. . . .” To pay his way through the
University he kept up with his $20 a month
job In the drugstore and supplemented that
salary walting on tables at the University
Inn. As a student at Carolina he was vice-
president of his pharmacy class and a mem-
ber of Kappa Psl pharmacy fraternity.

IN NAVY

On New Year's Day, 1918 he enlisted in the
Navy, serving as a pharmacist's mate in the
Navy Hospital Corps for the final period of
World War I. He was released on Christmas
Eve that same year. Less than a week later—
on Dec. 30, 1918, he married Margaret Joe
Whitsett of Guilford County, and began his
professional career as a pharmacist for Eu-
banks Drugstore in Chapel Hill.

The Durhams had five children: Celia
(Mrs. Gregg Murray), who died in 1971; Mary
Sue (Mrs. Willard Sessler of Asheville), Carl
Durham Jr. of Wilmington; Peggy (Mrs. Joe
Thomas Wall of Chapel Hill) and Ann Dur-
ham Wyatt of Durham. Mrs. Durham, died
on Jan, 10, 1953. On June 8, 1961, he married
Mrs. Louise Ashworth Jefferson of Chapel
Hill. They have between them elght chil-
dren and 26 grandchildren.

Mr, Durham quickly became a leader in
community affairs of Chapel Hill, He had
helped organize the Men's Bible Class at Uni-
versity Baptist Church in 1914 and been lts
president, as well as a deacon in the Church.
He was a member of the Chapel Hill Board
of Aldermen 1921-30 and on the Chapel Hill
School Board 192438, and served eight years
on the Orange County Board of Commission-
ers. He was also a charter member of the
‘White Cross Junior Order of United Ameri-
can Mechanics, a member of University Lodge
No. 408 of Masons in Chapel Hill, and a
charter member and Commander of Chapel
Hill Post No. S8ix of the American Leglon,

Chapel HIill Weekly Editor Louis Graves
wrote of him in 1937: “When two citizens of
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Chsapel Hill get into a discussion about some
community enterprise or affair—Ilike the
school for example, or street Improvement,
or the public health or unemployment—be-
fore they get through, one of them is more
than apt to say ‘What does Carl Durham
think about it?' Carl Durham possesses the
affection and respect of Chapel Hill to a
remarkable degree. Absolute integrity, an ever
lively public spirit, sound judgment, kind-
liness to all comers, no matter what their
stations, an utter simplicity in speech and
manner—these quallities have endeared him
to everybody in the village. . .. He just wants
to give all the help he can, No man was ever
more faithful to the ideal expressed in the
words: Public office is a public trust.”

He was elected ‘to the UNC Board of
Trustees in 1937 and served many years. His
alma mater honored him in 1958 with an
honorary doctorate of laws.

Politics was an avenue to public service
for Carl Durham,. He had served on the State
Democratic Executive Committee and man-
aged the Congressional campalgns in Orange
County of Frank Hancock of Oxford and Wil-
liam Umstead of Durham.

Umstead’s retirement at the end of his
term in 1938 was the beginning of Mr, Dur-
ham's Congressional career,

He was famiilar with the “New Deal” even
before going to Washington. Mr. Durham
was Chairman of the Orange County Board
of Commissioners three years before the Rural
Electrification Act was passed in 1935. He
proposed and won $22,000 federal aid in the
depth of the depression for a rural eleetrifi-
cation line in the Calvander-Orange Grove
area of Orange County—the first rural elec-
trification project in the country,

An extraordinary chain of events led him
to Congress. Judge Lewis Teague of High
Point, the Demoecratic nominee for Congress,
died 12 days before the general election of
Nov. 8, 1938, There was no Republican candi-
date. Teague had defeated Oscar Barker of
Durham by a slim margin in & second primary
election that spring.

DEADLOCKED

.

The party's executive committee—one
member each from the four counties of the
old Sixth District—Durham, Orange, Alam-
ance, and Guilford Counties—met in Greens-
boro all day on Halloween, Oct. 31, They
were completely deadlocked, first on per-
sonalities, then as to what section of the
district they should conslder for their choice.

On the morning of the second day of their
secret dellberations in the Guilford County
Courthouse a movement started in Chapel
Hill in Behalf of Carl Durham. Mr, Durham
himself later related it this way:

“I was swatting fiies in the drug store win-
dow and looked up and saw Umstead (Orange
County Rep. John W. Umstead Jr.) com-
ing in the door, He asked ‘Do you want to go
to Congress?' ‘What kind of liguor have you
been drinking?’ I said.”

In the meantime Mr. Umstead and another
local political wheel-horse, Frederick O. Bow-
man, had contacted an Alamance County
friend and also wired their suggestion to the
Orange County member of the nominating
committee in Greensboro, UNC Journalism
Prof. Oscar J. (Skipper) Coffin, who shortly
presented Durham’s name for the first time as
“the best citizen in the Sixth District.” At
4 pm. the committee unanimously nomi-
nated Mr. Durham,

Mr. Durham learned of his appolntment,
to his surprise, when called by a Greensboro
Daily News reporter late that afternoon. Edi-
tor Graves called his selection “the most
dramatic incident in the field of politics in
the history of Chapel Hill. Mr. Durham was
not just a dark horse—he was super-dark.
His name was not even mentioned until the
second day of the troubled deliberations. '
An hour after learning of his nomination,
though, Mr. Durham was still at work In
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Eubanks Drugstore, fllling prescriptions and
mixing sodas,
TO CONGRESS

John Umstead came into the store with a
typed acceptance statement for him to sign.
Mr. Durham agreed to serve for one term. As
Umstead left the Congressman-nominate told
him “Wailt a minute—the least I can do is
give you three cents for postage on that
acceptance letter.” Mr. Umstead laughed
and accepted the pennies as he headed for
the post office.

Thus Mr. Durham went to Congress for the
first of his 22 years and 11 terms without a
campalgn. He had never been defeated in
a political contest to that time, and he never
was later. Though he had serious opposition
for re-election several times, he also ran twice
with no opposition at all. In the few days
after his selection in 1938 and before the
general election some people started a write-
in campaign for Oscar Barker, the runner-up
to the deceased Teague, but it didn't de-
velop significantly. So Carl Durham went to
Washington on New Year's Day, 1939, to ac-
cept the oath of office as a member of the
76th Congress. He noted later that he re-
turned to the capital city 20 years after
going there as a naval volunteer In World
War I—when President Franklin D, Roose-
velt, then Assistant Secretary of the Navy,
was also his “boss.”

Bhortly after becoming a Congressman,
when he returned home for the weekend, he
was asked how he liked his new $10,000 a
year job. “I like it fine,"” he replied, “but of
course I'm used to drudgery.”

In Washington Mr. Durham gquickly made
friends with another freshman Congressman,
Lyndon Johnson of Texas, and both became
charter members of the Joint Atomic Energy
Committee in 1945,

Although generally considered a conserva-
tive, Rep. Durham through the years voted
for more liberal measures than most of his
fellow Tar Heel Congressmen. His four-
county Piedmont North Carolina district was
the most urban and largest in population in
the state. The Congressman noted fréguently
that it was “the best educated,” too, in that
it had 10 colleges within its borders, a fact
he also held to be a record.

As his first term drew to a close Carl Dur-
ham was making a good record as a neophyte
Congressman. House Speaker William Bank-
head of Alabama said of him, “He has by his
modesty and efficlency endeared himself to
all of those who have worked with him in
Washington.” In Chapel Hill three of his
friends, banker W. E. Thompson, druggist
Clyde Eubanks, and UNC Medical School
Dean Dr. Wm. B. Mac Nider got together to
become his first campaign committee. They
published a modest pamphlet urging his re-
election "as a man of conscience, charity,
capacity and courage . .. the type of man we
want to represent us in Washington now and
for a long time to come.”

Rep. Durham gained a reputation as a
“champion non-campaigner.” John Umstead
sald of him, *“Carl didn't make many
speeches and I doubt if he kissed one baby
in the 22 years he was In Congress, but he
was never too busy to listen to somebody
from his district.” The Congressman himself
sald he campaigned in his own way: “I go to
a lot of homecomings and family reunions."
A friend suggested “this nolseless type of
campalign seemed to sult him best.”

From his earliest days in Congress, Mr.
Durham generally supported President
Franklin Roosevelt's “New Deal” programs.
In the popularly pacifistic era of the late "30s
he supported revislon of the Neutrality Act
and was a partisan of military preparedness
as & member of the House Military Affairs
Committee.
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When World War II came he sponsored
a bill creating the U.8. Army Pharmacy Corps.
As a member of the House Armed Services
Committee he started an investigation that
resulted In the reform of the Army court-
martial system.

Once during the war he had a narrow
escape, traveling by plane on a Congressional
Committee tour ofSouth American military
bases. The pilot discovered the plane had
been sabotaged and the cotter pins taken
out of the wings, eliminating the craft's
speed control. He landed the plane at full
speed, losing the wings, but avoiding in-
jury to all aboard.

At the end of World War II Congressman
Durham was appointed to the new Joint
Atomic Energy Committee. He took great
interest in this powerful body’s work through
the years, later becoming its acting chair-
man as senior member. "The human race
cannot afford an atomic war,” he said. He
believed that the U.S. should share non-
military atomic materials and know-how
with other nations of the world, and spon-
sored the original atomic energy act that
kept control of atomic energy out of
the military realm. In later years he came
to regard his work on that program as his
outstanding accomplishment in Congress.

He worked for government development of
atomic power for peace-time industrial use,
but also urged development of the hydrogen
bomb. In 1951 he sponsored a House resolu-
tion calling for a six-fold expansion of Amer-
ican atomilc programs.

Through his years in Washington Rep.
Durham generally supported the Democratic
administration’s programs, opposed limiting
foreign rellef, supported economic assist-
ance to other countries, favored extension
of Selective Service, and in 1950 sponsored
civil defense legislation. In 1951, noting the
rising tide of narcotic addiction in the coun-
try, he coauthored a bill tightening drug
laws. He won unanimous approval in the
House of a 1949 bill calling for a $161 mil-
lion radar mnetwork around the U.8. and
Canada. "It seems to give more protection
for less money than anything else I have
seen,” he sald. Later In the year he held
hearings on a bill to commit $300 million over
a five-year perlod for development of a super-
sonic alreraft.

He attended the first meeting of the In-
ternational Atomic Energy Agency in Vienna
in the summer of 1957 and was a delegate to
the Atoms for Peace Conference in Geneva
in the summer of 1965.

In 1957 he opposed federal aid for school
construction, along with all North Carolina
Congressmen, but he later changed his mind
on this issue.

Rep. Durham was a good friend of both
Presidents Roosevelt and Truman. Of FDR
during World War II, he recalled, “He would
tell us storles about the war . . . and he
could drink everyone else under the table,
He was confined to a wheel chair, so it didn't
matter how much he drank, and he took
advantage of it. His wartime colleague in
Congress, Sen. Harry Truman, reminded him
that he'd trained in World War I as an artil-
leryman at Camp Butner. Truman was also
a Civil War buff and amateur historian, as
was Mr. Durham,

In 1964 Mr. Durham was elected honorary
President of the American Pharmaceutical
Association, and later accepted appointment
as a special consultant to the body.

In his retirement years he continued to
enjoy his hobbies—particularly his lifetime
avocation of tramping through the woods
around White Cross, cultivating wiid turkey
areas and hunting turkey, coons, and birds.
He also enjoyed his growing collections of
works of fine art, antiques, pipes, guns, and
canes.
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[From the Chapel Hill Newspaper, May 1,
1974]
Carn DURHAM ST00D AMONG THOSE GIANTS

When you look at today's Washington with
its poisoned political air and the issue of
impeachment hanging incredibly over the
nation's capital, you can appreciate all the
more the kind of Congressman Carl Dur-
ham made us.

In twenty-two years in the House of Rep-
resentatives, no hint of scandal ever touched
him. Some might have faulted him for his
plain and rambling oratorical style and his
political charisma, which compared with
that of a comfortable old shoe. But no one
ever questioned that plain and simple hon-
esty and flinty integrity. Some mistook his
qulet and thoughtful approach to congres-
slonal positions for plodding and indecision,
and his reluctance to yield, once a position
had been taken, for muleheadedness. But
that was simply his way. To him, it was the
substance not the style that mattered. He
was incapable of glibness and political dou-
bletalk, and &s a result there was never any
doubt as to where he stood. Once he knew
which way he was going to go, then you
knew, and that was that. Lobbyists, political
leverage, and other pressures were totally lost
on him as he arrived at his own solemn judg-
ment. And that judgment invariably was
rooted in what he thought was right—for his
own constituency, for North Carolina, and
for the country, never for his own political
comfort.

Carl Durham would have been an anachro-
nism in today's political scene for several
reasons. Take his campalgns for re-election,
if you could call them that. His attitude was
worse than casual; it seemed to be down-
right indifferent. Here his challenger would
be hustling all over the district (the old
Sixth, embracing Durham, Orange, Alam-
ance, and Guilford) speechifying, shaking
hands, stoking barbecue, and generally do-
ing those things expected of a supercharged
campaigner., The Congressman usually re-
sponded with a front-porch effort. He would
come down from Washington when congres-
slonal work permitted, amble about the Dis-
triet saying howdy if he felt the urge, and
let it go at that.

His campaign style was often unsettling
to his supporters. In one re-election bid,
when many figured he was faced with a
serious challenge, a group of the faithful in
Durham raised $20,000, a substantial sum in
those days, for a campalgn war chest. The
Congressman didn't touch the money, and
won going away.

In another season, organized labor, which
never counted Carl Durham as a dear friend,
talked Uncle Ralph Scott, the plain-spoken
State Senator from Alamance, into challeng-
ing the Congressman. Uncle Ralph’s brother
Eerr was a United States Senator at the
time and he offered a helping hand. He sent
down one of his staff members to organize
Uncle Ralph's campalgn and otherwise lent
his considerable influence and Senate re-
sources to beef up the challenge. On the
face of it, this figured to be Carl Durham's
most serious reelection test. When he finally
got around to it, the Congressman mounted
his wusual non-campaign and literally
stomped poor Uncle Ralph,

The Congresaman never broke a sweat seek-
ing re-election, taking the position that peo-
ple knew who he was and what he stood for.
If they wanted him to continue, fine; if they
didn't, well that would be all right too. The
secret to his unbroken string of successes
was that people trusted him. They knew
him to be a man of great character, They
knew they could count on him to do the
right thing as he saw it, which happened
usually to be the way they saw it too. He
never once betrayed their trust, and that's
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why the people kept on sending him back
to Washington term after term until he fin-
ally decided to call it a day.

There were giants in Congress in those
days—Sam Rayburn, Muley Bob Doughton,
Bob Clark—and Carl Durham was one of
them. We look at the congregation up there
now and wonder where they all went.

Once out of it, Carl Durham turned his
attention to the place he had always loved
best, Chapel Hill, He had all those rich mem-
ories and he worried like the rest of us about
where the country was headed, but he never
looked back with longing. He had done what
he set out to do and he had done it uncom-
monly well, In his winter years he was, as
much as anyone we have ever known, & man
completely fulfilled.

[From the Chapel Hill Newspaper, Apr, 29,
1974]

AFTER EXTENDED ILLNESS—CARL DuRHAM DIES
AT THE AGE OF 81

Carl T. Durham, whose Congressional
career spanned 22 ‘years, died this morning
at 9:15 In Duke Hospital. He had been eriti-
cally 111 for several weeks.

Mr. Durham, a Democrat, first went to
Congress from Chapel Hill in 1938 and served
11 consecutive terms.

Although he was generally considered a
conservative during his years in the U.S.
Congress, Mr, Durham voted for more liberal
causes than his fellow North Carolina con-
gressmen. He was a strong supporter of
President Franklin Roosevelt's “New Deal”
programs.

During World War II he served on the
Armed Services Committee, where he intro-
duced legislation creating the U.S, Army
Pharmacy Corps and initiated reform for
the Army court martial process.

He was a supporter of military prepared-
ness as a member of the House Military Af-
fairs Committee.

After the war he served on the Joint
Atomic Energy Committee and became its
acting chairman as senior member. He was a
strong supporter of atomic energy for peace-
time use.

Mr. Durham attended the first meeting of
the International Atomic Energy Agency in
the summer of 1957. He helieved strongly
that the U.S. should share non-military
atomic energy information and later came to
regard his contributions in this field as his
most important.

He actively supported programs introduced
by Democratic administrations, and was a
close personal friend of both Franklin
Roosevelt and Harry Truman.

Mr. Durham attended the University here,
where he was vice president of his pharmacy
class, and then served in the U.S. Navy as a
pharmacist’s mate during World War I.

He returned to Chapel Hill following the
war to work as a pharmacist in Eubank’s
Drug Store and begin his political career.

He was a member of the Chapel Hill Board
of Aldermen from 1921 to 1930 and a member
of the School Board from 1924 to 1938. He
served for eight years on the Orange County
Board of Commissioners.

He was elected to the UNC Board of Trus-
tees in 1937 and in 1958 was awarded an
honorary doctor of laws degree by the Uni-
versity.

He was a member of University Baptist
Church, where he helped form the men’s
Bible class and served as a deacon.

He was a Mason and a member of Univer-
sity Lodge No. 408. He was a past commander
of Chapel Hill American Legion Post No, 6.

He was named honorary president of the
American Pharmaceutical Association and
later served as a consultant to that orga-
nization.

He is survived by his widow, Mrs. Louise
Durham of Chapel Hill; one son, Carl Dur-
ham Jr. of Wilmington; three daughters,
Mrs, Willlard Sesslar of Asheville, Mrs. Joe
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Thomas Wall of Chapel Hill, and Ann Dur-
ham Wyatt of Durham; eight grandchildren
and 26 great-grandchildren,

Funeral arrangements were
this morning.

Mr. HENDERSON. Mr. Speaker, my
first experience on Capitol Hill was as
assistant general coufM8el to the House
Committee on Education and Labor in
1951, 23 years ago.

At that time, my own Congressman,
Graham Barden, was chairman of the
Committee on Education and Labor.
North Carolina also boasted three other
outstanding committee chairmen in its
delegation at that time. They were Har-
old Cooley, Agriculture; Herbert Bonner,
Merchant Marine and PFisheries; and
Carl Durham, the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy.

Carl Durham, whose memory we honor
today, served in this House for 22 years.
He was a gentle and compassionate man
and one who felt deeply the responsibil-
ity to serve his constituents to the best
of his ability.

Like my own predecessor, Graham
Barden, he announced in 1960, that he
would not be a candidate to succeed him-
self, and like Graham Barden, he re-
turned to his home in North Carolina
which he had never really left spiritu-
ally.

I am gratified by the fact that this
man had the opportunity of enjoying
more than 13 years of well-deserved rest
and serenity following his service here.

He was not a spectacular person; not
a shouter nor a publicity seeker, but he
served his constituents in the Nation's
greatest legislative body in a manner and
with a dedication which is an example
to all of us who knew him.

The House of Representatives is a bet-
ter place for his service in it.

Mr. FLYNT. Mr. Speaker, I was sad-
dened by the announcement of the death
of our beloved and respected former col-
league, the Honorable Carl Thomas Dur-
ham, late a Representative of North Car-
olina. I am grateful for the opportunity
to join the distinguished gentleman from
North Carclina and other colleagues in
paying tribute to the life, character, and
public service of this outstanding for-
mer Member of the House.

By any criteria and standards, Mr.
Durham would be classified as a leader
of the House of Representatives during
his 22 years of service in this body. He
was close to and representative of the
people of his district and his State. He
was a man of ability, character, and in-
tegrity. On many important and contro-
versial issues he never hesitated to take
a strong position. He was articulate as
an advocate of legislation which he sup-
ported and was always able to capably
defend that position.

At the time of his retirement from the
House, he was vice chairman of the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy and a sen-
jor member of the House Committee on
Armed Services. On these two commit-
tees, Mr. Durham served with distinction
and dedication during a most critical
period in our history both in the defense
area and in the development of atomic
energy.

Carl Durham made many contribu-
tions to the House of Representatives,

incomplete
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the United States, to his native State of
North Carolina, and the Sixth District
which he represented with distinction
and honor for 22 years. He was admired
and respected by his friends and neigh-
bors in his distriect and throughout the
State of North Carolina. He was equally
admired and respected by those col-
leagues who were privileged to serve with
him in the Congress.

Mrs. Flynt joins me in extending to his
family and loved ones our condolences
and heartfelt sympathy.

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, the loss of
our friend and colleague, Carl Durham,
is an event of special sadness to those
of us who worked with him for the en-
tire 22 years he served as a Member of
this House, because we came to appre-
ciate in full measure his many attributes
as a legislator and as a man. His strength
of character, his breadth of vision, his
scope of knowledge, all gave substance to
the fact that Carl was one of the truly
great Members in the history of this
body. He was a man of principle who
shunned expediency; his word was his
bond. Carl brought great credit upon
himself, his district, his State, and his
Nation for having served here.

Mr. Speaker, in recalling his many
sterling qualities we do not overlook the
charm and the wit which were so char-
acteristic of Carl—and of which we were
fortunate to have been among the bene-
ficiaries. A true Carolina gentleman,
Carl never wavered in his loyalty to his
Carolina heritage. His positive view of
life and the conduct of public affairs
was a hallmark of his approach.

Mr, Speaker, you may recall that Carl
and I were among the original mem-
bers of the Armed Services Committee
when it was established in 1947. Prior to
that, we served together on the Military
Affairs Committee for several years. Carl
was assiduous in pursuing his commit-
tee duties, and he soon emerged as a
leading figure in the formulation of our
national defense policy—before, during,
and after World War II. Not only did he
favor a strong national defense, but he
knew precisely what such a policy en-
tailed in terms of men and weapons, as
well as funds.

Mr. Speaker, our country, all of us, are
the poorer today, because Carl Durham
has departed, but we are the richer for
his having been among us for a time.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. FOUNTAIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
subject of my special order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BreECKINRIDGE) . Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from North
Carolina?

There was no objection.

LIMITING TENURE OF FUTURE
PRESIDENTS

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

Mr, CHAMBERLAIN. Mr. Speaker,
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several years ago, because of my deep
concern about the division within the
Nation over Vietnam, and after giving
the matter much thought and study, I
introduced an amendment to the Con-
stitution to limit the tenure of future
presidents of the United States to one
term of 6 years. On the opening day of
this 93d Congress, January 3, 1973, I re-
introduced the same amendment which
is House Joint Resolution 127.

Much has happened since that time to
strengthen immeasurably the case for
such a change.

Today, I would ask my colleagues, on
both sides of the aisle, to reflect again
on the merit of this proposal. And in
doing so, I would ask that you take both
a long view and a short view of American
history.

Certainly, Mr. Speaker, the idea is not
at all new. In fact, it is a very old sug-
gestion. But being an old proposition
does not necessarily make it a bad one.
Indeed, the fact that it keeps coming
back for reconsideration from time to
time and is debated at intervals of a
few decades shows that it attracts the
attention of succeeding generations. It
refuses to die.

As you may well know, the single 6-
yvear term was debated at the constitu-
tional convention of 1787. Considerable
discussion of its merits took place at that
time, and I think it is quite significant
that well over 100 amendments to put it
into effect have been offered since the
Constitution became operative.

The suggestion has been supported by
notable names in our history. President
Jackson, President Polk, President Wil-
liam Henry Harrison, President Andrew
Johnson, President Cleveland and Presi-
dent Taft all endorsed it at one time or
another.

In 1912, the House Judiciary Com-
mittee recommended a single 6-year
term. In its report it stated:

The President should Me ineligible to a
second term, because being ineligible there
will be no *emptation improperly to use the
powers and patronage of that exalted office.

The report also said:

It will make the Presldent the chief execu-
tive of the whole people and not the leader
of a mere faction or the chief of a political
party.

And in conclusion the committee com-
mented:

This amendment, if submitted and rati-
fled, will Increase the efficlency of the admin-
istration of the President; will remove the
temptation to bulld up a political machine
by the abuse of patronage and power; and
save the President from the humiliating ne-
cessity of going to the stump to repel assaults
made upon him.

A year later, in 1913, the Senate actu-
ally approved an amendment for a 6-year
term, but President Woodrow Wilson ob-
jected to it, and it died on this side of the
Capitol.

With the passage of time, the powers
and responsibilities of the presidency
have, of course, increased dramatically.
If there were reason and justification for
considering such a course of action 60
years ago, how much more justified we
are in proposing a 6-year term today
when the burdens of that high office have
multiplied to previously unimagined
complexity.
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Several years ago, the majority leader
of the Senate, Senator MaNSFIELD, joined
the Republican dean of that body, Sena~-
tor AN, to make an eloguent plea for
such an amendment. In 1971, Senator
MansrFieLp told a Senate subcommittee:

It is just intolerable that a President of
the United States—any President, whatever
his party—is compelled to devote his time,
energy and talents to what can be termed
only as purely political tasks.

He added at a later point:

Surely this amendment does not represent
a panacea for these ills which have grown up
with our system of democracy. But it would
go far, I think, In unsaddling the presldency
from many of these unnecessary political
burdens that an Incumbent bears,

One of the arguments frequently ad-
vanced against this proposition is a
statement that it would make the Presi-
dent a “lameduck’”—a person on his
way out and with no political future, and
supposedly, therefore, without incentive
to do a good job.

At the outset let me reject such mis-
use of the label of “lameduck.” By defini-
tion and generally accepted usage, a
“lameduck” is an officeholder who has
sought reelection and failed to win it. So
the term is a misnomer when used in this
particular context.

However, to answer the argument, let
us use the term loosely. To those who
have doubts about a single 6-year term
for that reason, I would suggest that
second-term Presidents are already
“lameducks.” This we did when we
adopted the 22d amendment limiting the
President to two terms. Therefore, it
seems to me that the benefits of such an
amendment would outweigh whatever we
might lose by having so-called 6-year
“lameducks” instead of 4-year “lame-
ducks” as they may be called in their
second terms.

Such a change would give our Presi-
dent more time to attend to his immeas-
urable and ever-growing duties—Chief
of State, administrative head of the ex-
ecutive branch, Commander in Chief of
the Armed Forces, architect of our for-
eign policy, as well as of the domestic
programs to assure the well-being of the
state of the Union, and the political head
of his party. These are tremendous re-
sponsibilities in a world made more
dangerous by intercontinental nuclear
missiles and radically shrunken by jet
aircraft, fantastic communications, and
our recent space exploits. I believe that
today, more than ever before, it is abso-
lutely essential to minimize political de-
mands on the President, so that he can
devote his full attention to the affairs of
state.

The amendment would minimize or
remove a lot of uncertainty—for the
President, for the Nation, and for the
nations that deal with us.

Let us briefly examine another argu-
ment raised against such an amendment,
some object to the proposal as removing
the President from public accountability,
making him unresponsive to a public
which he will not have to face in another
election. This is a valid concern, but not,
I think, a real danger.

Any President wants to succeed in the
office, and to succeed he must not only
win, but he must have wide popular sup-
port for his recommendations and pro-
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grams, Every President needs support in
Congress which he cannot get if he alien-
ates himself from the people. Every Pres-
ident desires the continued success of his
political party and the philosophy it rep-
resents. This, too, requires popular sup-
port. Most Presidents will want to have
some influence on the choice of their
successors, and this, too, requires popular
support. Finally, any President—being
human—desires to be well thought of by
his countrymen. He wants to be liked.
All of these considerations will insure
that a President, even under a single-
term limitation, will be sensitive to the
needs and wishes of the American people.

Then there is the notion that one 6-
year term would “freeze in” poor Presi-
dents by lengthening their term by 2
years.

It is my view that such an amendment
would shorten, not lengthen, the tenure
of Presidents since in actual practice the
term of the Presidency has become a
usual 8 years.

For more than 40 years, every Amer-
ican President, save one, has served more
than 4 years in office. The one exception
was President Eennedy, who was assas-
sinated in this third year in office, and
I am sure that most observers would
readily concede that he would have been
reelected for a second term.

What is known as “the power of the
incumbency” is well exemplified in our
presidency. Most Presidents want two
terms and most Presidents get two terms.
Their names become household words.
They are followed by a press corps from
throughout the Nation and the world.
On short notice, their faces and their
statements go into tens of millions of
homes via television,

They become almost unbeatable. Their
challengers have no such platforms until
just weeks before the election date.

At this point in our history, it might
be well to speculate on how different
things might have been for the late Pres-
ident Lyndon B. Johnson and our in-
cumbent President who succeeded him,
Richard M. Nixon, had they been elected
to single 6-year terms.

President Johnson, after winning elec-
tion in his own right in 1964, promoted
the “great society’ as his major domes-
tic program while the U.S. involve-
ment in Vietnam steadily increased.
The resulting combination of Federal
spending set up tremendous economic
pressures. Yet he refused, because of
political considerations, to call for a tax
increase to provide the revenue to meet
those expenditures. Today we are still
suffering from inflationary pressures that
have ensued.

Indeed, one can go beyond domestic
policy and build a strong case that the
conduct of the war itself might well have
gone differently and might have been
concluded earlier. The intransigence of
Hanoi would not have been buoyed by
many of the uncertainties, including the
possibility of a change of leadership.

Mr. Johnson, after he was out of office,
indicated he had given a lot of thought
to a single term and that he leaned that
way. Here is what he said in a television
interview of 1972 with Walter Cronkite
of CBS News:

I belleve that if a man knew that he just
had one term and he had to get everything
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through in six years, that he didn't have
to play to any political group and he didn’t
have to satisfy any segment of our soclety
and this was the only chance he was going
to have and he couldn’t put it off, I think it
would probably—and I say probably—bhe in
the best interest of the Natlon,

Mr, Speaker, let us now turn to a Pres-
ident of my own party, President Nixon,
whose possible impeachment is under
study by the Judiciary Committee of this
House.

Had he been elected to a single 6-year
term, I feel sure there would have been
no Watergate. Certainly there would
have been no “creep.” There would have
been no one raising campaign funds—
legal or otherwise—for his reelection.
There would have been no “political
adolescents,” in the phraseology of Vice
President Gerarp Forp, running the cam-
paign and carrying out illegal and un-
ethical acts.

Mr. Nixon would have been in a much
better position to follow up on the bril-
liant initiatives he made with China and
the Soviet Union. In addition, he would
have had much more time to devote to
his domestic programs and to work with
the Congress in solving the multitude of
problems we have right here at home.

We improved the Constitution, in my
opinion, when we adopted the 22d
amendment and limited our President
to two 4-year terms.

We made a further improvement when
we adopted the 25th amendment which
was exercised for the first time last De-
cember in filling the Vice-Presidency.
And in that amendment we also pro-
vided for the Vice President to hecome
Acting President should the need arise—
as it did arise with President Wilson and
President Eisenhower, among others.

That is progress. That is giving sub-
stance to the oft-heard statement that
our Constitution is a living document
that can be changed to accommodate
the needs of the times.

But it is not as much progress as the
Congress is capable of providing, or as
much as I believe the American people
want and are ready to accept.

The Senate has enacted rather sweep-
ing proposals to strengthen the laws gov-
ening campaign financing. That is all
very well, and in due course I am sure
this House will consider them and work
its will. But as to the Presidential con-
test, it is my contention that these pro-
posals treat the symptoms while ignor-
ing the iliness.

The Nation's needs and our recent
traumas clearly indicate that we should
abolish second-term Presidential elec-
tions. When we do that, and only then,
will we be on the clear path toward the
urgently needed and fundamental im-
provement in the highest political office
in the land.

We need to get reelection activity out
of the White House—and we need to get
the White House out of reelection ac-
tivity. And I mean really get it out, root
and branch, just as much and just as
soon as we possibly can, rather than
camouflage it by sending it a few doors
up Pennsylvania Avenue or over to the
offices of the national political commit-
tees.

The time to move is now—while so
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much that is wrong under the present
system is apparent to all and while the
country not only is eager—but is, in fact,
demanding, genuine election reform.

Now I am not advocating that there is
any magic in the concept of one term of
6 years. As I view it, 6 years is simply
a ccmpromise between 4 years and 8
years. If the Congress, in its wisdom,
concluded that a single term of 4 years,
or 5, would be better, that would be ac-
ceptable toc me. My point is only this—
that it is time for action—time to get
some movement rolling.

But the principle that should not be
compromised is the ending of all reelec-
tion activity by the President of the
United States. In brief, and I would hope
that there would be broad agreement on
this, what I would like to do is to get
the President down off the stump and
give him more time to work on his job
and in the interest of the country and
of all our citizens.

The need is great. The time is right.
It is my hope that we can get some action
started yet this year.

Mr. Speaker, we owe it to the Presi-
dency, but more importantly, I feel it is
our obligation to the country.

BOE SIKES SPEAKS TO THE ADJU-
TANT GENERALS ASSOCIATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Missouri (Mr. RANDALL) is rec-
ognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. RANDALL. Mr. Speaker, I asked
for this time at the conclusion of legis-

lative business today to read into the
REecorp the remarks of our distinguished
colleague from Florida, Boe SikEs, deliv-
ered at the Adjutant Generals Associa-
tion meeting on Tuesday evening, May
14 at Bolling Field Air Force Base.

Present were most of the adjutant gen-
erals of our 50 States as well as many of
their staff from their respective States.
It was a colorful evening.

But while it was a pleasant evening,
it was also a productive evening for those
out of uniform who happened to be guests
and have the privilege to listen to the
commonsense comments of a man who
is s0 well qualified to speak on our de-
fense posture.

The gentleman from Florida first pro-
ceeded to assail the proposal by some
misguided individuals that we cut $11
billion from this year’s military expen-
ditures which he said would mean the
elimination of new weapons systems in
their entirety and leave the field of mod-
ernization completely to the Russians.

Next week we will debate on the House
floor the Armed Services procurement bill
and I commend to my colleagues to read
and study the comments of the gentle-
man from Florida before we engage in
that debate next week.

The speech of the gentleman from
Florida, Bos Sikes is not only accurate
as to its facts, it is at the same time,
both informative and hard hitting. I
came away from listening to him,
inspired.

When crippling amendments are being
offered on the military authorization bill
next week, it behooves us all to work just
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a little bit harder to defeat these amend-
ments. In a few words, the message of
the gentleman from Florida is that we
cannot let ourselves become inferior to
any other power in the world—we must
remain militarily secure.
The speech follows:
SPEECH OF CONGRESSMAN BoB SIKES TO THE

ADJUTANT GENERALS ASSOCIATION, May 14,
1974

I assure you I am proud to meet with
you and I am proud that you have honored
me in such a distinctive way. I realize this
is no ordinary award. I accept it in recogni-
tion of the motives which inspire you and
others who believe in patriotism, who be-
lieve in our country, believe in its flag, be-
lieve in its God, and who are proud to serve
in our country's uniform.

There is a serious need to acquaint the
people of our country with the true facts
on the nation’s military posture. I have never
seen & time when I believed the average
American wanted a militarily weak nation
or when he would not be willing to support
adequate expenditures for an effective de-
fense. I believe that America has always
been defense minded.

Yet we find one instance after another
where demands are being made, In and out
of Congress, for cuts in defense funding.
Some of these demands are from highly
placed Individuals. These are fully pub-
licized. In contrast, the news media tells
very little about the status of defense fund-
ing, or about the growing strength and im-
proved modernization of Communist world
forces, One of two things is happening. Either
there are not enough people who are telling
the true facts about defense, or there are
not enough publications which are printing
the facts.

There are many who stress the need for
adequate funding for defense and who tell
of the growing disparity between our forces
and the Russian Forces. Included are rank-
ing members of the Appropriations Commit-
tees and the Armed Services Committees of
the Congress. These talks generally are
ignored by the news media. But criticism
of the military, even by first-term experts,
always appear to be prominently noted.

The Washington Post of today carried a
three-column item with bold headlines stat-
ing “defense ex-aides urge 811 billion budg-
et cut.,” This recommendation, which was
fully and carefully reported by the Post,
comes from a 21-man group headed by &
former assistant secretary of defense. He also
was a defense and foreign policy advisor to
Senator Muskie and to Senator McGovern.
I think that tells us all we need to know
about this particular group. But the fact
remains they get headlines.

They want to cut $11 billion from this
vear's military expenditures. They want to
eliminate the new weapons systems almost
in their entirety. Leaving the field of mod-
ernization almost completely to the Rus-
sians. They want to cut back on conventional
forces. This would complete the job of leav-
ing us at the mercy of the Russians.

They want to cut the request for funds
for Indochina by 756%. This should insure
a speedy takeover of the entire area by the
Communists, something they have not been
able to accomplish despite an effort which
has been going on for a quarter of a century.
They don’t even want to leave money in the
budget to take care of increased pay or cost
escalations due to inflation. In other words,
they recommend cutting back America’s de-
fense even more than the Russlans have
urged at the SALT talks.

Yet groups like this can get nationwide
publicity, while people who belleve in de-
fense can't get the time of day from the
news media,

Now I want to congratulate the adjutant
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generals association, the National Guard As-
sociation, and the members of the National
Guard for the dramatic way in which you are
refuting the statements that it no longer
is possible to obtain sufficient personnel in
time of peace, without a draft, for effective
reserve components. The example the Na-
tional Guard has set in recent weeks shows,
despite the obstacles to recruiting—and there
are serious obstacles—that the job can and
is being done insofar as the National Guard
is concerned. Possibly there are reasons why
task is a little less difficult for the Guard,
but you have set an excellent example for
other reserve components to seek to follow. I
think you have breathed new life into the
program.

To support that effort, there should be
more positive action by the Congress on the
six-pack plan or incentives for reserve serv-
ice. New legislation is vital to the retention
of experienced manpower and the recruit-
ment of new manpower—and womanpower.
I am concerned that the Department of De-
fense is giving less than wholehearted sup-
port to this program, but that is not a reason
for Congress to delay.

The servicemen’s group life insurance bill
is a good beginning, but it isn't enough. We
need a realistic widow's equity program and
we should provide an equity in the retire-
ment system for those men and women who
have contributed their services faithfully but
have not reached the magic age of 60 and
become full participants in the retirement
system. There also is the matter of enlist-
ment and reenlistment bonuses. I don't think
the delays in Congress are an indication of
“lip-service” only. They have principally
been the result of competition with other
pressing national legislation.

There is a reason for apprehension about
the attitude of the Department of Defense
toward the Guard and Reserve components in
general.

Most of you will recall the McNamara
proposal of the 1960's which would largely
have decimated the Guard Reserve com-
ponents. He was a very able but a computer-
oriented Secretary of Defense whose com-
puters told him the Guard and Reserves of-
fered little return for the costs involved. He
never accepted their potential for effective
service. Thelr essentiality for quick mobiliza-
tion and their contributions in previous wars
in the nation’s defense were lost on him.

The House Committee on Appropriations
spearheaded the fight to keep the Guard and
Reserve components strong numerically. The
effort was joined by the House Armed Berv-
ices Committee, which produced legislation
spelling out Reserve programs. With the help
of Guard units and reservists nationwide we
weathered the storm. Unfortunately, some of
the real thrust of the effort was lost when
Mr. McNamara refused to use the Guard and
Reserves in any appreciable way in Southeast
Asia. Only the Alr Force took realistic advan-
tage of its Reserve forces in that conflict,
and their services were invaluable.

When Mel Laird became Secretary of De-
fense a more practical view on the Guard
and Reserve components was adopted. He
committed the administration to wuse the
Guard and Reserves in future national emer-
gencies, It was also his policy to improve and
modernize the Reserve components. But as
often as not, the anticipated equipment has
wound up in Southeast Asia or other areas
of emergency requirement, even including
Israel.

Through all of this, the Nation's Reservists
maintained their patriotic devotion to the
service of their choice and their support of
the Nation’'s defense needs.

We began this year with strong hopes for
new recognition of the place of the National
Guard and Reserves in the total force con-
cept. Now, to the surprise and dismay of
friends of the Reserve components, there is a
new threat. This is the battle of the “48-K.”
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The proposed reduction of Reserve spaces
would affect in particular the Army and the
Air National Guard. I am glad to tell you
that Congress is alert to the problem and has
had extensive hearings on the subject, and
the House Committee on Armed Services is
sending to the floor legislation which specifi-
cally establishes strong levels in the Reserves
which are consistent with their needs, and
this includes retention of Air National Guard
units. However, this battle has just been
Joined. The outcome will not be known for
months,

Many of us in Congress believe in the total
force concept, and we believe it must be fol-
lowed as a powerful policy. We believe in the
citizen-soldier philosophy. And, if given the
support, the equipment and the training
which are required, the National Guard and
Reserves, with the active forces, can and
will effectively provide the deterrent to ag-
gression which will keep our Nation safe and
secure and at peace. But I must warn you
again there are some in Congress who do not
share your concern and mine for a strong
national defense. You can help to educate
those who need educating.

Yes, it is important to maintain strong
Guard and Reserve forces, A salient fact is
being overlooked by the budget-makers.
America’s regular forces are slowly being
priced out of existence. In the makeup of
the nation’s defense forces, we cannot ignore
the increased cost of defense and the shrink-
ing defense budget. These work at cross-
purposes with each other. We are spending
& lower percentage of the national budget for
defense than we have since the early 1960's.
The danger is that so little of the smaller de-
fense dollar now goes to buy weapons and
equipment. 60% of our defense dollar is pay
for people in and out of uniform. In Russia,
pay is less than 359%. $340—#3.85. Very sim-
ple arithmetic tells us the Russian forces are
getting twice as much equipment for a
defense dollar as we do. Long ago, we learned
to dispense with the dream that ours is bet-
ter simply because it's American. Some of
our equipment is better. Some of it isn’t as
good. The Russians have more equipment
that is new and fully modern, and that is
& serious matter.

This tells you why the Guard and Reserves
offer today's best bargain in defense. The
nation gets more manpower per dollar from
its Reserve components. This is not to say we
can dispense with the regular forces. But to
get the equipment we need, the nation may
have to cut back on the strength of the
regulars and increase that of the Reserves.
Whatever happens, this 1s not a time for
excessive cuts in the Reserve components,
They should be strengthened, not weakened.

As part of this program, there must be new
understanding and acceptance by the Guard
and Reserves that they are again a vital part
of the nation’s defense. Given this goal and
this responsibility, they must train as they
have never trained before. They must take
every step, think and work in every required
moment, to be prepared for war. The Guard
and Reserve forces must not let themselves
be thought of as a sanctuary of any sort or
to any degree. There will be no place for the
“summer soldier” and the “sunshine pa-
triot.”

The suddenness with which the outbreak
of war occurred in the Middle East has em-
phasized again the essentiality of an ade-
quate defense and firm policies for America,
The way that the Russians tried to take over
in the Middle East during the October war
when they felt that we were too engrossed
with our own problems to stand up to them
should be ample evidence of what lies ahead
at any time the Russians, or even the Chi-
nese, feel they are strong enough to stand us
down. There are still predator nations in the
world—nations bent on world domination—
nations which will use every tool, from di-
plomacy to stark force, to accomplish their
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purposes. We can't depend on the good will
of the rest of the world to insure our survival.

The war in the Middle East started with
very little warning. The Israelis had to mobi-
lize after the fighting began, and this cost
them heavily—nearly every home had a cas-
uality. We would have even less time before
a first strike by our enemies. The savagery of
the fighting and the heavy losses in men and
equipment suffered by both sldes should give
us a foretaste of what war would be like if
the Russians move in Europe after a first
strike with ICBM's against our own land.

The Russians have among their naval ship-
yards one submarine base with more con-
struction capacity than all of ours combined.
They are building full-scale alrcraft carriers
for the first time. They have a new long-
range bomber, more fighter aircraft than we,
and three to four times as many tanks and
armored personnel carriers. They aren't play-
ing games.

The United States now is beginning to feel
the pinch of the SALT I talks. The harsh
facts are that the Sovlets are embarking on
a new multi-billion dollar ICBM technology
development and deployment program. The
SALT talks permit the Soviets to gain a de-
cided strategic advantage over the US., if
they choose, and they undoubtedly now
choose to do so. We were out-maneuvered in
SALT I by the classic communistic chess
campalgn of trading a pawn for a knight.
We gave up a superior missile defense tech-
nology and we conceded the Soviets a quan-
titative ICBM superiority which they are
now converting to a qualitative ICBM su-
periority.

I seek to state the facts which America
needs to know and which most of you al-
ready know. Let’s be certain that we are help-
ing to insure that America does realize that
our military might is being overtaken and
can soon become inferior. I want this coun-
try to be militarily secure. I think it is nec-
essary for our survival.

Now listen to this. As of June 1974 the
number of personnel, military and clvilian,
in the Department of Defense will be 3,203,-
000, The latest avallable figures from HEW
on welfare recipients for the end of calen-
dar 1973 were nearly 15 million people. These
15 million people represent needy individuals,
most of whom have no other means of live-
lihood, but none of them are required to
contribute their work or to do anything
else to help make America better. And the
cost is $22 billion a year, We afford these. So
let's not talk about not being able to afford
the cost of national security.

It is easy to assume that we are secure,
to think only of the things around us to con-
cern ourselves primarily with domestic prob-
lems, some of which have been very serious
indeed. How important it will be when we
can resolve some of these problems, when
we can get impeachment and Watergate be-
hind us. People are tired of both, and for
good reason. All of this should be concluded
one way or another. It is so essential that
we achleve a better understanding between
the Administration and Congress. It is time
to get on with America’s work. There is much
to do at all levels,

There are vital issues to be faced—the
state of the economy, clean government,
crime control and an end to terrorist activ-
ities, drugs in the schools, inflation, energy
problems, national defense, all the rest. We
should be about it. There is new concern
about the crime because of the inability of
the law enforcement agencies to cope in a
fully effective way with increasing terrorist
activities and with incidents such as the
Hearst case, 126 FBI agents should have been
able to do more than they have in the Hearst
case in the more than three months since this
situation developed.

Yet, President Garfield said, in another pe-
riod of national ecrisis, “God reigns, and the
Government at Washington still lives!




15028

The American Government still stands and
80 does our confidence in our basic system
of government, When problems occur, we will
find ways to solve them and, hopefully, to
prevent their recurrence.

Now let's take a look at the fact that
there have been major improvements.

The great majority of the people are bet-
ter educated and better paid and are lving
better than ever before in history.

Also, we are paying higher taxes. We don't
like a lot of things we see and hear. But
where else in the world do you find so many
2-car families—or more, depending on the
number of teenagers—2-house families, color
TVs upstairs and down, power mowers, mini-
bikes, and swimming pools. We don't have
child labor, sweat shops, kerosene-lit houses,
mud roads, soup lines, and old soldiers sell-
ing apples. The point is our country has sur-
vived experlences much worse than Water-
gate or the current inflation or the energy
crisis. But if you still think America Is in
trouble, look around you at other countries.
Ask the people who have been to those coun-
tries. Them make your choice.

S50 let's forget the scare storles, the dire
predictions of wreck and ruin, the veiled
insinuations that all government Is dis-
honest. Just look around at what has been
accomplished and what can be ahead. Think
of what is right with America and think on
the fact that you are an American,

Yes, we live in a wonderful and great Na-
tion where opportunities are brighter, but so
are responsibilities greater. Our America is
not a perfect Nation, but it stands head and
shoulders above all the rest,

There are many who complain about
America while they partake of its bounty.
In this age, it is popular to decry the old
virtues, to tell what is wrong about the sys-
tem. These are the troublemakers—the ones
who complain. Don't listen. Be one who
builds—who offers something better, Be one
of those who sees the greatness of America
and is proud to work to overcome our short-
comings 8o that it will be a better America
on tomorrow. We don't want to junk the best
Bystem man ever devised. We just want to
make it better,.

In this fraglle existence we share, it is
faith in something that can provide the
human ship with a strong and true keel ade-
quate for life's voyage. Despite her troubles
and her shortcomings. I believe in Amer-
ica—in America's future—in America's God.

Now, as in every age, a commitment to the
American people to historic ideals is needed.
You and I can help to preserve those ideals.
This Is a part of the fight for the America
we love.

All of us in this great land are Americans,
We are the descendants of brave men and
women who founded a Nation and forged
its bellefs in blood and steel. America’s char-
acter hasn't changed. American ideals are
still bright. America's opportunities are un-
bounded. Let's be proud to be Americans,
Let’s fight to keep America alive and strong
and right.

THE LATE HONORABLE
EARL C. KING

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

Mr. BIESTER. Mr. Speaker, I have
asked for this time today so that Mem-
bers of the House may have the oppor-
tunity to pay tribute to a former col-
league, the Honorable Karl C. King of
Pennsylvania, who died April 16 at age
7M.

Mr. King served his Nation for over
5 years as a Member of Congress, and he
did so with honor and a deep sense of
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dedication. He served unassumingly but
with a special kind of commitment to the
responsibilities of the high office fo
which he had been entrusted.

From a boyhood farm in Kansas to the
classrooms of Columbia University and
the Wharton School of Business, Karl
King molded a career which combined
elements of farming, journalism, and
business—experiences which held him
in good stead in his years of public serv-
ice from 1951 to 1957 as a Member of
Congress from the Eighth District of
Pennsylvania.

Mr. King did not heed the saying to
“go west, young man.” Instead, he took
his knowledge of farming east with him
to Bucks County, Pa., where the Eansas
farm boy showed local residents & few
things about farming and established a
prosperous produce business which, over
the years, helped feed a goodly portion
of the population of the eastern sea-
board. He was a somewhat reluctant
politician, drafted to serve in the House
upon the death of Congressman Albert
Vaughn in 1951.

Although he withdrew from the more
political aspects of his job, he relished
the legislative challenge. Mr. King served
on the Agriculture Committee during
most of his years in the House, and
through fhis assignment he was able to
practically apply the knowledge he had
gained as a farmworker and farm opera-
tor. While on the committee he was a
vocal opponent of farm subsidies and a
strong advocate of the free interplay of
supply and demand.

He was not a candidate for reelection
in 1956 so he could devote full-time to
the farming business he had been unable
to give the close attention it deserved.

In his own words, Mr. King was a skep-
tic of “impractical idealism” which com-
mits the Nation to “promises no govern-
ment can fulfill.” A self-proclaimed con-
servative, he felt deeply about the fu-
ture of a country in which the size of
its government and the magnitude of its
spending practices threaten to over-
whelm the individual citizen.

Karl King did something many of us
would like to do—set down in writing
some reflections of his life and thoughts.
He did this in a limited, privately
printed autobiography published a few
months before his death, and he did so
that his grandchildren would “know
what the old man thought”, perceptively
observing that the problem he wrestled
with would likely still be around when
his granchildren become older.

His autobiography, ‘“Prairie Dogs and
Postulates,” is a very open, real, and
touching reminiscence. Filled with amus-
ing anecdotes and warm remembrances,
it relates experiences which set the
reader's memory to wander back to his
own childhood and family, ambitions,
accomplishments and frustrations.

Karl King lived a rich and full life
channeling his many talents through
numerous constructive outlets. The dedi-
cation and devotion so evident in his
career as a businessman and public
servant were surpassed only by the very
special love and warmth he saved for
his family.

In closing his autobiography, Mr. King
quotes a poem, “Thanatopsis,” which he
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had committed to memory from his
youth. Prefacing the poem he states:
A hundred times in my life I have gone
over this poem in my mind as an expres-
sion of my feelings about the visible forms
of nature and the final termination of an
individual life. I have often sald that over
my dead body someone should read this
poem. Other words will be superfiuous.

His wish was fulfilled and “Thana-
topsis” was read at his funeral. I think it
only appropriate that those words be
included at this point:

THANATOPSIS
(By William Cullen Bryant)

To him who in the love of nature holds

Communion with her visible form, she
speaks

A various language; for his gayer hours

She has a voice of gladness, and a smile

And eloquence of beauty: and she glides

Into his darker musings, with a mild

And healing sympathy that steals away

Their sharpness ere he is aware,
thoughts

Of the last bitter hour come like a blight

Over thy spirit, and sad images

Of the stern agony, and shroud, and pall,

And breathless darkness, and the narrow
house,

Make thee to shudder, and grow sick at
heart; —

Go forth, under the open sky, and lst

To Nature's teachings, while from all
around—

Earth and her waters, and the depths of

air—

Comes a still voice. Yet a few days, and thee

The all-beholding sun shall see no more

In all his course; nor yet in the cold ground,

Where thy pale form was laid, with many
tears,

Nor in the embrace of ocean, shall exist

Thy image. Earth, that nourished thee,
shall claim

Thy growth, to be resolved to earth again,

And, lost each human trace, surrendering

When

up

Thine individual being, shalt thou go

To mix forever with the elements,

To be a brother to the insensible rock

And to the sluggish clod, which the rude
swain

Turns with his share, and treads upon. The
oak

Shall send his roots abroad, and plerce thy
mold.

Yet not to thine eternal resting-place

Shalt thou retire alome, nor couldst thou
wish

Couch more magnificent. Thou shalt le
down

With patriarchs of the Infant world—with
kings,

The powerful of the earth—the wise, the
good,

Falr forms, and hoary seers of ages past,

All in one mighty sepulchre. The hills

Raock-ribbed and ancient ‘as the sun,—the
vales

Stretching in pensive quietness between;

The venerable woods—rivers that move

In majesty, and the complaining brooks

That make the meadows green; and, poured
round all,

Old Ocean’s gray and melancholy waste—

Are but the solemn decorations all

Of the great tomb of man. The golden sun,

The planets, all the infinite host of heaven,

Are shining on the sad abodes of death

Through the still lapse of ages. All that tread

The globe are but a handful to the tribes

That slumber in its bosom.—Take the wings

Of morning, plerce the Barcan wilderness,

Or lose thyself in the continuous woods

Where rolls the Oregon, and hears no sound,

Save his own dashings—yet the dead are
there:

And millions in those solitudes, since first
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The flight of years began, have lald them
down

In their last sleep—the dead reign there
alone,

So shalt thou rest—and what if thou
withdraw

In silence from the living, and no friend

Take note of thy departure? All that breathe

Will share thy destiny, The gay will laugh

When thou art gone, the solemn brood of
care

Plod on, and each one as before will chase

His favorite phantom; yet all these shall

leave

Their mirth and their employments, and
shall come

And make their bed with thee. As the long
train

Of ages glides away, the sons of men—

The youth in life's fresh spring, and he who

goes
In the full strength of years, matron and

The speechless babe, and the gray-headed
man—

Shall one by one be gathered to thy side,

By those, who in their turn shall follow
them.

So live, that when they summons comes to
join

The innumerable caravan, which moves

To that mysterious realm, where each shall
take

His chamber in the silent halls of death,

Thoéu go not, like the guarry-slave at night,

Scouraged to his dungeon, but, sustained
and soothed

By an unfaltering trust, approach thy grave

Like one who wraps the drapery of his couch

About him, and lies down to pleasant
dreams.

[From the Bucks County Courier Times,
Apr. 18, 1974]

KarL C. KING

Many of us who live in Lower Bucks Coun-
ty today are relative newcomers. We barely
know who Earl €. King was and why his
death, late Tuesday night, should cause such
a stir among the long-time residents.

But cause a stir it has, and it should.
Much of the history of Bucks between the
years 1940 to 1970 will be written about this
man, what he was and what he came to be.

In the first place, he represented Bucks
County (and Lehigh County, too, since the
two areas were then in one congressional
district) in the U.S. House of Representa-
tives for three terms, from 1951 through
1957.

And even more than that. For quite a time
he operated the largest farm in the county,
one of the largest in the East, on 6,000 acres.
The produce he grew there spread up and
down the East Coast and his success as a
farmer led directly to hils success in govern-
ment and in polities.

Farming was, in fact, Mr. King's main
interest. In Washington he was a COnserva-
tive Republican, mostly interested in the
affairs of the Agriculture Committee. He
rippled the waters very little if at all yet he
was a good congressman from the Bucks
County standpoint.

At home, though, on the vast King Farms,
he had quife an impact. Mr. King brought
some of the first itinerant laborers to this
part of the state, housing and paying them in
a way that was considered model then al-
though it hardly conforms to today's stand-
ards.

He signed the first union contract for farm
labor; he automated farm work to a sur-
prising degree. He helped to establish two
restaurants; he helped to keep the Republi-
can party in the dominant position it held
locally for so long.

Van Sciver Lake and the Penn Manor Club
now cover many of the acres of the King
Farms; so do many of the homes in the
northeastern part of Levittown. His legal
fight with U.S. Steel over air pollution could
well be a precedent for environmentalists,
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There is much that could be said about
him, and he said quite a bit of it himself
in his interesting autobiography. This book,
“Prairie Dogs and Postulates,” privately pub-
lished in March of this year, is well worth
reading for anyone who can get a copy.

To Mr. King's wife, Lora, and the en-
tire family, Mrs. Biester and I extend
our most sincere sympathies.

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to have this opportunity to join
my colleagues in memorializing the late
Karl Clarence King. I came to the House
while Mr. King was serving his three
terms in Congress.

His unigue background—newspaper
reporter and farmer—gave him a realis-
tic view of the Nation’s farm economy.
He served on the House Agriculture
Committee during a time when many of
the long-term programs were being con-
sidered. After leaving Congress, he re-
turned to farm life, since that was his
first love, reflecting his boyhood on a
farm in the State of Kansas. The Con-
gress and the Republican Party were well
served by Karl King during his too-brief
public career.

Mr. WAMPLER. Mr, Speaker, I was
deeply saddened to learn of the death of
our former coleague, the Honorable Karl
C. King of Pennsylvania, with whom I
had the opportunity to serve during the
83d Congress.

Having served with him on the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, I was fully aware
of his dedication to his constifuents and
their interests. His work in Congress re-
sulted in inumerable benefits to agricul-
ture and the farming industry, and he
continued this interest and dedication in
his private life after leaving the Con-
gress.

His contributions to the betterment of
American agriculture will long be re-
membered, as well as his love for this
Nation and the people he was elected to
serve.

I extend my deepest sympathy to his
family.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Speaker, I was sad-
dened to learn of the death of the Hon-
orable Earl C, King last month. Although
Congressman King, a Member of the
82d, 83d, and 84th Congresses served a
district at the opposite end of Pennsyl-
vania from mine, I had many opportun-
ities to discuss critical legislation and
Pennsylvania problems with him, He was
a valuable member of the Pennsylvania
congressional delegation.

Karl's first love was farming, and his
dedicated service on the House Commit-
tee on Agriculture reflected his intense
interest in the welfare of both farmers
and consumers. He fully recognized that
& prosperous farm economy was neces-
sary to insure an adequate food supply
for this Nation's citizens, and he became
known as the man who put fresh produce
on thousands of tables along the east
coast.

Karl's record of public service was ex-
emplary. He served in the Navy during
World War I, was chairman of a draft
board in Bucks County during World
War II, and was a charter member of the
Morrisville Rotary Club.

Mr, Speaker, I would like to extend
my sympathies to his widow and fam-

ily; his life was an inspiration to us all, _
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Mr. ARENDS. Mr, Speaker, the loss of
a friend is always a sad occasion, and the
passing of a former colleague who also
was a friend is a source of special sorrow.
Karl King was not the type of man who
sought the spotlight; rather, he chose to
work diligently and without fanfare in
all of his endeavors.

From his early years in Kansas to his
last days in Pennsylvania, Karl demon-
strated that dedication and hard work
really do produce results, We recall dur-
ing the 6 years that Karl was a Member
of this House that he labored effectively
and well as a member of the Agriculture
Committee—an ideal assignment because
of his lifelong involvement in various
agricultural pursuits.

Karl never forgot those who made it
possible for him to serve in Congress. His
attention to the day-to-day needs and
desires of his constituents brought him
wide and well-deserved recognition for
the thorough manner in which he served
their interests.

Mr. Speaker, I extend to Mrs. King
and the family my sincere condolences
upon their great loss. Karl was a good
man who will be sorely missed by all who
knew him.

Mr. FLYNT. Mr. Speaker, it is with a
feeling of sadness that I join the distin-
guished gentleman from Pennsylvania
and other colleagues in paying tribute
today to the memory of our former col-
league from Pennsylvania, Karl C, King.

Karl King came to the House of Repre-
sentatives in November 1951 having been
elected to fill the vacancy caused by the
death of Albert Vaughn, and he served in
the 83d and 84th Congresses. He brought
to the House experience as a journalist,
farmer and businessman, and with this
experience, his ability and knowledge
benefited all of us who were privileged
to serve with him.

In his concern and devotion to the
American people, Karl King exemplified
the model of the sincere and conscien-
tious public servant. During his almost
three terms in the House of Representa-
tives, Karl gave untiringly to his con-
stituents, the Commonwealth of Penn-
sylvania and our Nation dedicated and
distinguished service. While serving in
the House of Representatives, he earned
thf_.a esteem and respect of all who were
privileged to serve with him, and he al-
ways reflected credit on the highest
traditions of his State, the Congress and
the United States. He was a great Amer-
ican and a great Representative during
his terms of service in this body, and he
will be missed.

Mrs. Flynt joins me in extending to his
family and Ioved ones our condolences
and heartfelt sympathy.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. HANRAHAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
subject of Mr. BiesTER's special order of
today.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Illinois?

There was no objection.
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THE MAALOT MASSACRE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
2 previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. Youneg) is
recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. YOUNG of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
I was deeply shocked and horrified to
learn of the massacre of Israeli school-
children by Arab terrorists yesterday in
the town of Maalot. Twenty-five in-
nocent Israelis, mainly teenagers, were
killed and nearly 90 others were injured
in a senseless act of violence that serves
only to fan the flames of hatred and dis-
cord in the Middle East.

With the massacre at Maalot, the list
of Arab terrorist attacks grows longer,
Just over a month ago, a guerrilla at-
tack in Kiryat Shemona left 18 civilians
dead. Last year, in May, a shocked
world witnessed the slaughter of 25 peo-
ple at Tel Aviv Airport. Innocent Israe-
lis have been victimized relentlessly dur-
ing the last 6 years.

I condemn this wanton killing as bar-
baric and outrageous. I extend my sym-
pathy to the victims' families and my
support to the brave Israeli people.

ABC'S REASONER'S CALL FOR
WORLD GOVERNMENTS TO CON-
DEMN PALESTINIAN TERRORISM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Georgia (Mr. BLACKBURN) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, last
evening, in adding his comment to the
ABC Evening News, Mr. Harry Reasoner,
in his direct and incisive manner, laid
down a position which many concerned
Americans must share. Certainly, I do.

With your permission, and with com-
pliments to Mr, Reasoner, I hereby enter
his commentary into the Recorn for my
colleagues to consider well:

There i8 no point in underlining the re-
vulsion any civilized person feels at the lat-
est enterprise of the deranged section of the
Palestinian guerrillas, It is proper, but not
startling for Dr. Kissinger to express the
shock this country feels. I am sure we will
have similar natural statements from other
leaders here and abroad. But, at this writing,
we have not heard from the people that I
would vey much like to hear from—and
more than we have heard from them before
following milder but allied sub-human
behavior.

I would like to hear from the Russlans. I
think it would be good for their souls to
disassociate themselves from something like
this with perhaps a statement approximating
the fervor with which they say it would be
inhuman to let dotty old Rudolf Hess out
of jail.

I would like to hear from the Egyptian
and Syrian governments. Nobody expects
the poor, beleagured Lebanese to do any-
thing but dodge, but both the Egyptians
and the Syrians now claim to have achieved
a laturity and dignity justifying a new re-
lationship with other countries.

I would like to hear from the passionately-
concerned new governments of Africa, so
quick on other causes, and from the French,
and maybe, If there is anyone of substance
there healthy enough to think about it,
from the Chinese, In whose philosophical
bonner so many of these lunatics are cloaked.
I would like to hear from the Saudis, and
the Moroccans, and from the Libyans. I
would like to see them show what one old
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American has called “a decent respect to
the opinions of mankind.” The depressing
thing is I don't suppose we will hear from
them.

There is a case for the Palestinian Arab,
a strong case. But the behavior they and
their friends swallow from their lunatic
fringe makes it almost impossible to
remember.

NEW ENGLAND BEARS BRUNT OF
ENERGY CRISIS—FEO ACTION
NEEDED NOW

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Hampshire (Mr. CLEVE-
LAND) is recognized for 5 minutes,

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Speaker, de-
spite the lifting of the Arab oil embargo
and shorter lines at gasoline stations,
the energy crisis is still very much with
us; and its economic impact upon the
New England region is particularly se-
vere.

Because of New England’s unusually
heavy dependence upon residual oil for
electric power—approximately 73 percent
as compared with 37 percent for the Mid-
dle Atlantic region which is the next
highest user—utility companies have di-
rectly passed on to the consumer the in-
creased cost of imported residual oil by
means of a sharply increased “fuel ad-
justment charge.”

BLEAK OUTLOOK FOR CONSUMER

As a number of letters from constitu-
ents have pointed out, this fuel sur-
charge, which is applied at the discre-
tion of the electric company, has risen
from approximately $.07 per 100 KWH to
$.83 per 100 KWH in less than a year.
Unfortunately, this increase is so dra-
matic that were the utility companies to
attempt to absorb all of the oil price rise,
they would face bankruptcy. However,
the average consumer is hard pressed in
these inflationary times and in many
cases faces a severe hardship. The follow-
ing comments taken from constituents’
letters reflect the problems they are con-
fronted with:

We live in an electrically heated house. It
is well insulated and we do not have any
children. We never heated more than 2
rooms during last winter and used the water
and appliances sparingly. The heated rooms
were kept at 60-65° F., and we were forced
to wear heavy clothing during the coldest
months. In spite of these conservation
methods, our electric bills were substantial.
Based on the current rates charged by the
electric company, next winter will produce
bills over $100 per month . . ,

- - L] L L

I am screaming, screaming, screaming over
the electric bill, which is now at fifty cents
per KWH at the shop and eighty-three cents
for the parsonage. Further, I have just
talked to the rate man who assures me there
is no limit to which this can go . . .

- - * L ] *

It has been the misfortune of most New
Hampshire citizens to have been subjected
to this blow on top of increased fuel rates.
The utility companies have not been allowed
to raise their rates, but Instead have been
making up for losses by their possibly dis-
criminatory fuel adjustment charges . . .

- . L - -

How much higher can this fuel charge be
increased? It is unreal, an increase of 80¢ per
100 EWH in only 17 months . . . The whole
system seems to be out of control, and no

May 16, 197}

indication anywhere that it is golng to im-
prove. How does one try to keep on, for
what?
- - L L L

This letter is in regards to the outrageous
fuel adjustment charges added on to our
electric bill each month. Depending on
whether you heat by electricity or just light,
our bills run anywhere between 85 to §30
per month extra for this charge. We feel that
this charge Is unfair and unjust. We realize
there is a so-called energy crisis and inflation
but why should we as the consumer con-
tinue to bear the brunt of rising costs, etc.,
while the family paycheck remains
stable . . .

FIGURES SUPPORT INEQUITY

A number of equally disturbing com-
ments could be added to this list, but I
am sure my colleagues, and particularly
those from New England, are only too
familiar with such letters. In addition to
the impassioned consumer reaction, a
number of facts compiled by the New
England Economic Research Office add
to the realities of the situation.

First. Residual oil prices are up 180
percent over May 1973. Natural gas and
coal are up only 12 and 18 percent,
respectively. The South, Midwest, and
Southwest, which use primarily natural
gas and fo a lesser extent coal, therefore,
have suffered much smaller energy price
increases.

Second. Residual oil will cost New
England utilities about $720 million more
than last year if current prices hold at
$12.50 per barrel. This will mean fuel
adjustment clause increases to 30 percent
or more of 1973 electric charges. The
total profits of all New England utility
companies $241 million, in 1972 were
about one-third of the increase in oil
costs alone.

Third. New England industry which
uses residual oil directly faces fuel bill
increases of $220 million in 1974. In the
long run, the deterioration of New Eng-
land’s competitive position because of oil
price increases will cost jobs. Roughly
256 percent of New England’s industrial
jobs are in industries where energy costs
seem to be a major factor.

Furthermore, a Senate Commerce
Committee study showed that New Eng-
land uses only 1.3 percent of the Nation's
natural gas, which has experienced a
price increase in the past year of only
145 percent as compared to the 191-
percent increase in the cost of residual
oil during that same time period. This
differential accounts for the fact that
Southern and Midwest industries, util-
ities and consumers pay only an average
of 30 to 40 cents per million Btu’s for
energy from gas, and to a lesser extent
from coal while New Englanders pay $2 to
$230 per million Btu's for energy
generated from oil.

FEO ACTION NEEDED NOW

New England’s pressing need for al-
ternative sources of energy for electric
power is certainly evident therefore,
and Congress and the Federal Energy
Office would be wise to address them-
selves to the problem before the people
of New England face an economic
disaster.

The Federal Energy Office could pro-
vide immediate relief in at least one
area by vigorously implementing their
legislative authority to equalize the
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price of residual oil nationally. This
would provide some help to New
England because of our unusually heavy
dependence—almost total—on import-
ed oil which is not subject to domestic
price controls.

In fairness to the Federal Energy Of-
fice, they are not alone. Congress could
help by allowing utility companies in
New England to convert existing facili-
ties under reasonable conditions from
oil to coal to save the consumers of New
England as much as $10 million per
month and the country over 100,000
barrels of oil per day. I will return to
this subject in greater detail, however,
at another time.

FORCED BUSING

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr.
MirzerL) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. MIZELL. Mr. Speaker, as a Mem-
ber of the House of Representatives I
have always attempted to refrain from
criticism of the work in the U.S. Senate.
However, I camnot restrain myself
from letting it be known how disap-
pointed I am that the other body of this
Congress did not take decisive legisla-
tive action yesterday to end the mad-
ness of forced busing of schoolchildren.

Our people throughout America cry
out for a solution to this grave and
growing problem. The House-passed

legislation which would have offered a
reasonable and sound solution to bus-
ing and 47 Senators saw fit to oppose

ending this madness.

I commend those who voted for the
amendment in the Senate and urge
those who did not to return to their
home States and face the parents of
those children who are now being bused
or who will be forced to have their chil-
dren bused in the future.

Further, I urge that the House in-
struct the conferees when they are ap-
pointed to confer with the Senate on
this bill not to return with anything less
than the House-passed language on
busing.

THE HOLY CROWN OF ST. STEPHEN

The SPEAEKER pro fempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Maryland (Mr. HocaN) is rec-
ognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. HOGAN, Mr. Speaker, in 1945, the
Holy Crown of St. Stephen was entrusted
to the U.S. Government for safekeeping
until such time as Hungary became free
once again to function as a constitu-
tional government established through
free choice. The Holy Crown is a national
treasure of immense historical and sym-
bolic significance to Hungarians, and
American-Hungarians, who believe that
governmental power is inherent in the
Holy Crown itself.

These proud people will never give up
their dream of liberty and the U.S. Gov-
ernment must not do anything to dis-
courage those who continue to resist op-
pression. It is disturbing to see articles,
such as the one appearing in the Wash-
ington Post on May 14, which urge the
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returning of the Holy Crown back to
Hungary. We must not break our sacred
trust and thereby indicate our lack of
hope in Hungary’s future. The Holy
Crown of St. Stephen must be kept in
trust in America, and we must uphold
the belief of Hungarians everywhere that
someday freedom and independence will
return to Hungary, as well as to other
captive nations.

The Hungarian people have suffered
greatly in their struggle for independ-
ence, The primary force contesting this
independence has come from the great
plains to the east of their lands. Hungary
threw off the Mongol invaders, but the
danger to the east now manifests itself in
the Soviet presence. The Hungarian peo-
ple have the historical claim to the area
they inhabit as they were the first tribes
to inhabit this region, known as the Car-
pathian Basin. The present Soviet occu-
pation is a blatant example of the eco-
nomic deprivation that either imperils
or afllicts all nations within the Soviet
sphere of influence.

The Hungarian freedom fighters
aroused the sympathy of the free world
in 1956. We have been reminded of their
struggle recently by a dramatic event:
the emergence of Josezf Cardinal Minds-
zenty after 25 years of imprisonment.
Hungarian Catholics still respect him as
their spiritual leader in spite of his ab-
sence from the public view. The valiant
ecardinal preferred to live imprisoned in
his land rather than free, in exile. His
patriotic courage serves as a symbol to
Hungarians and all who cherish liberty.

In response to rumors that in the
course of diplomatic negotiations, a pos-
sibility existed that the Crown may be
turned over to the Communist Govern-
ment in Budapest in an effort to promote
American-Hungarian relations, I intro-
duced in the 92d Congress and again in
this Congress a concurrent resolution
which expresses the sense of Congress
that this not be done. The hopes of the
oppressed people of Hungary for the fu-
ture of freedom and liberty and the
hopes of their brothers and sisters, the
American-Hungarians in this country,
will be dashed if the United States breaks
its sacred trust and relinquishes the
Holy Crown of St. Stephen to the pres-
ent government of Hungary.

I include the following article at this
point:

[From the Washington Post, May 14, 1974]
A CoLp WAR RELIC

At the close of World War II, American
troops acquired from Hungarian fascists the
1000-year-old crown of St. Stephen, the most
precious historical relic of Hungary and its
foremost symbol of national legitimacy. In-
credlbly, we still have i, though the osten-
sible basis of our holding it all these years—
cold-war hostility to the Communist regime
in Budapest—has long since been blurred
by time, politics and good sense. It is shame-
ful that the United States did not return the
CTrowil Years ago.

The official American position is that the
crown's return can only be considered in
circumstances of the substantial improve-
ment of Hungarian-American relations. Offi-
cials carefully—and inexcusably—avold
spelling out what this means. In fact, those
relations have substantially Improved in re-
cent years. After the freeze that followed the
Hungarian Revolution of 1956, ambassadors
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were again exchanged. Visits by leading fig-
ures are now routine. The departure of
Cardinal Mindszenty from the American le-
gation in Budapest, where he had taken
sanctuary in 1956, removed a particularly
troublesome obstacle. Agreement on Ameri-
can property claims was reached last year.
Trade possibilities are being actively ex-
plored; the special hindrance there lies on
the American side—in the Congress' failure
to end tariff discrimination against Hun-
garian goods,

True, the United States did scold the
Hungarians last fall for allowing transit to
Soviet war supplies bound for Egypt. Yet no
honest observer expected Hungary, which
sits on the Soviet border and which is still
occupled by Soviet troops, to buck Moscow
on an issue of that magnitude. Indeed, if
the United States does wish to encourage
Hungarian nationalism in responsible ways,
it defeats its own purpose by holding onto
the crown. Keeping troops in Hungary is
Moscow's way of trampling on Hungary's
nationhood. In an important sense, alienat-
ing the country's most meaningful national
symbol puts Washington in the same boat.

The real reason why the United States
keeps the crown, we suspect, is a certain bu-
reaucratic reluctance to avoid antagonizing
a small number of Hungarian emigres who
periodically get their congressmen to throw
militant anti-Communist resolutions into
the hopper. We cannot believe, however, that
most of these emigres are not ready to sup-
port the magnanimous gesture of returning
the crown of St. Stephen to its rightful
home. A great power ought to be capable of
conducting relations and resolving differ-
ences with small countries on the merits of
matters, without the necessity of holding a
relic as ransom for the performance of some
unspecified political act.

THE MASSACRE OF SCHOOL
CHILDREN

The SPEAKER. pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Massachusetts (Mrs.
HEeCKLER) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mrs. HECELER of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, the savage massacre of defense-
less Israeli children sickens and outrages
decent people throughout the world. The
insanity of making war on children de-
fies human comprehension. This sense-
less slaughter serves as a tragic reminder
of Israel's history of suffering—a history
which is not forgotten—a history which
must never be forgotten. These guerrilla
crimes cannot be tolerated by any re-
sponsible government.

My heart goes out to the families of
the slain children. It goes out to the Is-
raeli people. It goes out to all who strug-
gle and suffer and die so that others may
live free.

RETURN VETERANS DAY TO
NOVEMBER 11

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Michigan (Mr. RuprE) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. RUPPE. Mr. Speaker, while I can-
not speak for the rest of my colleagues,
I do know that one of the most articu-
late groups in my district is the veterans.
Now this, in no way, is meant as a com-
plaint—just the opposite is true. I enjoy
hearing from them because I know from
many past experiences that when they
call or write, it is to voice a legitimate
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complaint or offer constructive ideas.
During the past year or so, I have heard
a considerable amount of comment con-
cerning two areas, and today I am
pleased to introduce legislation that
deals with these subjects. One should
prove to be a substantial economic bene-
fit to many veterans, and the other will
reestablish a permanent day on which
we can commemorate and honor these
fine men and women who have served
their country so well.

We all know how severely the spiral-
ing rate of inflation has affected those
with fixed incomes. This is especially
true of those veterans who are depend-
ent on their pensions for all, if not a
large part, of their incomes. Many, find-
ing themselves in tough financial straits
as a result of constantly rising prices, no
doubt would like to earn extra dollars to
eover their living expenses. But because
of the pension system, and specifically
the income limitation written into it,
this would be pointless. At present, these
limits are $2,600 for a veteran or widow
living alone, and $3,800 for a veteran or
widow with one or more dependents.

I am proposing today that these ceil-
ings be increased by $500 to $3,100 and
$4,300 respectively. This would ease a
severe financial hardship for many vet-
erans. It is not a handout—it is not a
dole—it is merely a realization that it
costs more to live these days. If this
minimal effort on the part of the Con-
gress could provide the substantial bene-
fit to over 2 million veterans, their wid-
ows, and surviving children, we owe it
to these people in recognition of what
they gave through their service to our
Nation.

At first glance, the second piece of
legislation may seem trivial to some, but
the veterans whom I have spoken to are
very serious about it, and I feel rightly
50. A few years ago the Congress changed
the date of Veterans Day from Novem-
ber 11 of each year to the fourth Mon-
day in October. Many veterans were, and
continue to be, very upset with this move.
The holiday, originally known as Armi-
stice Day, was established to celebrate
the end of World War I, but in 1954 it
was changed to Veterans Day to honor
all of those who sacrificed so much for
their country in all wars. November 11
took on an importance to the veterans.
It was their day to be honored. It was a
special day. Now, it is no certain day—
it just happens to fall on the fourth
Monday in October. It was changed so
that we could have those convenient and
enjoyable 3-day-long weekends. But, it
was not convenient and it was not en-
joyable for those people to give up those
years of their lives which they dedicated
to their national service. I sincerely hope
that we return to these people the honor
that is due them by returning Veterans
Day to November 11,

OIL PROFITS AND TAXES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Minnesota (Mr. FRASER) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr, FRASER. Mr. Speaker, there is a
good chance that the action taken by the
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Democratic caucus this week will chan-
nel the windfall profits of the oil indus-
try back through the U.S. Treasury to
the consumer.

The administration has tried to solve
the energy crisis by sleight of mouth. We
have been told that the crisis is over, and
the word “problem,” has been substi-
tuted for the word “crisis.”

In the same way Mr. Stein of the Pres-
ident’s Council of Economic Advisers has
tried to do away with the current reces-
sion by redefining it.

Now the oil companies are trying to
explain away their embarrassing, record
profits through semantics. Chase Man-
hattan, the central oil bank, in its April
special petroleum report, tells us that
we do not understand the real meaning of
the word “profits” and chides us for
“widespread misunderstanding of the
role profit plays in the free enterprise
system.” According to this report, the
criterion for adequacy of after-tax prof-
its is the amount of capital needed for
an extended period into the future. And
only the industry concerned can be a
competent judge of this need.

In other words, only the oil industry
itself can judge the prices it must set,
and the profit it must make, after taxes,
in order to supply us with the oil, which
Chase Manhattan in truth says we can-
not do without, at least for the foresee-
able future.

This kind of explanation does not sit
well at a time when the Nation as a whole
is suffering from rising food and fuel
prices and dwindling real income.

Last year, profits from oil production
were $6 billion. These profits are ex-
pected to double this year. Under pres-
ent tax laws, after-tax profits, according
to Treasury estimates, are expected to
rise from $4 to $9 billion—a windfall of
$5 billion. The Oil and Gas Energy Tax
Act, which the House Ways and Means
Committee approved earlier this month,
would increase the taxes the oil com-
panies must pay this year by only $1 bil-
lion—Ileaving a windfall of $4 billion.

The amendments, which the Demo-
cratic eaucus approved for House con=-
sideration, and which will be offered by
my colleagues from Pennsylvania (Mr.
GreeN) and from Ohio (Mr. VANIK),
would do away with this windfall. The
Gresn amendment, which calls for im-
mediate repeal of the percentage deple-
tion allowance for the oil industry, would
bring increased revenues in 1974 of $2.6
billion. The Vanik amendment, which
would eliminate tax advantages of U.S.
oil companies overseas, principally by
changing the foreign tax credit to a busi-
ness deduction, could inerease tax reve-
nues by $2 billion yearly.

The Ways and Means Committee bill
sounds good, but what it says it will do
and what it actually does are two differ-
ent things. The stated objectives of the
bill are to tax the windfall profits of the
oil companies, to encourage new invest-
ment in domestic energy resources, and
to remove tax advantages for Americans
producing oil abroad.

But the committee bill does not ac-
complish these objectives. It clearly does
not go far enough in closing huge tax
loopholes available to the oil industry.
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What the bill takes with the one hand it
gives back with the other. It is a kind of
shell game, Now you see the tax; now
you do not.

Under one shell is the windfall profits
tax, an administration formula for a
graduated tax on oil sold above a certain
price. Under another shell is the plow-
back credit, a rebate of the windfall
profits tax, which companies would get
for reinvesting profits in development of
oil and gas or synthetic fuels.

Under one shell is a 5-year phaseout of
the oil industry’s 22-percent depletion
allowance, for which cost depletion is
substituted. Under another shell is post-
ponement for a year of the phaseout, plus
provision for three major exemptions.
These exemptions could mean in effect a
continuation of a 15-percent depletion
allowance for a large part of the industry
for the 5-year life of the act.

Under one shell, we find total repeal of
the percentage depletion allowance for
oil production overseas. Under another
shell is a 52.8 percent limit on the foreign
tax credit, the amount by which the oil
companies can reduce their 48 percent
U.S. tax on income earned abroad. The
continued availability of these generous
foreign tax credits would virtually can-
cel out the effect of eliminating the per-
centage depletion allowance on foreign
oil and gas production. And the tempta-
tion for American oil companies to ex-
pand abroad instead of at home would
remain.

Although there are problems in elimi-
nating completely the present foreign
tax credit as the Vanik amendment pro-
poses, the 52.8 percent limitation in the
committee bill is inadequate. There is
merit in the argument that payment of
foreign taxes in this instance does not
constitute double taxation, but is a legit-
imate cost of doing business abroad. In
any case, it is important that the House
be permitted to vote on the issue. For
this reason I strongly supported the cau-
cus resolution on the Vanik amendment.

The plowback ecredit provision of the
committee bill, besides being an unneces-
sary incentive for investment, would re-
inforce the monopolistic position of the
big oil companies. It would discourage
new entries in the energy field by con-
solidating in the hands of a few firms
control not only over our oil resources,
but over new energy sources like oil shale
and liquefied coal.

The oil industry, more loudly than ever
as its profits soar, is praising the virtues
of the free enterprise system. I say, let
the marketplace work. Eliminate the
protected position the oil industry now
enjoys. Remove the special tax privileges
of the oil companies and let free market
forces prevail. If we do so, there will be
no windfall profits—only the fair profits
needed to make the free enterprise sys-
tem work,

ARAB TERROR
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from New York (Ms, HorLrz-
MAN) is recognized for 15 minutes.
Ms. HOLTZMAN, Mr. Speaker, yester-
day we witnessed yet another unspeak-
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able act of Arab terror in the Middle
East. According to the latest reports 20
children and several townspeople have
been wantonly and brutally machine-
gunned to death and at least 70 more
wounded.

Even against the background of long-
standing bitterness, conflicting terri-
torial ambitions, and bloodshed in the
Middle East, the massacre of innocent
children is incomprehensible. Golda
Meir said yesterday that Israel does not
wage war on the bodies of children. No
civilized nation does, for such an act,
even in wartime, is beyond any bound of
human decency.

As we stand trembling with horror
and anger at this Iatest outrage, we must
remember that it is only one in a series
of violent acts committed by Arab guer-
rillas; massacres at the Lod, Athens, and
Rome airports, at Munich and Kiryat
Shemona. How can we be shocked, then,
that they would hold 85 children hostage
in a mined schoolhouse, and then try to
slaughter then?

Today's killings, however, expose the
hypocrisy of the United Nations resolu-
tion which condemned Israel for its ac-
tions against Arab terrorists. It is heart-
breaking to remember, as we contem-
plate today the deaths of more children,
that the United States joined in that
disgraceful resolution.

I believe that we in the House of Rep-
resentatives, together with all Americans
of conscience, must express our revul-
sion at the barbarous acts of Arab ter-
rorists.

We must also express our determina-
tion that the United States never again
join in condemning Israel for actions
taken to protect itself against such ter-
rorism. We cannot lend the moral sup-
port of this Nation to the insane mur-
derers of innocents or to those nations
which give them sanctuary.

Lebanon has, for years, harbored the
terrorists—and in doing so, it is an ac-
complice in their crimes. It stands, in ifs
pious protests against Israel actions,
with the blood of children mocking its
words.

There is one more lesson which we
must grimly draw from yesterday’s
bloodshed: Israel must have defensible
borders and adequate supplies of mili-
tary equipment in order to protect itself.
We have seen once again how vulnerable
Israel is. I hope this will convince the
President and Secretary of State Kissin-
ger that Israel cannot and must not be
pressured into negotiating away its se-
curity in the name of “disengagement.”

HOUSING

The SPEAKER pro fempore. Under a
previous order of the House the gentle-
man from Illinois (Mr. METCALFE) is rec-
ognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. METCALFE, Mr. Speaker, about 6
months ago, the Counecil on Municipal
Performance, a New York-based research
group, released a study which revealed
that Chicago’s housing market is the
fourth worst among the Nation's 30 larg-
est cities. The study revealed that—

Chicagoans pay a greater percentage
of their incomes for housing than the
residents of 20 of the 30 cities studied:
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Chicago has proportionately more
units with inadequate plumbing than 18
of the cities studied;

There is more overcrowding in Chicago
than in 20 of the cities studied;

Low income areas in Chicago pay more
than twice as much in property taxes as
do the high income areas; and

Finally there is a greater difference
between rents paid by blacks and those
paid by whites relative to their respective
incomes in Chicago than in 25 of the
cities studied. .

What do these sfatistics mean in hu-
man terms? My district, the First Con-
gressional District of Illinois, provides a
very graphic example. My constituency
is largely poor and black: 105,536 persons
in my district, or 23.1 percent of the tofal
population, have incomes below the pov-
erty level. Of these, 94.5 percent are
black. According to the study, blacks pay
an unusually high amount of their in-
comes for housing, and since large num-
bers of blacks in my district are poor, the
hardships these families face in finding
and paying for adequate housing are
readily apparent. The housing picture in
my district is dominated by the over-
crowding of the large housing projects,
homes with little or no heat, homes in
advanced stages of disrepair, and large
numbers of abandoned buildings and va-
cant lots. The deteriorating housing sit-
uation has forced industry and many
middle-class families to flee to the sub-
urbs, leaving behind them a housing mar-
ket which is too expensive for the aver-
age worker and which has too little to
offer low- and moderate-income families.

In order to correct such a poor hous-
ing situation, a massive effort is required
at both the local and Federal levels. At
the local level, my constituents are re-
sponding in a positive and creative man-
ner to this problem. Church groups such
as the Coppin A.M.E. Church and Cor-
pus Christi Church are raising funds for
renovation projects and have instituted
neighborhood pride programs in their
communities. Community organizations,
such as the Woodlawn Organization, are
also expending eonsiderable effort to pro-
vide housing and supportive services for
the community. Local legislators, such
as Illinois State Representative Harold
Washington, are doing their part legis-
latively to improve local housing. I have
organized a citizens' task force on hous-
ing which consists of some of Chicago’s
most prominent housing experts. They
have been working to develop a plan for
improving and stimulating the housing
market in my district. Also, last week I
introduced H.R. 14475, which would es-
tablish a direct, low-interest loan pro-
gram fo assist low- and moderate-income
homeowners for an annual General Ac-
counting Office review of the housing
programs of the Department of Housing
and Urban Development. This bill would
provide some of the funds needed to ar-
rest the deterioration of our communi-
ties, especially in inner-city areas and
also would provide an additional tool to
the Congress for evaluating the effective-
ness of the Federal Government’s hous-
ing programs.

Although there is significant action on
the local level to correct the poor hous-
ing situation which exists in Chiecago,
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long-lasting improvements cannot be
brought about without a massive effort
at the Federal level. How has the Fed-
eral Government responded to this chal-
lenge? Statistics show that ifs response
has been grossly inadequate. The urban
renewal program provides an excellent
example of the Federal Government's
inadeguate response to the housing crisis.
According to the National Urban Coali-
tion, in a recent publication entitled “The
Urban Agenda: An Action Plan for the
T70's"—

In the 25 year history of our federal urban
renewal programs, for example, a total of 87.5
billien has been spent in the cities. While
this figure may seem to be substantial, when
compared with the more than $23 billion
spent on farm price supports during the five
fiscal years ending with 1973, we have a better
concept of the weight givem to such pro-
grams by our federal government.

Not only has the funding for urban re-
newal been insufficient, but also under
this administration the housing situation
for low income families has actually
deteriorated. According to fisures com-
piled by the Center for Community
Change of the National Urban League,
47,000 substandard housing units have
been demolished in Chicago’s inner-city
areas for public housing and urban re-
newal site clearance purposes over the
past 20 years. However, over the same
period, only 11,000 standard units were
built on the land cleared by urban re-
newal. This means a gross housing loss
for low income families of approximately
36,000 units. Thus we see a pattern very
familiar to other large urban areas, and
that is the displacement of large num-
bers of low-income families followed by
the Government’s destruction of large
numbers of low-income housing units.
The Government then fails to provide
adequate replacement housing.

The Nixon administration’s housing
moratorium has placed a further burden
on Chicago’s housing market. In Chi-
cago, Federal officials have estimated
that the moratorium on Federal funds
would cut off about $130 million in new
construction every year it is in effect.
In 1973, for example, the moratorium
was directly responsible for a decrease in
subsidized housing of 2,340 new homes
and 3,750 new apartment units, a loss
which we simply cannot afford.

Population and income statistics clear-
ly indicate that at least ome-fourth of
my district’s population must have some
form of subsidy In order to obtain and
mainfain adequate housing. However,
since the Federal housing effort has been
inadequate in meeting the housing crisis,
it is imperative that Congress enact
housing legislation which will begin to
adequately meet the housing needs of
this country’s families, especially low-
income families. It is for this reason that
I have cosponsored and strongly support
H.R. 13985, which was recently intro-
duced by my distinguished colleague,
Congressman PARREN MITcHELL. This bill
would strengthen and expand the low-
income housing provisions of the housing
legislation presently pendiing before the
Committee on Banking and Currency.

Congressman MircHELL of Maryland’s
bill would provide for the continuation
and expansion of the public housing pro-
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gram; increase operating subsidies in
order to permit public housing to serve
very poor people by providing adequate
shelter; remove the present income limits
for continued occupancy in public hous-
ing units; and establish local nonprofit
housing corporations to receive public
housing subsidies and permit these same
corporations to provide housing for low-
income families in the event that there
is no public housing agency or an ex-
isting public housing agency is unwilling
or unable to function. The enactment of
all of these measures, in addition to the
other provisions of the bill, is vital if we
are to provide adequate housing for low-
income families,

If we as a body are to seriously address
ourselves to the growing housing crisis
and the impact of that crisis on low-in-
come families, legislation such as Con-
gressman MrrcHELL of Maryland’s bill
must be seriously considered and quickly
enacted. Therefore, I strongly urge my
colleagues on the Banking and Currency
Committee to act swiftly and favorably
on this bill.

THE HOUSING PROBLEM

The SPEAKER pro tempore under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. WoLFF) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Speaker, the adminis-
tration has recently come forth with a
“temporary solution” to our current
housing problem. It has proposed a $10.3
billion mortgage subsidy program, de-
signed to stimulate housing construction
and provide some $3 billion of mortgage
money to consumers at rates below the
existing market. While this proposal may
provide some temporary relief, it does
not afdress itself to the essential prob-
lem of curbing the inflation which is at
the root of the buyers’, bullders’, and
bankers’ problems. In the past year, a
good many Americans have felt com-
pelled to withdraw their savings ac-
counts, either to seek higher returns else-
where or because they could no longer
afford the luxury of savings. This has
left the savings banks with precious lit-
tle capital to lend on mortgages; the
scarcity of mortgage money has, in tu_rn,
discouraged builders from new housing
construection.

The savings institutions claim that the
President’s proposal will not bring de-
positors back to their doors. I think this
is a very real concern, and I am thus
introducing legislation which is designed
both to stimulate deposits and to pro-
vide relief for the small depositor who
is generally hardest hit when interest
on savings accounts falls.

My bill would allow an income tax
exemption on the interest on deposits in
certain savings institutions. The bill is
geared toward the small depositor and
would not apply to interest that exceeds
$400 in the taxable year—$800 in the
case of a husband and wife filing a joint
refurn. It would cover the interest—not
to exceed $400—on any deposit or with-
drawable account in a mutual savings
bank, cooperative bank, domestic build-
ing and loan association, savings and
loan institutions, or credit unions.

This legislation would not only stimu-
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late deposits and create more lending
money, but it would also provide a need-
ed tax break fto the average American,
the “little guy,” who has been hardest
hit by inflation. It would also be of con-
siderable help to the elderly on fixed in-
comes, and those who may wish to set
aside funds for a specific purpose, like
retirement.

At this point in the Recorp, Mr, Speak-
er, I would like to include a text of this
measure, as well as an article that ap-
peared recenfly in the New York Times
which substantiates my reasons as to why
a bill like this is necessary:

H.R. 14859
A Dbill to amend the Internal Revenue Code
of 1954 to exclude from gross Income the
interest on deposits In certaln savings in-
stitutions

Be it enaclted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
Americqg in Congress assembled, That (a)
section 103(a) of the Internal Revenue Code
of 1954 (relating to exclusion from gross in-
come of interest on certain governmental
obligations) is amended by striking out “or"”
at the end of paragraph (2), by striking out
the perlod at the end of paragraph (3) and
inserting in lieu thereof '; or”, and by add-
ing at the end thereof the following new
paragraph:

“(4) any deposit or withdrawable account

“(A) a mutual savings bank, cooperative
bank, domestic bullding and loan assocla-
tlon, or any other savings institution char-
tered and supervised as a savings and loan
or similar institution under Federal or State
law, or

“(B) a credit union described in section
501(c) (14) (A).”

(b) Bection 103 of such Code (relating to
interest on certain governmental obliga-
tlons) is amended by redesignating suhbsec-
tion (e) as subsection (f) and by inserting
after subsection (d) the following new sub-
section:

“(e) LIMITATION ON EXCLUSION OF INTER-
EST ON CERTAIN SaviNes DEPosITS.—Subsec-
tion (a) (4) shall not apply to interest paid
or accrued to the taxpayer during the taxa-
ble year on deposits and withdrawable ac-
counts described in such subsection to the
extent that such interest for the taxable
year exceeds $400 (8800 if the taxpayer and
his spouse file a joint return for the taxa-
ble year).”

(¢) The heading of section 103 of such
Code is amended by striking out “GOVERN-
MENTAL OBLIGATIONS" and inserting in
lieu thereof “GOVERNMENTAL OBLIGA-
TIONS OR SAVINGS DEPOSITS'".

(d) The item relating to section 103 in
the table of seetions for part III of sub-
chapter B of chapter 1 of such Code is
amended by striking out “governmental ob-
ligations” and inserting in lieu thereof “gov-
ernmental obligations or savings deposits”,

Sec. 2. (a) Section 1232(a)(2)(C) (1) of
such Code is amended by striking out “(re-
lating to certain governmental obligations)”
and inserting in lieu thereof “(relating to
interest on certain governmental obliga-
tions or savings deposits) .

(b) Section 4040(c) (B) of such Code is
amended by striking out “certain govern-
mental obligations” and inserting in lieu
thereof “certain governmental obligations
or savings deposits”.

(e) Section 4942(f) (2) (A) of such Code
is amended by striking out “certain govern-
mental obligations” and inserting in lieu
thereof “certain governmental obligations
or savings deposits”.

Sec. 3. The amendments made by the first
two sections of this Act shall apply to tax-
able years beginning after December 31, 1973.
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[From the New York Times]

SAVINGS BANKERS SNUB NIXoN PLAN—ASSERT
MORTGAGE SUBSIDIES WON'T RESTRAIN IN-
FLATION
PORTLAND, OREG., May 13.—Savings bank-

ers were cool today toward President Nixon's
$10.3-blllion mortgage subsidy program be-
cause they sald it would not curb the in-
flation that has driven depositors from their
doors.

“It seems to me that this proposal causes
inflation,” said Vincent J. Quinn, chairman
of the Mortgage Investments Committee
of the National Association of Mutual Sav-
ings Banks, which is holding its annual con-
vention here.

Mr. Quinn said the inflationary aspects of
the Administration program, which centers
on subsidies for both Government-insured
and conventional mortgages to stimulate the
housing market, would cause more deposi-
tors to seek higher returns on investments
than they can get at savings banks,

“There is no substitute for a stronger anti-
inflationary policy,” he added.

Mr. Quinn's comments came during a
panel discussion of housing and mortgage
finance before more than 1,200 savings bank
executives at the opening of the three-day
meeting,.

ULLMAN COMMENTS

Representative Al Ullman, Democrat of
Oregon, who addressed the bankers, com-
mented afterward that the program “sub-
sidizes the inflation rates rather than work-
ing to reduce them.” Mr. Ullman, a mem-
ber of the House Ways and Means Commit-
tee, added, "I think Congress will have some-
thing to say about that.”

James T. Lynn, Secretary of the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development,
who participated in the panel discussion,
said the President has been “very much
worried" about the recent tendency of de-
positors to withdraw their funds, seek higher
returns elsewhere and leave the savings
banks with less capital to lend on mortgages.

“This man means business in this area,”
he added. “He is not going to let inflation
continue to run away.”

Near the end of the panel discussion, Saul
B. Klaman, the assoclation’s chief economic
officer, told Mr. Lynn: “We don’'t want you
to leave here thinking that you have been
sitting In front of a group of old friends. We
have seen mno Indicatlon that the Admin-
istration has a vigorous anti-inflation policy.
What's the solution?”

BUDGET MOVE CITED

Mr. Lynn responded that the President and
his economic advisers had tried to trim the
Federal budget as a step toward reducing in-
flation. “If you compare the budget with the
claims for funds, you'll see that some care
was taken to cut it as much as possible,” he
sald.

The savings bankers urged that they be
allowed to vary mortgage interest rates peri-
odically depending on the interest rate at
which they must borrow to supply the home
building money. In effect, they asked to be
able to raise and lower existing mortgage
payment bills depending on market condi-
tlons,

“We must come up with some variable
type of mortgage instrument,” said George
P, Preston, a panelist and president of the
United States League of Savings Associations,

Mr, Lynn agreed that the Federal Housing
Administration ought to be given some power
to experiment with the wvariable mortgage
rate scheme, “We ought to try it. We may
like it," he said. “I can see where this could
be useful.”

HORROR AT MAALOT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
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man from Connecticut (Mr, CoTTER) iS
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. COTTER. Mr. Speaker, I share the
horror and repulsion of all civilized peo-
ple over the murder of 16 children and
the wounding of 70 others at Maalot.

This feeling of disgust and heartbreak
is shared by all Members of the House
of Representatives and, I believe, by all
Americans.

While all of us are well aware of the
highly emotional and volatile situation
in the Middle East, there can be no jus-
tification for these bestial acts of ter-
rorism. The deep and complex political
problems cannot be resolved as Prime
Minister Meir said, “over the bodies of
children.” This terrorism must be
stopped and there must be no repeat of
these atrocities.

It is painfully apparent, Mr. Speaker,
that these terrorist raids are designed to
subvert any chance of peace in the Mid-
dle East. But as we mourn the death of
these 16 young people, and pray for the
recovery of the 70 that were wounded, I
hope that we will not lose sight of the
desire of many people in the Middle East
for a lasting and honorable peace.

Yesterday, I joined with over 250 of
my colleagues in a House resolution ab-
horring this latest terrorist attack. The
resolution goes beyond this and urges
the President and the Secretary of State
to officially condemn these aects and
strongly urges those governments who
harbor such terrorists to take appro-
priate action to rid their countries of
these immoral people.

Further, I have written to Secretary
General Kurt Waldheim at the United
Nations to use his office to try to end
what appears to be a systematic and on-
going plan for terrorism.

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, I wish to
offer my heartfelt sympathy to those
parents and friends who lost children at
Maalot. I sincerely hope and pray that
this incident will provide the impetus
for all combatants to recognize the hor-
rors of continued conflict and hasten the
establishment of a lasting peace.

THE MAALOT MASSACRE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Massachusetts (Mr. DRINAN)
is recognized for 10 mintues.

Mr. DRINAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
horror and disgust in response to the
shocking events yesterday at the Israel
village of Maalot. Words cannot ade-
quately express the horror felt by all
decent human beings around the world
upon hearing of this senseless slaughter.

The tragic events at Maalot have fol-
lowed a long series of earlier acts of
major Arab terrorist activities. I would
like to share with my colleagues at this
time a list of these senseless acts, from
the May 16, 1974, New York Times:

A list follows of major Arab terrorist activ-
ities since Feb. 10, 1970, when an attack on
an El Al Israel Airlines plane at Munich killed
one passenger and wounded eight. An
Egyptian and two Jordanians were arrested
but they were later set free.

July 22, 1970—Six Palestinians hijacked an

Olympic Airways plane. None was brought to
Justice,
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Sept. 6, 1970—Pan American, Trans World
Airlines and Swissair planes were hijacked
by Arabs. All were eventually blown up. None
of the terrorists was arrested.

SBept. 6, 1970—A woman terrorist was
wounded and her male companion killed in
an attempt to hijack an E1 Al plane. The
women was later released.

July 28, 1971—An attempt to blow up an
El Al plane with booby-trapped luggage
given to a woman by a male Arab friend did
not succeed.

Sept. 20, 1970—A similar attempt to blow
up another E1 Al plane failed.

Nov. 29, 1971—Wasfi Tal, Premier of Jor-
dan, was assassinated by four Palestinian
guerrillas while entering his hotel in Cairo.
Suspects were taken into custody but no
prosecutions have been reported.

Feb. 22, 1972—A Lufthansa airliner was
hijacked to Aden where the hijackers were
paid $5-million for its release. The hijackers
went free.

May 8, 1972—Terrorists hijacked a Belglan
Sabena airline to Lydda, where two men were
killed by Israell security guards, Two women
were subsequently sentenced to life im-
prisonment.

May 30, 1972—Three Japanese gunmen be-
longing to the Popular Front for the Libera-
tion of Palestine killed 26 persons at Lydda
Airport.

August 16, 1972—A hooby-trapped tape-
recorder exploded in the luggage compart-
ment of an El Al plane, causing slight dam-
age. Two Arabs were released by Italian au-
thorities after a short detention.

Sept. 5, 1972—Members of an Arab guer-
rilla organization attacked the guarters of
Israell athletes in the Olympic Village in
Munich. Eleven members of the Israeli Olym-
pic Team were slain. Five of the terrorists
were killed. Three others were later Ireed.

Oct. 29, 1972—A Lufthansa plane was hi-
jacked to Zagreb, Yugoslavia, where it was
released after Arab terrorists responsible for
the attack on the Israell athletes at Munich
had been set free. The hijackers were never
brought to justice.

March 2, 1973—Eight guerrillas invaded
the Saudi Arabian Embassy in Khartoum,
the Sudan, and killed three diplomats. The
terrorists were taken into custody and are
reportedly awaiting trial.

April 4, 1973—Two Arabs made an unsuc-
cessful attempt to attack passengers of an El
Al plane in Rome. They were arrested but
later released and sent to Lebanon.

April 9, 1973—Arab terrorists attempted to
attack an Israell plane at Nicosla, Cyprus.
Eight were arrested and sentenced to seven
vears’ imprisonment. They were quietly re-
leased later.

April 27, 1873—An Italian was killed in the
Rome office of El Al by a Palestinian Arab
who was later placed under psychiatric ob-
servation.

July 24, 1973—A Japan Air Lines jumbo
Jjet was hijacked and blown up in Tripoli,
Libya. None of the five terrorists was brought
to trial.

Aug. 4, 1973—Two Arab terrorists killed
five persons and wounded 45 in a machine-
gun attack on passengers in the Athens air-
port lounge. Last week the terrorists were
freed by the Greek government and given
safe passage to Libya.

Sept. 28, 1873—Three Jewish Immigrants
from the Soviet Union were taken hostage
aboard a train for Vienna. Austrian author-
ities arrested two Palestinians who were then
freed and flown to an Arab country.

Nov. 25, 1973—Three Arabs hijacked a
ELM jumbo jet and flew it to Abu Dhabi.
There is no record of an arrest by Abu Dhabi
authorities,

April 11, 1974—Three Arab guerrillas killed
a total of men, women and children in the
northern Israell border town of Qiryat
Shemona before dying themselves in the ex-
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plosion of their dynamite charges while un-
der siege by Israell security forces.

There is no question now but that
there must be a cooperative and con-
certed effort by all world governments
and peoples to stop these acts of ter-
rorism. There can be no complete peace
in the Middle East until all governments
in the area cooperate in an effort to halt
the terrorist movement, and, instead,
direct their energies toward improving
conditions for their people and refugees.

Some will say that yesterday’s slaugh-
ter of children was partly caused by
Israel intransigence. But this is not so.
The Israel Government as well as sev-
eral Arab governments have been re-
cently cooperating in the most promising
peace effort that area has seen in over
25 years. With respect to this particular
incident, the Israel Cabinet was willing
to reverse their longstanding policy of
noncompliance with terrorist demands.
I quote directly from Mrs. Meir's tele-
vised speech following the incident:

The Cabinet decided that we do not wage
war on the backs of children. We decided to
meet the terrorists’' terms and to release 20
terrorists as they demanded.

Mrs. Meir went on to describe Israel
efforts to cooperate with the aid of the
French and Rumanian Ambassadors. But
the terrorists would not even grant the
opportunity for the Israel Government
to meet their demands. As Mrs. Meir
said:

We realized we could not manage in time.
Because at 5, the Rumanian Ambassador
reached us with this plan. And even if we
accepted it and even If we had agreed to
fly the children to an Arab country, there
was no possibility to do this, not even to
fly the people to Nicosia, get the code word
from them and afterwards fly the terrorists
and our children to some place, and all this
by 6. And we had no doubt whatsoever, as
the terrorists insisted stubbornly and firmly
that they would not budget a single minute
alter 6 P.M. And then it became 5:15, 5:20,
and they were not prepared to extend the
time, and there was no other possibility. And
we knew that all the children were in danger.

Mr. Speaker, the unhappy result is
history. We all mourn in sympathy with
the parents and friends of these chil-
dren. We pray for the wounded. And we
will not forget the courageous words of
Mrs. Meir:

And for all of us there is only one thing
left: to guard in the most careful manner
our strength and our spirit.

Our hopes lie in the continuing effort
toward peace in the Middle East. We
must go on with renewed determina-
tion to reach a lasting peace agreement:
we must not bow to the political motives
of the terrorists aimed at disrupting and
undermining the peace efforts. It is more
urgent now than ever that we achieve the
long sought end to all hostilities in the
Middle East.

MAALOT MASSACRE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. ANNUNZIO) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, yester-
day, May 15, as a result of another act
of brutal savagery on the part of Arab
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terrorist criminals, many innocent Israeli
teenagers were killed and many more
were injured at a school in Maalot, in
northern Israel.

I am cosponsoring a resolution, intro-
duced today by a bipartisan majority of
the Members of Congress, expressing the
outrage of the U.S. House of Representa-
tives toward this evil and repugnant dis-
regard for human decency and human-
ity’s moral standards.

The resolution condemns this barbar-
ity and all acts of terrorism and requests
the President and the Secretary of State
to call for international condemnation
of this despicable act. It also requests the
American Ambassador to the United Na-
tions to introduce a resolution of con-
demnation in the Security Council.

The Congress also urges—

The governments who harbor these groups
and individuals to take appropriate action to
rid thelr countries of those who subvert the
peace through terrorism and senseless vio-
lence.

Mr. Speaker, this slaughter of inno-
cents is all the more tragic because at the
moment it took place, intensive negotia-
tions were going on to bring an end to
all violence in the Middle East. Because
these negotiations were delayed, the
tragedy at Maalot threatens all prospects
for peace, and that sad fact alone affects
each and every one of us directly, and
indeed, all of mankind.

During this time of unspeakable grief
and sadness, I join all Americans in ex-
tending my deepest sympathy to the
families of the dead and wounded, and to
all of the people of Israel who must en-
dure these terrible losses. Even as we en-
ter this perlod of mourning, we must re-
new our hopes and our longing for the
day when all of the Middle East can live
in peace and security.

REGULATION OF THE INDUSTRY BY
THE INDUSTRY AND FOR THE IN-
DUSTRY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. PopeELn) is
recognized for 10 minutes. 1 id

Mr. PODELL. Mr. Speaker the princi-
ple of free enterprise is still alive and
strong in the United States. We have
come to a point in the development of
our economy, however, where the prac-
tice of free enterprise and open compe-
tition is being severely endangered by
the multibillion-dollar megacorporations
that have proposed and grown into eco-
nomic monsters capable of destroying
anything that threatens their hold.

One of the most frightening of these
monsters is the monopolistic complex
that controls the most important means
of modern communications—the tele-
phone; the AT, & T., ITT, Western Elec-
trie, Bell corporate conglomerate not only
controls our lines of communication, but
is now seeking to destroy its young com-
petition which deals in the private sale
of telephones.

This new industry is called intercon-
nect coming from the principle that
private telephone equipment is “inter-
connected” with the Bell lines for use.
Interconnect received its start in 1967
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with the Federal Communications Com-
mission’s Carter Phone decision which al-
lowed distributors other than AT. & T.
and its confederate companies to sell tel-
ephone equipment.

Since that decision, the interconnect
field has grown and small companies
have sprung up all over the country.
These companies sell equipment ranging
from the simple telephone, that is fa-
miliar in most homes, to complex switch-
ing equipment used in large businesses
and hotels.

Though most of the equipment sold
by these private phone companies is far
more modern and efficient than Bell can
offer, the chief advantage to the buyer
is financial. The interconnect customer
buys his equipment rather than renting
it from Bell. Depending on the method
he uses for financing, the customer will
eventually own his equipment and cease
paying equipment charged entirely. He
will also avoid the constantly increasing
costs of renting from Bell and stabilize
his costs when the equipment is free and
clear. With prices constantly rising, in-
terconnect was a welcome alternative in
communication equipment.

What does this mean to the average
consumer? It means that the private
phone user can buy and pay just once for
an extension to his home phone without
harrassment by the phone company or
expensive monthly rental charges. It
means that where there are elderly or
sick confined to an upstairs bedroom a
telephone extension can be provided at a
one-time cost to ease a difficult situation
now made all the worse by spiralling rate
increases now being sought by telephone
companies.

A.T. & T., therefore, had to act quickly,
and did so by instituting an “interfacing
tariff” on all lines connecting to private-
1y owned equipment. An interface is a
small three pronged device which Bell
installs between the wiring of the private
equipment and the Bell lines “in order to
protect the public utility lines from
damage by direct electrical connection
to foreign equipment”. An interface,
which has a value of about $30, is in-
stalled by Bell at a cost to the customer
of between $15 and $25 a line per month.
Thus, Bell and friends are not only hik-
ing the overall cost of interconnect
equipment up to a level more consistant
with their own charges, but are making
a nice profit on “self-protection”.

AT.&T. and AT. & T. alone, has been
the judge of whether or not equipment
must be interfaced. It has enforced the
interfacing requirement across the board,
with no exception, whether or not the
particular piece of equipment is or is
not electrically harmful to their lines.

AT, & T. thereby, regulates its compe-
tition. Though the courts have turned
over several cases against the interface
tariff to the FCC this Commission has
failed to establish overall guidelines on
the validity of the A.T. & T. claims, de-
spite the fact that on those cases that
have come up for hearings A.T. & T. in-
terfacing requirements have been found
to be illegal.

Congress must step in. We cannot al-
low one corporation to regulate another
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if free enterprise is still the basis of our
economy. We must put the regulation of
standards for private phone systems in
the proper hands where they can be
determined without bias to the con-
sumer. Further, we must end the reap-
ing of exorbitant profits under the pre-
tense of “self-protection” by AT. & T.

The FCC must not only determine
when interface is necessary, but must
approve devices based on their perform-
ance, not on who manufactures them.
We cannot allow this gross misuse of
power to go unchecked. We must act
now to insure small businesses the right
to grow or succumb on their own merits
not according to the interests of multi-
billion-dollar companies.

At this very moment AT. & T. is col-
lecting thousands of dollars in unearned
profits from consumers who decided to go
with the competition. This practice must
be stopped now. It is not only repugnant
to the rights of competition, but to the
freedom of choice of the individual who
is being penalized for exercising that
choice. We have to draw the line here
and now. It is already too late when
we look closely at this situation and find
that the corporation is not only regu-
lating its competition, but citizens and
Government agencies alike.

The FCC must replace A.T. & T. as the
controlling force in the new field of inter-
connect. We cannot permit this most
dangerous phenomenon to go unchecked
if we want the system of free enterprise
to survive,

Therefore, I am introducing legisla-
tion today to remedy this appalling sit-
uation. This legislation would first, re-
quire the Federal Communications Com-
mission to prescribe standards for all
equipment attached to the public utility
telephone lines, not only the individual
pieces of interconnect eguipment, but
the interface devices as well.

Second, it would prohibit any tele-
phone company from inhibiting the
connection of FCC approved equipment
to public utility lines. This legislation
would require that the FCC prescribe
its standards within 180 days after the
enactment of this act and grants them
the authority to assess violators up to
$1,000 per violation, each day being con-
sidered a separate violation.

This legislation is both necessary and
urgent. It is imperative that we act and
act swiftly to stop big business from
running roughshod over the American
people.

LEGISLATION TO EXTEND POSTAL
RATE ADJUSTMENTS

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

Mr. FORD. Mr, Speaker, on Monday.
May 13, the Subcommittee on Postal
Service on which I serve, unanimously
reported out S. 411 which last week
pessed the Senate by an overwhelming
margin of 71 to 11.

This legislation will extend the time
permitted certain mail users to adjust to
full postage rates. It is intended to deal
with the current crisis affecting access
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by the American people to magazines,
books, small newspapers and other edu-
cational and cultural materials. The ef-
fect of this legislation would be to extend
for a few additional years the time in
which the Congress would appropriate
funds to make up the revenue lost to the
Postal Service, thus permitting these
users to adjust more gradually to full
rates.

Under the provisions of this bill, the
number of years for the annual phasing
of second-class regular (magazines and
newspapers), special or hook-rate fourth
class (books and other educational mate-
rials) , and controlled circulation publica-
tions would be increased to 8 years from
the 5 years provided by the current law.

The number of years for the annual
phasing of preferred second class, non-
profit third-class, and the special fourth-
class library rates would be increased to
16 years from the 10 years provided by
the present law.

While I supported this bill in com-
mittee, I do not believe it goes far enough
in assuring the free flow of ideas through
the mails. In 1972 and again last year I
introduced the Education and Cultural
Postal Amendments, which would have
doubled the phasing of these rates from
5 to 10 years instead of the 3-year addi-
tion under S. 411. My bill would have also
written into the statute a new require-
ment that the Postal Rate Commission
take into account in recommending rates
the following criterion: “The education-
al, cultural, scientific and informational
value to the recipient of mail materials.”

The Education and Cultural Postal
Amendments which I introduced were
approved last year by the full Post Office
and Civil Service Committee; but un-
fortunately, due to the strong opposition
of the Nixon administration, my bill
could not even get a rule, and this body
was denied the opportunity to debate the
merits of my proposal.

Mr. Speaker, my chief concern since
enactment of the Postal Reorganiza-
tion Act has been the adverse effect
spiraling postal costs have on our Na-
tion’s schools and libraries. These are
the institutions most severely affected by
the increases in special rate fourth-class
(the book rate) since they pay the cost
of postage on the books they receive. The
rate increases which went into effect on
March 2 represent an additional 43 per-
cent increment for special rate fourth
class. This is six to eight times greater
than the average yearly increase voted by
gg%Congress over the period of 1940 to

‘Repeated testimony by the American
Library Association has estimated that
some 50 percent of books received by
libraries and college stores travel
through the mail. In the case of smaller
libraries, the volume of materials re-
ceived via the mails is closer to 90 per-
cent. Clearly, for schools and libraries
each dollar increase in postal charges re-
sults in equivalent decreases in the
amount of funds available for acquiring
up-to-date materials for their collec-~
tions.

While I would have preferred enact-
ment of my expanded version of this leg-
islation, I believe S. 411 is the best
available means of assuring the con-
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tinued dissemination of ideas through
the mails. Failure to act on this legisla-
tion will have an adverse impact on the
accessibility of informational services on
which a large percentage of the citizens
of this Nation depend.

Mr. Speaker, the principle of freedom
of speech, cherished as a foundation of
our democracy, can only be enhanced by
positive efforts to assure reasonable
postage rates for the transmission
through the mails of boooks, magazines,
and other scientific, cultural and educa-
tional matter. Once again, I would like
to emphasize that S. 411 is not intended
to set rates, but merely to reaffirm a long-
standing congressional policy to insure
the free flow of ideas through the mails.

I am hopeful that my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle will support this
legislation when it comes to the floor
for consideration.

THE UNITED STATES SHOULD SUS-
PEND DIPLOMATIC RELATIONS
WITH LEBANON; INSTITUTE ECO-
NOMIC SANCTIONS; CALL FOR

SECURITY COUNCIL

IMMEDIATE
SESSION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tlewoman from New York (Ms. ABZUG),
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Speaker, the news re-
ports from Israel of yesterday and this
morning bring anguish and grief to all
people. The murder of children is the
most heinous of all crimes. Yesterday's
actions by the Arab terrorists is beyond
the pale of human behavior.

Yesterday morning I cosponsored a
House resolution condemning the action
of the Arab terrorists and calling on the
President to direct the U.S. Ambassador
to the United Nations to secure a Secur-
ity Council resolution condemning this
act of terrorism. But the events of yes-
terday afternoon make the resolution
seem somehow inadequate.

Last night I sent the following tele-
gram to President Nixon and Secretary
of State Kissinger asking the United
States to suspend diplomatic relations
and institute economic sanctions against
Lebanon:

The murder of the Israell children 1is
ghastly and horrifying, but it requires more
than conventional expressions of regret. I
call upon our government to immediately
suspend diplomatic relations with Lebanon
and institute an economic boycott of that
nation until 1t acts decisively against these
heartless terrorists. Our government should
also call for an immediate and extraordinary
session of the U.N. Security Council to ex-
press its unanimous condemnation of this
terrible crime.

Clearly, this desperate and violent ac-
tion was intended to disrupt efforts to
find a peaceful solution to the Middle
East crisis. That effort must go on, and
the survival of the Israel nation and the
right of its people to live in peace and
security must be guaranteed.

GSA SEEKS TO PLAY BIG BROTHER

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

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Speaker, periodically
a Federal agency oversteps its legally
formalized bounds, challenges the Con-
gress and endangers the people by its
initiatives. Such a situation has just
been brought to light at the General
Services Administration, and I believe
the anatomy of this situation should be
aired on the floor of the House.

From time to time proposals have
been advanced that government create
a national data center of some kind.
Civil libertarians from all shades of the
political spectrum have risen in vigor-
ous opposition to such initiatives, mind-
ful of the potential for governmental
invasion of individual privacy. Ten years
ago such a proposal was exposed and
destroyed by an alert Congress. Today,
another attempt is being made to bring
such a system into being.

In meetings with GSA personnel, staff
members of the Subcommittee on For-
eign Operations and Government Infor-
mation of the House Government Oper-
ations Committee have unearthed ad-
missions of such a plan. Staff members
of Senator Ervin's Subcommittee on
Constitutional Rights joined in these ef-
forts. At issue is a GSA plan to create
a national telecommunications com-
puter network, ostensibly for GSA and
the Agriculture Department. These plans
have been formulated since mid-1972.

The 8-year effort envisions a five-site
network, with an optional four more
sites. Minimal cost for this creation,
largest nonmilitary computer acquisition
in American history, is $90 million, with
a possible figure of $200 million, with-
out cost escalation due to inflation. The
project is known as FEDNET, although
GSA people refer to it by its more inno-
cuous title of “new equipment project.”

In the past year, both subcommittees
have held hearings on this and related
subjects. GSA has appeared before both
bodies. Each time, the agency replied in
the negative when asked if new computer
networks were contemplated. When que-
ried in writing by both subcommittees
about new computer networks in this
timeframe, the agency replied in the
negative.

Meanwhile, using the automatic data
processing fund voted in good faith un-
der the Brooks bill—public law 89-396—
GSA began to quietly notify potential
contractors that procurement was en-
visioned.

This system is modular by nature, thus
making it capable of infinite expansion.
Talks were held between GSA and sev-
eral agencies, including Social Security,
Veterans’ Administration, Agriculture,
and Customs. The National Bureau of
Standards, required by law to do so, sup-
plied technical advice.

Because the system was deliberately
designed to be massive, only huge con-
tractors could support procurement,
guaranteeing the largest system possible.

Should such a system be created, vir-
tually every Federal agency would beat
a path to GSA’s door, knowing that only
in this manner could it guarantee access
to the most modern third generation of
computers. The telecommunications
aspect of the system is its most perni-
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cious aspect, allowing computers to ex-
change information. In effect, our pri-
vacy is today protected by fragmenta-
tion. FEDNET would end this protective
fragmentation, allowing any individual’s
privacy to be invaded who had inter-
acted in any way with the Federal Gov-
ernment. We would be dependent for our
privacy on the good will of the operators
of the system. And in light of the on-
going revelations in this city, the obvious
conclusions can be fairly drawn.

Using the ADP fund, GSA sought to
present Congress and the Nation with
a “fait accompli”, simultaneously ap-
proaching Congress with a measure al-
lowing it to use multiyear leasing. In
such a manner, not only would they be
able to use the ADP fund to procure
equipment, but with multiyear leasing
they would not have to come to the Con-
gress for years at a time for authori-
zation, appropriations, or oversight. It
was a total perversion of the Brooks bill,
the ADP fund, the intent of Congress
and the housekeeping function of GSA.

When I discovered this and queried
Mr, Sampson of the GSA, a number of
other Members of both bodies expressed
their strong feelings in communications
to the head of that agency. Senators
ErviN, GOLDWATER, and HRUSKA wrote
him in protest. Our distinguished col-
league, Mr. MoorHEAD, chairman of For-
eign Operations and Government Infor-
mation, protested. Vice President Forp
spoke out against FEDNET specifically
last Thursday in Chicago before the Na-
tional Computer Conference.

The White House Office of Telecom-
munications Policy has stated its reser-
vations, as had the Office of Management
and Budget. OMB has specifically asked
GSA to drastically curb its procurement.

This Tuesday, in Appropriations Com-
mittee hearings, when our distinguished
colleague, Ep RoyeaL of California, asked
that Mr. Sampson submit FEDNET
plans in writing to Congress, Mr. Samp-
son vehemently demurred, leaving us to
draw the obvious conclusions. Mr, Samp-
son piously mouthing his desire to pro-
tect everyone’s privacy, has evinced his
intention to continue with procurement
of the system for GSA and Agriculture,
openly inviting Congress to fly a kite.

It is central to the thrust of this state-
ment that Members know that today no
system is known by the computer indus-
try whereby time sharing can be pre-
vented from becoming data sharing.
IBM is presently engaged in a $50 mil-
lion crash program aimed at finding
some crude method of preventing this, to
protect its worried commercial clients.
Yet Mr. Sampson speaks of protecting
the privacy of Americans. In the name
of heaven, how? It is impossible, Yet he
proposes to continue building his totally
unauthorized system.

This system is so large, and possesses
such potential for invading the privacy
of every citizen, that it cannot be com-
menced without specific congressional
approval. Intensive hearings are re-
gquired and written submissions must be
made by the agency. GSA seems to be-
lieve it is a law unto itself Therefore,
the Congress must remind this agency
that it is subject to congressional over-
sight and approval. Further, I believe
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these hearings should also serve an over-
sight function, for the circumstances
surrounding GSA’s activities vis-a-vis
FEDNET are so unusual as to require
such probing.

At this point T include appropriate cor-
respondence on FEDNET in my remarks
for the enlightenment of this House:

U.S. BENATE,
May 6, 1974.
Tep TrRiMMER, Esq.
General Counsel, General Services Adminis-
tration, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. TrRmmmer: On Friday, May 3, at
your suggestion, you and other members of
the GSA met with members of the Consti-
tutional Rights Subcommitiee staff and
those of Congressmen Moss and Moorehead.
The subject of the meeting was the proposed
FEDNET project which just recently came
to our attention.

The FEDNET proposal raises serlous issues
of privacy and the role of Congress in pol-
icy declsions in this area. As now contem-
plated, the proposal is to combine procure-
ment and systems design to be compatible
with those of other government agencles,
with a view to cooperative computer usage in
the future. At present the plan envisages
compatible systems for GSA and the De-
partment of Agriculture, but with the ca-
pabllity of adding other departments in the
future., Such a massive system poses the
possibility of nationwide computer sharing,
with obvious and immense implications for
privacy. Indeed a similar proposal In the
1960's for a National Data Center was re-
jected by Congress after much public out-
cry. Congress received an explicit commit-
ment then that no such project would be
undertaken without full public debate and
express statutory authority. It is our under-
standing that GBA has proceeded with its
project on the good faith belief that it has
full statutory authority already and that
the privacy implications were minor or non-
existent.

We understand that in the meeting you
and your assoclates acknowledged that our
privacy concerns are valid and agreed that
GSA should review the project in this light.
It is our strong belief that we must subject
the FEDNET concept and similar major data
systems proposals to full legislative scrutiny
and to require explicit legislative authoriza-
tion before any of them are undertaken. You
expressed your personal view that these would
be appropriate for FEDNET, and sald you
would urge that GSA take the position that
the FEDNET concept should be the subject
of express statutory authorization. You also
agreed that a letter would be forthcoming
from GSA to us and other interested legis-
lators by May 10 containing GSA’s decislon
on this point.

We cannot stress too much our insistence
that this is the only way to proceed. Public
and congressional concern with privacy
makes it necessary that all such proposals
recelve public scrutiny of this kind. In this
regard, you may be familiar with proposals
we have introduced (S. 2963-Ervin, 5. 2964-
Hruska and 8. 2810-Goldwater), and which
have already been the subject of hearings be-
fore the Constitutional Rights Subcommittee.
The President’s Privacy Commission, headed
by Vice-President Ford, was established for
this purpose.

We appreciate the speed with which you
acknowledged the validity of this concern,
and the promise of full cooperation that you
made. We look forward to Mr. Sampson’s let-
ter and we are confident that with this joint
cooperation, both the legitimate needs of ecit-
izen privacy and government efliciency can
be accommodated.

With kindest wishes,

Sincerely,
Sam J. Ervin, Jr.,
Roman L. HRUSKA,
BARRY GOLDWATER.

May 16, 197}

HOUSE oF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D.C., May 8, 1974.
Hon. ArTHUR F. SamMPsoN,
Administrator, General Services Administra-
tion, Washington, D.C.

DeaR MR. ADMINISTRATOR: As you know,
staffl members of the House Committee on
Government Operations and Senate Com-
mittee on the Judiciary met with key offi-
clals of your agency regarding plans for a
national computer and communications net-
work called FEDNET.,

During the course of this meeting ques-
tlons arose as to some of the potential dan-
gers of such a system to the right of pri-
vacy. The fears were expressed because of 1.)
the modular nature of the system which
permits many Government agencies to be-
come a part of it; and 2.) the simplicity in
converting such a system from strictly time-
sharing to a data-sharing operation.

If both of these possibilities became a
reality, the result would be a national data
center. Assurances were given to this com-
mittee several years ago that no national
data center ever would be established with-
out the specific authorization of the
Congress,

From the comments of your officials, it is
apparent that little or no consideration was
given to the invasion of privacy possibilities
of the system or that it could easlly become
subject to legislation currently pending in
Congress in regard to citizen access to rec-
ords, transfer control and proposed rights
to correct and supplement data.

In our opinion, the FEDNET plan is
fraught with major policy implications
which require detailed review by Congress
before steps are taken to advance it beyond
current applicability.

With kind regards,

Bincerely,
WiLLiam S. MOORHEAD,
Chairman.

REMARKES BY VICE PRESIDENT GERALD R. FORD

I thank you for this opportunity to address
the 1974 National Computer Conference and
Exposition.

The invitation extended by the American
Federation of Information Processing Socle-
ties was timely. I am learning about com-
puter technology and data processing from
the viewpoint of my new responsibilities as
Chairman of the Domestic Council Commit-
tee on the Right of Privacy.

I am aware that the notion of leaving the
protection of individual privacy to Govern-
ment officials has been compared to asking
the fox to protect the chicken coop. But five
months ago—when the most intense investi-
gation ever focused on a nominee for the
Vice Presidency was directed at me—I awak-
ened to the privacy issue in a very real and
personal sense. I was one of the chickens.

On a previous visit to Chicago, I had occa-
slon to refer to some foxes who passed them-
selves off as elephants In the 1972 election.
I am speaking of some characters in the
CREEP organization and CREEP's invasion
of the privacy of political opponents. This
made me more aware of what could happen
to our sacred right to privacy. I deplore such
violations of traditional standards of honesty
and decency in our political life.

I told President Nixon of my concerns, and
he appointed me chairman of the Committee
on the Right of Privacy. I welcome the
challenge.

I know that there have been previous com-
mitments, previous studies, and previous rec-
ommendations to deal by legislation with
privacy problems. It is too early to forecast
the outcome. I realize that too many findings
have been ignored and too little actually
done. The time has come for action. I will do
all in my power to get results.

My first act as chairman involved com-
plaints about an Executive Order of the
President that permitted the Department of
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Agriculture to review the income tax returns
of farmers to obtain data for statistical pur-
poses. The President asked me to look into
the matter, I immediately discussed the
Executive Order with Secretary Butz and rec-
ommended that it be withdrawn. The Presi-
dent accepted my recommendation.

Let me tell you about the development of
the Committee that I head. I wanfed to
chalr this Committee with a staff of our
own selection. I asked my former law part-
ner, Philip Buchen—a distinguished advo-
cate of personal freedom—to come to Wash-
ington as the Committee's Executive Direc-
tor.

Interagency task forces were formed to
make recommendations. Contributions have
come also from the Congress, State govern-
ments, industry, citizens’ groups, private in-
dividuals, academic experts, and some Fed-
eral agencies not represented on the Com-
mittee. We wish to invite our hosts, the
American Federation of Information Proc-
essing Societies, and all constituent groups
to become involved.

Today I would like to cite an example of
a development that concerns our committee.
The Government's General Services Admin-
istration has distributed specifications for
bids on centers throughout the country for
a massive new computer network. It would
have the potential to store comprehensive
data on individuals and Institutions.

The contemplated system, known as FED-
NET, would link Federal agencies in a net~
work that would allow GSA to obtain per-
sonal Iinformation from the files of many
Federal departments. It is portrayed as the
largest single governmental purchase of
clvillan data communication equipment in
history.

I am concerned that Federal protection of
individual privacy is not yet developed to the
degree necessary to prevent FEDNET from
being used to probe into the lives of individ-
uals.

Before building a nuclear reactor, we de-
sign the safeguards for its use. We also re-
quire environmental Iimpact statements
specifying the anticipated effect of the re-
actor’s operation on the environment. Prior
to approving a vast computer network affect-
ing ‘personal lives, we need a comparable
privacy impact statement. We must also con-
sider the fall-out hazards of FEDNET to
traditional freedoms.

I can today make known that the Privacy
Commitiee staff is proceeding with a project
to develop recommendations for assuring
that personal privacy rights are given sys-
tematic and careful consideration in the
planning, coordination, and procurement of
Federal data processing and data communi-
cations systems.

Our objective Is to formulate an action
plan by June 30. An interagency task force
has been given the assignment.

Asslgnments have also been made for other
task forces to work on problems involving:

Social security numbers;

Protection of personal privacy interests of
Consumers,

Mavx 9, 1974,
Hon. ArTHUR F. SAMPSON,
Administrator, General Services Administra-
tion, Washington, D.C.

Dear Arr: This is in regard to your April
2, 1974, letter concerning GSA's proposed
acquisition of ADP and telecommunications
equipment. We have carefully reviewed the
extensive volume of material supplied by
GSA and have discussed the matter with rep-
resentatives of the Department of Agricul-
ture and the Office of Telecommunications
Policy.

We have concluded that your pending Re-
quest for Proposal (RFP CDPA 74-14) to
acquire nine computer sites and a data com-
munications network should be withdrawn.
The proposed data communications net-
work is not responsive to the Department of
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Agriculture requirements. Moreover, the
pending procurement is inconsistent with
guidance of the Office of Telecommunications
Policy which has called for fermination of
the proposal.

There is no economic advantage to the
proposed acquisition of the Initial GSA site.
More importantly, there are a number of
viable alternatives which would satisfy CSA's
internal processing requirements. These in-
clude: Reutilization of Agriculture’s IBM
70-168 computer which will be replaced
by the new equipment now being procured,
use of excess USDA ecapacity which will be
avallable at the new sites, purchase of a
smaller computer for GSA for uce along with
commercial ADP services.

With regard to the three optional GSA
sites, there is no identifiable workload as-
soclated with there machines nor is there an
assurance that this particular configura-
tion will satisfy future needs. In addition,
considering the “single prime contractor”
approach of the RFP, the relative inflexibil-
ity of the data communications require-
ments, and the potentially limited com-
petition, the solicitation for these three
options is not without inherent cost to the
Government. Finally, the proposed acquisi-
tion of ADP and telecommunications capa-
bility for unspecified uses poses a serious
potential threat to the right of privacy at
a time when this, issue™s under intense re-
view by the Executive Branch and the Con-
Eress.

In view of the above consideration, GSA
should take the following actions:

1, Immediately withdraw the Request for
Proposal (RFP).

2. Reissue a new RFP limited to four firm
and two optional sites (one for USDA and
one for GSA). The GSA option should only
be exercised after a thorough review of avail-
able alternatives and the necessary budget
approval has been obtalned.

3. The communication requirements
should be acquired separately in accordance
with OTP guidance and should be restated
in a manner acceptable to the users.

Any procurement of ADP and telecom-
munications equipment or services with
funds available to GSA may be obligated
only in accordance with guidance contained
in this letter.

Sincerely,
Roy L. AsH,
Director.

HousE oF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D.C., May 15, 1974,
ARTHUR SAMPSON,
Administrator, General Services Administra-
tion, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr, ApMINISTRATOR: I am afraid that
your May 10th, 1974 letter leaves several
questions unanswered, only partially answers
others and offers responses to some quaries
that are prone to misinterpretation.

To begin with, according tv my best in-
formation there Is no existing system or
contemplated system known to the computer
industry guaranteeing that time-sharing on
computers will no* be turned into date shar-
ing. If T am in error I will be pleased to
review your proof of my error.

IBM is engaged presently in a crash 8§50
million undertaking to find even a few prim-
itive barriers to such Invasions of privacy
among computer users. If they cannot offer
such a defense to their massive list of ~om-
mercial users, how does FEDNET propose to
do so? Therefore, your disclaimers and assur-
ances of seeking to avold any invasion of
privacy under such a system are, although
sincere, meaningless in an effective sense.

I have been Joined in voicing vigorous pro-
tests against this endeavor by a bipartisan
group of people in public life. You have re-
ceived such communications from Vice Presi-
dent Ford, Senators Ervin, Goldwater and

15039

Hruska, Congressman Mocrhead of Penn-
sylvania, the Office of Management and
Budget and the White House Office of Tele-
communications Policy. OMB has formally
asked you to drastically curb the limits of
your ongoing procurement effort, Neverthe-
less, in spite of these efforts, you inform me
that GSA is going ashead with its plans to
bring into being telecommunications com-
puter network, on a modular basis, between
GSA and the Department of Agriculture.

Both the Subcommittee on Foreign Opera-
tions and Government Information of the
House Government Operations Committee
and the Senate Constitutional Rights Sub-
committee have held hearings on this subject
in the past year. GSA appeared before both
of them. In each case, GSA whs asked
whether or not new computer systems were
being contemplated. In each case, GSA told
these two committees that no such effort
was underway. Yet your own personnel have
informed Congressional staff people on these
two subcommittees in recent meetings that
FEDNET was begun in summer of 1872. Both
these subcommittees repeated their querles
in writing to GSA and received the same
negative responses. Obvious conclusions can
be drawn from these findings.

It is obvious to me and a growing number
of Congressional observers that both the
intent and will of Congress In creating the
Automatic Data Processing Fund are being
willfully violated by BSA in forging ahead
with FEDNET. Such action is a perversion
of the ADP fund and Congressional intent.
Intensive hearings are required because of
the unprecedented size of this procurement
and the system it envisions. Its potential
impact on our society and privacy of every
American is so vast and pervasive that ex-
plieit Congressional approval must be given,

Ten years ago, when another such nation-
al data center was proposed, the Congress
expressed its fears for the privacy of Amer-
icans.

On May 9th, 1974, Vice President Ford
stated his concerns to the National Computer
Conference:

*“1 am concerned that Federal protection
of individual privacy is not yet developed to
the degree necessary to prevent FEDNET
from being used to probe into the lives of
individuals . . . We must also consider the
fallout hazards of FEDNET to traditional
freedoms.”

In light of this overwhelming evidence, I
find your vehemently expressed reluctance
in House Appropriations Committee testi-
mony on May 14th, 1974 when asked to sub-
mit FEDNET plans in writing to Congress,
difficult to understand, and can only draw
obvious conclusions.

I am therefore proceeding to request that
formal oversight hearings be held in both
houses of Congress info this state of af-
fairs, and that appropriations for this un-
dertaking be withheld from your agency.

JoHN E,. Moss,
Member of Congress.
THE LARGEST CIVILIAN GOVERNMENT CoM-
MUNICATIONS PROCUREMENT IN HISTORY
IMPACT

Bids on “the largest clivillan government
data communications procurement in his-
tory"” were about to be requested by the
General Services Administration (GSA) as
we went to press. Worth “over $100 million,"
according to one knowledgeable source, the
RFP encompasses & nationwide packet-
switched network, and represents the first
phase in development of a consolidated gov-
ernment-wide information wutility called
FEDNET, which is likely to have far-reach-
ing impact not only on data communications
technology, but also on government dp sys-
tems procurements.

M. Shy Meeker, commissioner of GSA’s
Automated Data and Telecommunications
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Bervice (ADTS), the agency that will man-
age the new supersystem, indicated its ef-
fect on procurement policy during a recent
speech in Dallas:

“We ... see FEDNET becoming an Indi-
spensable tool to GSA and other agencies for
responding to and managing future change.”
‘While this “does not mean we will operate
all, or even a majority, of the government’'s
teleprocessing activities, it does mean that
(the upcoming procurement) will allow us
to start to link the vast majority of federal
computers into a truly integrated teleproces-
sing resource.”

Meeker estimated that the new data com-
munications network (DCN), as it evolves
into FEDNET, “will allow GSA to satisfy 50%
of the growth (in federal teleprocessing
needs) over the next 8-10 years." Remaining
needs will be met by continuing to let user
agencies acquire their own systems, con-
tracting with private service bureaus, and
negotiating bulk hardware,/software buys via
“mandatory reguirements contracts,” on be-
half of agencies with similar requirements.
“But we will do all of this with an eye to-
ward government-wide needs instead of in-
dividual agency needs,” Meeker added, “and
we will link major systems with (FEDNET)
to insure easy communication and maximum
utilization.”

The new network, ultimately, will “make
virtually every modern computer in the gov-
ernment accessible anywhere in the nation,”
explained Meeker. “So, when agency X has
a requirement for information processing,
it will have a number of alternatives. If the
requirement is small or of short duration,
we'll find time for that requirement on a
government-owned machine or on a com-
mercial machine, under government con=-
tract. If the requirement ls a large one or
of a continuing nature, we or the agency
might go out into the marketplace to pro-
cure, on a competitive basis, a machine to
do the job, and tie it Into the data network.
If, because of unforseen circumstances, the
agency does not fill the machine, its link to
the data network would assure that its ex-
cess time could be sold to another agency.
Or, on the other hand, if the agency outgrew
a machine, but could not justify acquisition
of another, then we would find time on a
brand-name specialized system designed to
meet spillover demand.”

FEDNET 1s one of four big steps beinhg
planned by GBSA to improve dp system
utilization within the federal establishment,
Meeker explained.

Multi-year leasing

Leglslation is now pending in the Senate,
and is expected to be introduced shortly in
the House, enabling the agency to expand
its use of multi-year leasing, The main aim
is to cut costs—not only by exploiting the
lower charges inherent in multi-year leases
compared to one-year contracts, but also by
creating a pool of used equipment that can
eliminate some agency acquisitions of new
equipment.

If GSA obtains expanded multi-year leas-
ing authority, the next step, although 1it's
some time away, according to Meeker, will be
full capitalization of the adp revolving fund
set up by the Brooks bill. Basically, GSA
would take title to all the general purpose
computers in the federal government. As
Meeker explained it recently in Dallas: “Full
capitalization includes the concept that GSA
would have all of the government’s adp dol-
lars in its pocket in order to deal with the
government's adp suppliers for discounts . . .
In addition, (full capitalization) would per-
mit GSA to employ government-wide needs
as a basls for lease versus purchase detér-
minations, taking into consideration sec-
ondary usage or residual value, and would
permit GSA eventually to establish govern-
ment-wide prices for the use of adp which
would encourage realistic sharing of existing
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resources.” Full capitalization also would en-
able GSA to "directly compare government
cost to commercial cost, and permit the
President and Congress to be aware of the
actual adp cost of the various agencies' pro-
grams as they review them in the annual
budget process.”

Service Bureau discounts

Within the next month, GSA 1s expected
to announce a new scheme for contracting
with outside service bureaus. The basic goal
is to reduce the costs of outside computa-
tional services, which currently amount to
roughly #50 mlillion & year, Computer
Sclences Corp. (CSC) has the biggest single
slice of this business—about $12 million/
year. It won a GSA contract several months
ago to service federal agencies across the
nation, by offering machine time at dis-
counted rates.

The discount, which varies depending upon
volume, currently averages close to 40%. The
other federal contracts for computational
services are negotiated by the using agencles
and generally don't include discounts. GSA
hopes to change all that. One way was sug-
gested by Meeker in Dallas when he said
the agency was considering the establish-
ment of “mandatory multiple award schedule
contracts for the entire service bureau in-
dustry”—i.e. vendors would be listed on a
procurement schedale, like those now used
for hardware and software, and federal users
would be able to procure time only from
them. To get listed on the schedule, how=-
ever, the service bureaus would have to offer
discounts.

Although Meeker and other GSA officlals
don’t emphasize it, one major effect of these
changes will be to give the agency greater
control over federal dp expenditures, and the
ugers less. Asked whether this shift might
cause problems, Meekers indicated that it
shouldn't because, under the Brooks bill,
GSA can't interfere with a user agency's de-

cisions regarding system requirements, spec-
ifications, or applications.

THE SYSTEM

GSA’s upcoming rip encompasses computer
systems for a maximum of nine dp centers,
as well as the hardware and software needed
for the network. Four of these centers will
be operated by the Department of Agricul-
ture; they will be used entirely for that
agency's in-house dp requirements, The re-
maining centers are to be operated by GSA,
and will offer service bureau services to the
entire federal government. Capability to han-
dle both interactive and remote batch jobs
is requested in the rip (although the latter
applications won’t be supported initially).

GSA plans to start with one new service
bureau center, and hopes to add the others at
two year Intervals. This first center will in-
terface with the 10 service bureaus GSA is
now operating, and will supplement the ap-
plications they are supporting on second-
generation systems. These latter systems will
be replaced, over the next 3—4 years, through
a separate procurement.

The result of all these buys, said Meeker,
will be an in-house service bureau network
with “many times the computing capacity"”
of the present one.

He and other GSA officlals refused to dis-
cuss the rip (because it hadn't yet been is-
sued), but from outside sources we learned
that the design calls for a packet-switched
network based on a maximum overall mes-
sage block length of 1024 characters, of which
about 1000 represent data. Ultimately, there
will be eight computerized switching centers
(SCs), connected to each other and to the
adp centers by 9600 bps, or higher-speed
channels. Users will be linked to these cen-
ters through a total of 16 minl-computerized
regional concentrators (RCs); 4800 bps,
channels will connect the RCs to the SCs,
and channels between the terminals and
the RCs will have a maximum capacity of
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2400 bps. The ultimate system Is designed to
support “several thousand' terminals,

Each RC reportedly will have approxi-
mately 48 Input ports and dual output chan-
nels. SCs will have four output and 12 input
channels. The network is configured so that
each adp center is tied to two SCs, and each
SC is tied to two RCs; this arrangement is
designed to minimize delays in case of trans-
mission link failure,

The network will utilize a synchronous,
continuous bit stream to transmit messages,
and thus will be completely code transparent.
Both synchronous and asynchronous ter-
minals will be attachable to the extremities
of the net. In many cases, according to our
sources, a special interface will be needed to
‘connect an already-installed remote ter-
minal, particularly if it's a computer. Essen-
tially, this is because of differences between
terminal and network communication pro-
tocols (although the latter haven't been
worked out yet—GSA apparently is relying on
the bidders to develop workable schemes).

It hasn't yet been decided whether the
interface, analogous to the “terminal inter-
face processor’ (TIP) used by the ARPA
network, will be supplied by GSA as part of
the network package. If not, the user would
have to acquire it on his own.

The goal is to transmit a typical message
through the network in two seconds or less,
The system will be monitored continuously
from a central location, but whether GSA
provides dynamic load balancing reportedly
depends on what bidders offer. A decision on
the scheme for rerouting traffic around a
falled link is also being deferred until after
the bids come in.

Soft spots

A data communications engineer who is
familiar with the rfp says the network design
“seems to be adequate” but he pointed to a
number of “soft spots.”

The ACK/NAK procedure GSA plans to use
will add significantly to transmission over-
head. Essentially, each network node must
acknowledge receipt of each message from
the preceding node, even in the case of
interactive communications. In other sys-
tems, we were told, no ACK/NAK, as such,
is used for interactive traffic. If the sénder
doesn't receive a reply within a specified
time, he simply sends the message again,
Also, in the GSA network, each node will
keep a copy of the message in secondary
memory until it receives an ACK from the
following node. An alternative scheme, which
reportedly reduces the need for memory, in-
volves keeping a record at the network entry
point until an acknowledgement is received
from the exlt point.

The network will have no polling capa-
bility, even though there is said to be a
“substantial need"” for it. Adding polling
software to the RCs reportedly would be
“gquite possible.” RJE applications also will
be excluded, although this is apparently
justfied, on the grounds that RJE mes-
sages—because of their length—don’t make
efficlent use of packet technology.

Whether users will have a voice in the
operation of the network, particularly re-
garding such matters as charges, terminal
interfaces, and communications protocols, is
“an open question,” according to our source.
ADTS Commissioner Mecker, when we inter-
viewed him, said GSA plans to establish a
user group.

Although bids will be accepted from spe-
clalized carriers, software firms, data com-
munications front end manufacturers, and
mainframers, it will be far easler for the
latter group to compete, since benchmarks
will be required. Reporiedly, some manu-
facturers of data communications equipment
have already complained to GSA about this
aspect of the buy. But our source pointed
out that, with the probable exception of
IBM, all the mainframers who bid probably
will form joint ventures with specialized
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firms. Univac is already rumored to be
negotiating a joint venture with GTE and
CSC.

The procurement plan reportedly will
allow vendors four months to prepare their
bids. The first installation, we were told, is
scheduled for mid-1975.

THE ANNIVERSARY OF BROWN
AGAINST BOARD OF EDUCATION:
A LANDMARK DECISION

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

Mr. EOCH. Mr. Speaker, it will be 20
years ago tomorrow that the Supreme
Court of the United States concluded
that the doctrine of “separate but equal”
has no place in the field of public educa-
tion. The ruling in Brown against Board
of Education that “separate education
facilities are inherently unequal” will
remain a landmark in the history of the
U.S. Constitution. No other judicial deci-
sion in our history has so galvanized the
moral conscience of the Nation and al-
tered its social landscape. I speak today
in commemoration and praise of this
decision and those who argued the case
for the plaintiffs.

Particularly, I want to recognize two
lawyers who represented the NAACP in
the Brown case. Robert L. Carter is cur-
rently a U.S. district judge. Jack Green-
berg, director of the NAACP Legal De-
fense and Education Fund since 1961,
has written extensively on race relations
and the American legal system. I salute
both men for their effective advocacy
in the Brown case and their consider-
able achievements in the years hence.

No one would deny that the imple-
mentation of Brown has caused tensions
which have put our unity as a people to
the severest test. Its implications have
raised perplexing issues which are not
close to resolution. But no one should
have expected Brown to be anything but
the beginning of the struggle for racial
equality. And that struggle will always be
difficult, for the problem it addresses has
pervaded American society for 200 years.
The problems that have plagued us since
Brown should not be permitted to ob-
scure the wisdom of that decision. The
moral force of its insistence that racial
segregation is a violation of the guaran-
tee of equal protection of the law re-
mains as strong today as it was 20 years
ago.

EQUAL CREDIT LEGISLATION WITH-
OUT REGARD TO SEX, MARITAL
STATUS, ET CETERA

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

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Speaker, today Chair-
man LEoNor SuLrivan of the House Con-
sumer Affairs Subcommittee is introduc-
ing on behalf of 13 of the 15-member
subcommittee, a bill to provide equal
credit opportunities for all without re-
gard to sex, marital status, race, color,
religion, national origin, or age. This
legislation is more fully described in the
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statement which Chairman SULLIVAN is
making today. The purpose of this legis-
lation is to remove from a controversial
bill covering a broad spectrum of con-
sumer inequities, protective measures to
eliminate the discrimination that exists
today in the issuance of credit. The com-
mittee worked long and hard in drafting
the bill. All legislation can be improved.
The bill will be the subject of public
hearings and the committee welcomes
any constructive proposal to make the
bill better.

It is my hope that the subcommittee
will hold its hearings in June and report
the bill to the full committee for its
consideration before the end of the

month. It is imperative that this legisla-.

tion be passed by the House and sent to
conference with its Senate counterpart
introduced by Senator Brock of Ten-
nessee so that the strongest, most effec-
tive legislation on this subject can be
enacted into law this year. I very much
appreciate the kind comments that
Chairman SvLLivan included in her
statement and her acknowledgment of
my efforts in formulating a coalition be-
hind this bill. -

SOVIET PRESENCE IN CUBA

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

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I have
called to the attention of this House on
numerous occasions the continuing So-
viet military presence in Cuba. As I have
noted, we have the good fortune to have
in my area Dr. Manolo Reyes, an emi-
nently qualified expert on military mat-
ters involving Cuba.

Dr. Reyes has given me an update on
the Cuban milifary situation which
should be a subject of grave concern to
us all and I would like fo share it with
our colleagues and with all who read
this Recorp. I include in the Recorp the
following summary of Dr. Reyes’ state-
ment for the House Internal Security
Committee, of which I am a member:

MILITARY SITUATION IN CUBA

The undersigned, Dr. Manolo Reyes, tem-
porarily residing at 243 S.W. 26th Road,
Miami, Florida 33129, speaking before the
United States Internal Security Commit-
tee of the House of Representatives in Wash-
ington, D.C., stated the following:

On October 17th, 1973 I appeared before
the above-named Committee in Washington,
Congressman Claude Pepper presided.

On that occasion, I declared before the
Committee the actual threat Russian naval
squadrons going to Cuba represent to the
peace and security of the United States and
the Continent. Those visits include war
ships and nuclear submarines.

At the same time I was delivering this
statement in Washington, D.C., a new Rus~
slan naval task force appeared in Cuban
waters, It was the eleventh of its kind to
appear in Cuba since July 1969. When they
left Cuba they were sighted 9 miles off the
coast of Fort Lauderdale,

Now a new development has occurred.

The 12th naval fleet of the Soviet Union is
anchored in Cuban waters.

It is composed of two destroyers, one
tanker and one ballistic missile submarine.
Even though this submarine is a diesel sub
and not nuclear . . . it carries three nuclear
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missiles called “SERB" with a range of 750
miles,

This occurrence in itself breaks any
pact . . . if there is one . . . between Wash-
ington and Moscow not to have Intercon-
tinental Ballistic Missiles in Cuba . . . &s
these missiles are intercontinental due to
their range.

This G-2 Class submarine is one of the
largest Soviet subs and was built between
1958 and 1962.

It has 86 men, 22 officers and T4 crewmem-
bers. Its speed is 17.6 miles on the surface
and 17 miles submerged. It carries 10 tor-
pedoes on the bow. It is 320 feet long and
25 feet wide. On the surface it displaces
2,350 tons and under water, 2,800 tons.

This is the second time that a power-
ful and dangerous submarine of this type
from Soviet Union has gone to Cuba. The
first one arrived in Nipe Bay In May, 1972.
Now this submarine visited Havana from
April 30th to May 6th and is visiting dif-
ferent ports and bays of Cuba including, of
course, the Soviet Naval facility of Cien-
fuegos in the southern part of the Island.

This Soviet Submarine is accompanied
by two of the largest war destroyers in the
Russian arsenal. They are called Krivak
Class guided-missile destroyers.

These destroyers are 405 feet long, displace
5,200 tons fully loaded and can make a speed
of 38 knots. The use of eight sets of gas
turbine engines gives the Krivak a rapid ac-
celeration that cannot be matched by steam
driven ships.

The Erivak also may be the most heavily-
armed ship of her size in the world. It has
four surface-to-surface missiles with a range
of 40 miles, two twin-armed surface-to-air
missile launchers, two rocket launchers for
antisubmarine rockets, eight torpedoe tubes
and four 30 mm. machine guns.

The sole presence of these war ships in
the Caribbean is a threat to the peace and
security of the nations of this Hemisphere
and a direct threat to the United States
because of Cuba’s proximity to these shores.

Dr. ManoLo REYES.

Mramz, May 9, 1974.

KILL THE LITTLE CHILDREN

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

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, to those
of us reared on the thought of “let the
little children come unto me,” it is hor-
rifying to realize that brutal terrorists
exist who are capable of condoning a
policy of “kill the little children’” in the
furtherance of their geopolitical ambi-
tions in the Middle East.

I am appalled that the 26th anniver-
sary of the establishment of the State
of Israel, in which I played a significant
part in the 1940’s, should be marked
this week by the savage assault of Arab
terrorists on a school filled with children
on a carefree holiday.

The horror of this effort of ruthless
Arab terrorists to hold these children
hostage, which resulted in the loss of so
many young lives, emphasizes the long
history of suffering by the Jewish people
which led to the overwhelming support
of the peoples of the world for the crea-
tion of an independent homeland for
the Jews.

Twenty-six years ago, the homeland
of the Jewish people was officially re-
stored to them. Out of the holocaust of
World War II, the untold sufferings of
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innocent victims, arose the promise of
a bright tomorrow. The Jewish people
had come home.

Let us pause to remember that histori-
cal day, May 14, 1948, As David Ben-
Gurion read the Proclamation of State-
hood for the State of Israel, the words
of the prophets were fulfilled. A dream
crystallized into reality. Yet, the very
existence of this newly created state was
immediately threatened by hostile
neighbors. Nevertheless, the spirited de-
termination of its people, both at home
and abroad, resisted all attacks upon
Israel’s sovereignty. The very essence of
the Jewish people was at stake. Time
and time again, the challenge was met.
The democratic state of Israel continues
to grow and flourish.

The accomplishments of this remark-
able state are many. Despite recurring
demands upon its manpower and re-
sources, for the first two decades of state-
hood, Israel’s economy has rapidly ex-
panded with sizable increases in the an-
nual GNP of between 10 and 14 percent.
In foreign trade, the United States con-
tinues to be Israel’s primary trading
partner, followed by the United Kingdom
and the Federal Republic of Germany.

The United States has shown its solid
support of Israel by extending substan-
tial economic and military aid. Following
the Yom Kippur war, $2.2 billion was
provided for emergency military assist-
ance in addition to regular aid pro-
grams. The United States has also en-
deavored to assist Israel in the resettle-
ment of Soviet Jewish refugees through
the provision of $36.5 million.

At the same time, Israel itself has pro-
vided technical assistance to the less de-
veloped countries. All in all, Israel has
assumed an active role in international
economiec affairs.

The achievements on the domestic
front are also noteworthy. Israel has been
able to deal successfully with the social
and environmental problems resulting
from the rapid shift to an industrialized
economy from an agricultural one,

The Government of Israel is committed
to accept all Jews who wish to settle in
the homeland. As a result, housing and
urban development programs have been
drawn up to assure accommodations for
the continual flow of immigrants, most
notably the recent wave of oppressed
Soviet Jews. Owning 92 percent of the
land, the state has established several
different types of villages, which are or-
ganized to help the inhabitants adjust
to their newly chosen way of life in the
land of Moses and Abraham.

On this 26th anniversary of the return
to the Promised Land, let me reaffirm
my belief in lsrael as a state and yet
much more, as a testament to the
strength of the heroic Jewish people.
Having withstood the test of time, Israel
seeks to live in peace, a goal not outside
the realm of the possible.

I can assure you that I will continue
to voice strong support for Israel. It is
in our national interest to help Israel
maintain itself as an independent, for-
ward-looking country against the forces
of oppression. Israel shall endure,
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THE GENIUS OF MORRIS LAPIDUS

(Mr. PEPPER asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include extra-
neous matter.)

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I wish to
take this occasion to commend an indi-
vidual whose resourcefulness and genius
have contributed enormously toward
making Miami Beach the world’s fore-
most resort community. That individual
is architect Morris Lapidus. More than
any other person, he has been respon-
sible for creating the soaring, glittering,
majestically sweeping skyline of Miami
Beach that has become one of our Na-

. tion’s best recognized symbols through-

out the world.

Morris Lapidus has created a uniquely
American architecture. Until he designed
the Fontainebleau, which opened 20
years ago, American designers were
copying European hotels. The Fontaine-
bleau opened to a mixed reception among
critics of art and architecture, but it was
instantly popular with the customers. It
remains our Nation’s best known hotel.
The management still has difficulty con-
trolling the huge numbers of visitors who
come to its lobby simply to see it. Morris
Lapidus has stated repeatedly that he is
designing for the people, and not for the
critics.

In recent years, however, even the
critics have come to appreciate his work.
He has created an architecture that ap-
peals to people, they are saying, and
there is art in that. Ours is one of the
few cultures in history where people
generally do not become excited about
their architecture and when someone
can stimulate their interest in it, he is
remarkable, indeed.

Though he once was criticized, Morris
Lapidus now is being written about;
there are exhibitions on his work; and
he is electrifying architectural students
one-third his age in lectures at cam-
puses all over the Nation. Dr. A. L.
Freundlich, dean of the School of Art at
Syracuse University, has stated:

Morris Lapidus, more than any other man,
reflects the aesthetic taste of mid-20th Cen-
tury America.

A creative person cannot aspire to any
higher aim,

TOWARD A NEW INTER-AMERICAN
RELATIONSHIP

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

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, it is my
privilege to call to the attention of our
colleagues an outstanding address by De-
puty Assistant Secretary of State Wil-
liam G. Bowdler, which Le delivered to
the Miami International Center on April
1 of this year. His address, entitled “To-
ward a New Inter-American Relation-
ship,” makes a significant contribution,
I believe, to the problem of understand-
ing the need for a closer, more mature
relationship between the United States
and the other peoples of the hemisphere.
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I am pleased to include his address in
the Recorp at this point:
TowsrD A NEW INTER-AMERICAN
RELATIONSHIP

(Address by Deputy Assistant Secretary Wil-
liam G. Bowdler)

I am most grateful, Mr. Lumpkin, for your
invitation to address this distinguished group
on the occasion of the installation of the
Center's new slate of officers. We in Wash-
ington, and particularly those of us who
work closely in the field of inter-American
relations, are well acquainted with the ex-
cellent work done over the years by the
International Center. Through 1ts programs
in the fields of international business, com-
merce, and cultural interchange, the Cen-
ter continues to make valuable contribu-
tions to improved communication and un-
derstanding in this Hemisphere.

Communication and understanding is of
course the foundation upon which a suc-
cessful foreign policy must rest, As you know,
we are now embarked as a government upon
a major effort to place our relationship with
the nations of Latin America and the Carib-
bean on a firm, new basis. Central to that
effort is improved communication and under-
standing,. Secretary Kissinger recognized this
when in October of last year, shortly after
being sworn in as Secretary of State, he
called for a new dialogue. In response to the
Secretary's invitation, the Latin American
and Caribbean Forelign Ministers met in
Bogota, Colombia, in November to formulate
an agenda of issues of concern to their gov-
ernments which they wished to discuss with
Secretary Kissinger. The eight-point agenda
adopted at Bogota, with two additional items
suggested by the Secretary, formed the basis
for the meeting of Foreign Ministers which
took place February 20-23 in Mexico City.

This evening, I would like to report to you
on:

- What took place at the Mexico City Meet-
ng;

What factors led up to this unusual meet-
ing outside the framework of the OAS; and

What significance it holds for the future
of inter-American relations.

I think we should begin by examining the
events preceding the meeting in the Mexican
capital.

FACTORS WHICH PRODUCED THE MEXICO CITY
MEETING

Looking back over recent years on the
different aspects of our relations with the
Latin American and Caribbean countries we
can detect certain trends which are im-
portant to an understanding of the confer-
ence of Tlatelolco.

On the bilateral side our relations have
ranged, with a few exceptions, from “excel-
lent” to “good". Our subreglonal relations—
and here I refer to our relations with the
Andean Group, the Central American Com-
mon Market, and the Caribbean Free Trade
Association—have on the whole been quite
satisfactory. It is largely at the reglonal level
where things have not gone well:

Where the criticism has been sharpest;

Where the confrontation has been most
acute; and

Where alienation threatened to become a
dominant theme.

The result has been that frustration, re-
sentment, and criticlsm on the part of coun-
tries of Latin America and the Caribbean has
increasingly manifested itself in confronta-
tional tactics in regional meetings over the
past five years.

“Why has this been s0?"”, you will ask, and
*What basis is there for the disenchantment
and complaint?"” Among the reasons are:

1. Our neighbors have not fully understood
the “mature partnership” concept that
formed the basls of President Nixon’'s major
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Latin American policy statement of Octo-
ber 31, 1969. Over time they came to look
on the concept as indifference, benign neg-
lect, or as a turning away to what they
thought the United States regarded as more
important areas of concern, They did not
perceive this policy shift as the expression
of our desire to exchange an cutdated policy
of Latin American dependence for recogni-
tion of a growing interdependence and the
need for consultation and coordination on
matters of common interest.

2. During this period major developments
in other parts of the world—the Vietnam
war and peace negotiations, movement to-
ward normalization of relations with the
Peoples Republic of China, and our efforts
toward detente with the Soviet Union—have
claimed the attention of the U.S. Govern-
ment and the American people.

3. Our economic difficulties—particularly
the deficits in our balance of payments and
of trade, together with the devaluation of
the dollar and now the energy crisis—have
reduced Congressional support for economic
assistance. These problems have also caused
a delay in introducing promised trade leg-
islation of benefit to Latin America and
other developing areas.

4. Preoccupation with mnegotiations else-
where—in Paris, Peking and Moscow—
tended to hamper high level dialogue be-
tween U.S. and Latin American leaders.

5. I think it is fair to say that our neigh-
bors to the south have not always under-
stood the enormous problems that we have
had to face in recent years. There has been
a tendency to think in terms of old ways
and old assumptions about their relation-
ships with us.

This, in broad perspective, was the scene
when a new Secretary of State was appointed
in September of last year. The issue was not
s0 much whether our policies toward the
region, as defined by President Nixon in
his October 1969 speech, were sound—and
1 for one believe that they were—but rather
the Latin American perception of what that
policy meant and our success in conveying
its true meaning.

When Secretary Kissinger assumed office,
he sensed the malaise in our inter-American
relations, and he guickly went to the root
of the problem: the breakdown of communi-
cations between the United States and Latin
America which had permitted doubt and
suspicion to embitter the relationship and
to threaten serious alienation of our tradi-
tional friends. In an effort to reverse this
trend, he proposed a new dialogue as the
most effective means to reestablish con-
fidence and to create an atmosphere within
which we could address problems openly
and constructively.

This is how he put it to Latin American
and Caribbean representatives when he made
his proposal in October, within days of being
sworn in as Secretary of State:

“We in the United States will approach
this dialogue with an open mind. We do not
believe that any institution or any treaty
arrangement is beyond examination. We
want to see whether free peoples emphasiz-
ing and respecting their diversity but united
by similar aspirations and values can achieve
great goals on the basis of equality.

“So we are starting an urgent examina-
tion of our Western Hemisphere policy with-
in our Government. But such a policy makes
no sense if it is a United States prescription
handed over to Latin Americans for your ac-
ceptance or rejecton. It shouldn’'t be a policy
designed in Washington for Latin America.
It should be a policy designed by all of Latin
Amerlca for the Americas.”

As I noted earlier, in response to Secre-
tary Kissinger's offer, the Latin American
and Caribbean Foreign Ministers met In
Bogota, Colombia, last November to formu-
late an agenda of issues of concern to their
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governments which they wished to discuss
with Secretary Klissinger. We were not sur-
prised to find that the lssues they defined
were the same ones which had been the
source of contention in the past. The new
element was the spirit—the tone—in which
they were drafted, which reciprocated the
desire to enter into the “new dialogue’.
WHAT TOOK PLACE AT MEXICO CITY

The eight-point agenda adopted at Bogota,
with two additional points suggested by the
Secretary, became the basls for the Confer-
ence that took place February 20-23 in
Mexico City. Although on the surface most
of the agenda issues were economic—e.g.,
cooperation for development, coercive meas-
ures of an economic nature, structure of
international trade and the monetary sys-
tem, transnational enterprises, and trans-
Ter of technology—they were broadly enough
defined, and the format of the discussion
itself was sufficiently informal, to enable
the Secretary to engage in a wide-ranging
exchange of views on hemispheric relation-
ships.

The result of these exchanges was to affect
precisely those aspects of our relations I
earlier identified as weakest at the time the
Secretary came into office: Latin American
perceptions of our policy and our own capac-
ity to convey our true intentions.

The obvious seriousness with which Secre-
tary Kissinger approached the meeting, com-
bined with the directness of his language
and his personal commitment to this en-
deavor, led to a perceptible shift in attitude.
The Secretary’s specific proposals, many of
which centered on increased consultations,
strengthened this mood by suggesting that
it was possible, indeed necessary, to move
from confrontation to cooperation. What the
Secretary proposed, in effect, was a new ap-
proach, a new methodology for carrying out
the policy goals announced five years ear-
lier by the President, This methodology,
while based In part on a more forthcoming
attitude on the part of the United States,
evokes a mutual commitment to explore—
through continuing consultations and
through new mechanisms where necessary—
the means of overcoming differences and
strengthening inter-American solidarity.

The Secretary carried with him to Mexico
City the conviction that a new framework
for our relations with Latin America was in
the U.S. national interest and that the basis
for this new framework is a revitalized spe-
cial relationship between the United States
and Latin America. Some special relationship,
of course, is inevitable with a region in which
our presence ls so pervasive. But the kind of
special relationship which the Secretary had
in mind was one which would be built upon
a greater sense of mutual confidence and
reciprocity, of shared purposes and respon-
sibilities—a special relationship which would
enable our hemisphere to play a larger role
in world affairs.

While the assembled Foreign Ministers did
not wish to establish some new kind of
Western Hemisphere bloc—which, in any
case, was never proposed by the United
States—they did clearly accept a commit-
ment to work toward new inter-American
solidarity, based on the conviction that, with
patience and understanding—and above all
with a political will to succeed—a new rela-
tionship in the Hemisphere based upon co-
operation rather than confrontation is in-
deed both desirable and possible. This was
what the Secretary had in mind when he
said, “Let us create a new spirit in our re-
lations—the spirit of Tlatelolco.”

In short, what has occurred as a result of
Mexico City is that a deep and growing
skepticism on the part of Latin Amerlcan
and Caribbean leaders has been converted
into a developing spirit of optimism. Before
us now is the larger task of converting that
sense of expectation into a growing sense of
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confldence that the United States does in-
deed mean what it says when it calls for a
rededication to a new era of Western Hemi-
sphere relationships.
SIGNIFICANCE FOR FUTURE OF INTER-
AMERICAN RELATIONSHIPS

Let me turn finally to the significance of
the Mexico City meeting for the future of
inter-American relations. At the outset of
the meeting Secretary Kissinger stated that
the fundamental task at Mexico City—more
important by far than the specifics of the
agenda—was to set a common direction in
our hemispheric relations and to infuse our
efforts with new purpose.

This course has been set. The challenge is
to see that we adhere to it. The first steps
buttress our optimism for the future. Let
me give you a few concrete examples, Some
of the most intractable problems in our bi-
lateral relations have yielded to the new
approach:

With Mexico we have negotiated a solution
to the increasingly difficult problem of the
salinity of the Colorado River.

With Peru we have worked out a fair set-
tlement of investment disputes which had
been a major source of friction and an ob-
stacle to cooperation.

With Panama we have negotiated basic
principles which will serve as a road map in
negotiating a new, modern relationship gov-
erning the operation of the Panama Canal.

We likewise see the new spirit reflected in
the regional meetings held since Mexico City.

The Special Committee on Restructuring
the Inter-American System, meeting in
Washington March 6-28, made significant ad-
vances in its review of the OAS Charter and
the Rio Treaty.

The Inter-American Economic and Social
Couneil, meeting in Quito March 18-23,
which last year had been the scene of one of
the sharpest confrontations between the
Unlited States and Latin America, pledged
its full support in advancing the coopera-
tive relationships worked out at Tlatelolco.

The Board of Governors Meeting of the
Inter-American Development Bank, which
opens today in Santiago, Chile, I am confi-
dent will likewise approach the issue of fi-
nanclal cooperation and assistance for devel-
opment in the same constructive spirit.

The “Spirit of Tlatelolco” has been at
work. But if that spirit is to be sustained,
much more musi be done. The challenge
before us then is to broaden and to institu-
tionalize the dialogue and to translate it
into concrete accomplishment. Secretary
Kissinger at Mexico defined the task in these
terms:

“First, let us make clear to our peoples
that we do have a common destiny and a
modern framework for effective cooperation.

“Second, let us agree on an agenda for
the Americas, a course of actions that will
give substance to our consensus and inspira-
tion to our peoples.

“Third, let us define a program to bring
that agenda to life.”

This will be the focus when the Foreign
Ministers meet again in Washington on
April 17-18 to continue the dialogue.

The challenge they face, however, is not
theirs alone. It is a challenge to all of those
interested in Inter-American relations. It
can only be met through improved com-
munication and understanding, combined
with the requisite political will at the highest
leadership levels throughout the Hemisphere.

We in the United States have special in-
terests and responsibilities in the forging of
the new relationship. Our commitment must
have the understanding and support not
only of the executive and legislative
branches of our government, but of the U.S.
public at large. Organizations such as yours
have a key role to play in developing such
a constituency.

The challenge tc us in Washington is also
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the challenge to the International Center in
South Florida. I commend it to your newly
installed Governing Board and to each one
of you present here tonight.

I understand that the ultimate goal of
vour organization is to convey the feeling of
“Oon Nosotros” to our neighbors in this
hemisphere.

“Con Nosotros" is precisely the spirit of
the new relationship which we seek to
establish,

MISSING IN ACTION IN SOUTHEAST
ASIA

(Mr., HANLEY asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. HANLEY. Mr. Speaker, the letter
which follows my brief remarks speaks
more eloquently than I to the continuing
sorrow of the families of the 1,200 serv-
icemen, whose fate in Southeast Asia
is still undetermined.

Lt. Cmdr. Philip Craig was born and
raised in the city of Oneida, which I am
privileged to represent. He was reported
missing in action in 1967. His fate is un-
known, and he remains officially unac-
counted for. One of the provisions of the
Paris Agreement called for a full ac-
counting of the Americans who were
listed as missing in action.

I believe that the Government of the
Unifed States has a solemn obligation to
press with full vigor for the promised
accounting. The Communist govern-
ments of Southeast Asia ought not to be
allowed to go back on their pledge. The
letter follows:

MISSING IN ACTION
Sanw ANTONIO, Tex.
Eprron DISPATCH

In the fall of 1967 your paper published
an article regarding the disappearance of our
son, Philip C. Craig, LCDR, USN, who failed
to return from a mission over N Vietnam.
At the time, based upon direction from our
Government and US Navy, we requested that
no further publicity be given this incident
since It could jeopardize Philip's welfare if
held prisoner.

Our Government later revised this policy.
It is now desirable that all publicity possible
be given the plight of the missing men and
their families.

Many Americans are unaware that more
than 1200 American prisoners of war and
missing in action are still unaccounted for in
the aftermath of the Vietnam war and that
the fate of these men has gone unexplained.

It is distressing that the news media has
devoted so little attention to these men.
Surely this subject is one that merits your
editorial comment and continued news cov-
erage.

Because a few hundred of our former pris-
oners of war were returned to us, the Amer-
ican public mistakenly thinks that a POW-
MIA problem no longer exists. Nothing could
be farther from the truth. Here are some of
the hard facts.

Few of our missing were included among
those returned.

Sixty of our men that NVN claimed, “He
died in captivity”, are still buried in allen
soil. Not one body has been sent home to the
man's family.

Our Search and Inspection teams which
were supposed to be allowed entry into all
areas of Southeast Asla, where our men were
last seen alive, have so far been permitted
to examine only a few sites—all in South
Vietnam.

As parents of Phillp Craig, LCDR, USN,
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who has been missing in action since July 4,
1967, we are deeply concerned that the MIA
Issue has not been resclved in accordance
with the Parls Peace Agreement of January
1973.

Philip was born and grew up in New York
State. He attended St. Patrick's Parochlal
School, Oneida Jr. and Senior High, and
was graduated from the Manlius School. He
recelved his degree in Education from the
University of Michigan in 1963, and at that
time was commissioned in the Navy.

As a jet pllot, he was assigned to the Car-
rier USS Intrepid. While the carrier was In its
second tour In S.E. Asia, in 1967, we were in-
formed FPhilip was missing in action. No in-
formation has been received concerning him
since that time.

‘We belleve that many of our fellow citizens
would continue to be concerned about his
fate and that of the other 1200-plus missing
Americans Iif they knew the facts. The Na-
tional League of Families of POW-MIA in
Washington, D.C., of which we are members,
has prepared a fact sheet detailing some of
the information about our missing men. We
are enclosing a copy in the hope you will
find it of enough interest to write an edi-
torial on the subject.

Sincerely yours,
CuanrLES P. CRAIG.
ANNABEL CRAIG.

HOW LONG?

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

Mr, PODELL. Mr. Speaker, every time
there is an act of terrorism, here or
abroad, we shake our heads and cluck
our fongues and piously say, “Oh, dear,
we must do something.”

But of course we never do anything,
and so the next time the terrorists are
even bolder and more brazen, and the
conscience of the world grows another
layer of callous.

Yesterday, Palestinian terrorists took
over a schoolbuilding in the Israeli town
of Maalot. There were 90 children in
that building, children just like the ones
we have at home. The depraved minds
who comprised the terrorist group
wanted to use these young innocents to
do their dirty work for them. They were
to be held as hostages to get more mur-
dering terrorists out of Israell prisons
and then to get the whole filthy lot safe
passage to an Arab haven, no doubt
Libya, where such creatures are wel-
comed with open arms.

The Israeli Government, for the first
time, gave In to these .demands. The
lives of 90 boys and girls are far more
important than a matter of principle
about giving in to terrorism. Those 90
children were a precious resource for
the small State of Israel.

But the terrorists, not satisfied with
bringing a brave government to its knees,
had wired the building with explosive
devices after having put a time limit on
their demands that was impossible to
meet. There was no question but that
they were going to blow up the bulld-
ing, even though the Israeli Govern-
ment was making the best efforts it could
to meet their demands.

When this became apparent, the Is-
rael Government gave orders to storm
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the Maalot school building. The army’s
hope was to take out the terrorists, then
defuse the bombs, and then get to the
children. When the terrorists knew that
they were going to be attacked, they
did what only lunatics and savages
would do—they turned on their hostages
with machineguns and grenades.

As of this morning, 20 children are
dead, scores of others are wounded, many
seriously. The death toll will rise as the
day passes. The Kaddish—the tradi-
tional prayer for the dead—will be mixed
with eries of anguish and clamoring for
revenge.

The people of Maalot and, indeed, all
the people in Israel and the world, have
good cause to ask this morning, “How
long, dear God, how long are we going to
stand here and be the helpless sheep for
the terrorists butcher knives? How long
are we going to sit idly by while they
prey upon us and kill our children?”

It is only natural that the Israel Gov-
ernment will launch retaliatory raids
against the terrorist camps in Lebanon.
When a death blow has been struck at
you, your first reaction is to strike back,
hard, and hope that you can take your
assailant with you. But I fervently hope
and pray that Israel will exercise self-
restraint.

Not because retaliatory raids would
be wrong. No, in this instance they are
certainly warranted. But, because the
rest of the world sees Israel as corrupt
and depraved, as aggressive and imperi-
alistic, and because the rest of the world
will condemn Israel for acting as anyone
would in the same circumstances, and
because the Palestinian terrorists will be
lauded as the new generation of folk
heroes for their vallant blows for the
freedom of their bastard state.

I am sick unto death with this. I can-
not understand why such things have
been allowed to go on for so long. I can-
not understand why the two greatest
powers in the world, who both profess
their deep desire to see peace in the Mid-
dle East, can continue to ignore such
depravity. I cannot understand why no-
body speaks out in defense of Israel, who
for a quarter of a century has been vic-
timized by the depredations of terrorists.

The United States is as much to blame
here as the Soviet Union. We have had
countless chances at the United Nations
and elsewhere to take a positive stand
against terrorism. Instead, we -either
fudge, or we vote against Israel and
assess her the blame for the actions of
murderers.

It is the old anti-Semites’ excuse: if
the Jews did not insist on existing, then
there would be no anti-Semitism. Well,
Israel does insist on existing, just like
every other nation, with secure borders,
peace for her people and freedom from
terrorist attacks. Is this really so much
to ask?

A resolution has been introduced, of-
fering the condolences of the House of
Representatives to the families of those
who were killed and wounded. I know
that words are insufficient to ease the
pain of the loss these people have suf-
fered. The only thing that can make any
difference in the long run is for the
United States to act as a moral nation
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and take a strong stand against terrorist
activities.

We can begin by offering a resolution
in the Security Council to condemn Leb-
anon for harboring the terrorists. After
that, we can do whatever is necessary
to assist Israel is controlling terrorist ac-
tivity against her people.

I do not want to hear anyone say, ever
again, “How long?"” The answer is only
as long as it takes for this country to
act with courage in standing up for de-
cency and against terrorist murders. We
cannot afford to be cowardly any longer.
The next time they strike, I hate to
think of how many more might be killed.
I want to make sure that there is no
more ‘“next time.”

As an individual, I want to offer my
deepest sympathy and condolences to the
families of the children who were killed.
It is hard to put into words my feelings
of sorrow for these people. I can only
imagine how great and painful their loss
is. But I want them to know, just as I
want the families of those whose chil-
dren were wounded to know, that I grieve
with them, and that I will do everything
I can to make sure that no one else will
lose their children to terrorist attacks.

JACKSON, WYO., LAND
EXCHANGE

(Mr. RONCALIO of Wyoming asked
and was given permission to extend his
remarks at this point in the REcorp and
to include extraneous matter.)

Mr. RONCALIO of Wpyoming. Mr.

Speaker, I am today introducing legis-

lation which would authorize an ex-
change of lands adjacent to the Teton
National Forest in Wyoming with the
forest for the purposes of allowing ex-
pansion of the town of Jackson, Wyo.'s
cemetery.

There is only very limited space left
in the cemetery at Jackson and the town
ceouncil has been investigating where ad-
ditional lands might be acquired. Nego-
tiations have been conducted with the
Forest Service by the town council in re-
gard to a possible exchange of approxi-
mately 25 acres of privately owned lands
for certain lands within the national
forest. As 97 percent of the land in
Teton County is federally owned, there
are few other options available.

The land which is presently owned by
the town is outside of the present bound-
ary of the national forest, but is bor-
dered on the south and the west by the
national forest.

By statute, national forest lands may
be exchanged for other lands if they are
within national forest boundaries. To fa-
cilitate this exchange, authorization must
be granted by Congress to extend the
forest boundary.

An identical bill has been introduced
in the Senate by my colleague from Wyo-
ming, Senator HanseN, and I hope that
each body will see fit to take action on
the legislation.

THE MASSACRE AT MAALOT

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

Mr. DOMINICE V. DANIELS. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in this House to express
my shock and horror at the terrible
massacre at Maalot in Israel, five miles
from the Lebanese border. This latest
atrocity following close on the April 11
massacre at Kiryat Shemona is yet an-
other example of the mindless killing of
the innocent by terrorists.

I cannot condemn too strongly this
terrible killing, an act so horrible and so
monstrous that it cannot help but beget
further killing and the spilling of more
blood.

Mr. Speaker, at this time, my heart
goes out to the parents of the dead and
injured children in this little Galilee
town. May Almighty God in His wisdom
take them to His bosom.

Today I am joining a bipartisan group
of Members of this House united not by
party or ideology but rather by a com-
mon sense of horror in condemning what
happened yesterday at Maalot. Those
who stand for civilization must be pre-
pared to defend it. I cssure you, Mr.
Speaker, that T am.

SOCIAL SECURITY DISABILITY
PROGRAM

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

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, in
recent months there has been a disturb-
ing increase in the number of complaints
I receive from constituents concerning
the social security disability insurance
program. These complaints deal with the
inordinately long time people must wait
for decisions on claims for disability ben-
efits, and the delays they experience in
the resolution of interruptions in bene-
fit payments, The intent of Congress
when they established the disability in-
surance program was very clear: to pro-
vide financial security to people who
become disabled and unable to work.
But in reality, the program is a cruel
hoax for hundreds—perhaps thousands—
who get caught in its bureaucratic
redtape. And it appears to be getting
Worse.

Initial disability claim determina-
tions, reconsiderations, and hearing de-
cisions, after a claimant has provided the
Social Security Administration with all
evidence and information requested, take
at the minimum 2 or 3 months and very
often take around 6 months, Moreover,
in my experience, it is not uncommeon for
a decision on a claim to take a year or
more. I recently heard from a constitu-
ent who waited over 2 years for a recon-
sideration decision on her claim—which
was eventually approved—because her
file was misplaced by the Bureau of Dis-
ability Insurance.

Even when a person has been advised
that his or her claim has been approved,
it generally takes the Bureau of Dis-
ability Insurance from 2 to 4 months or
more to compute the benefits and send
the necessary authorization to the De-
partment of the Treasury to issue benefit
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checks. In March, a man in my district
contacted me regarding his brother who
is in the hospital, dying of cancer. His
brother filed a claim for disability bene-
fits on December 5, 1973. According to
social security officials, the State agency
officially determined that he was disabled
and forwarded this information to the
Bureau of Disability Insurance on Janu-
ary 4, 1974. The Bureau approved his
claim on February 27, 1974, but this man
has not yet received any of the benefifs
to which he is entitled.

Interruptions in payments to people
who are regularly receiving disability
benefits can occur for a variety of reasons
from computer errors at the Bureau of
Disability Insurance to mishandling by
the Postal Service. One of my constit-
uents who was receiving disability bene-
fits for himself, his wife and children
submitted a change of address form to
the Social Security Administration in
November 1973, and as a result did not
receive benefits for the next 2 months.
Although they received payment for the
amount of the missing checks in March
1974, my constituent’s checks are still
being mailed to his previous address.
Another resident of my district, a woman
with two children, did not receive her
disability benefits in December 1973 nor
in January 1974 and was forced to turn
to welfare for assistance. She finally re-
ceived payment in April 1974.

It certainly was not the intention of
Congress when they created the disability
insurance program to force people who
are unable to work and who have little
or no other sources of income to fall back
on their savings and go into debt or on
welfare because the Bureau of Disability
Insurance cannot act promptly on their
claims or payment problems.

I have taken two steps which hope will
prove instrumental in improving this de-
plorable situation. First, I have intro-
duced legislation to provide people who
receive disability benefits with the same
rights all other social security recipients
now enjoy; namely, to be able to request
prompt reinstatement of their monthly
benefits when these benefit payments are
stopped for no apparent reason. Second,
I have asked the General Accounting Of-
fice to investigate the serious delays in
the disability claim determination and
appeal process.

In the Social Security Amendments of
1967, Congress included a provision to
permit people to file a special “expedited
payment’’ request for benefits which are
due but have not been paid. This applies
to situations where a person has made
application for benefits and it appears
that he or she is eligible but no final ac-
tion has been taken on the application
within 90 days, and in cases where a per-
son’s monthly benefit check stops for no
apparent reason. However, this provision
(section 205q of the Social Security Act)
excludes people who receive disability
benefits because the disability determi-
nation process is extensive and it is not
generally possible to make these medical
determinations on a prima facie basis.
It was felt that such decisions would re-
sult in too many erroneous payments.

Unfortunately, Congress did not take
into consideration the payment problems
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of individuals and their dependents or
survivors who are already receiving dis-
ability benefits which are interrupted for
no apparent reason. According to the
Bureau of the Census, 25 percent of fam-
ilies with incomes below the poverty level
are social security recipients. In view of
the slowness of the Bureau of Disability
Insurance in acting on payment prob-
lems, extension of the “expedited pay-
ment” provision of the Social Security
Act to include the more than 3.6 million
recipients of disability benefits is es-
sential to prevent financial hardship.

My bill would not change the law with
respect to people who are awaiting ac-
tion on initial disability claims, but
would permit recipients of disability
benefits to request ‘“‘expedited payment”
on the 15th of the month following the
month in which the missing benefits
were due, and entitle them fo receive
within the next 15 days either payment
of the amount of the missing check or
checks, or an explanation from the So-
cial Security Administration as to why
no payment is due.

Because of my concern about the de-
lays in the determination and appeal
process for disability claims and the
financial hardship this is causing for
claimants, I wrote to the Social Security
Commissioner on January 24, 1974,
bringing this matter to his attention
and asking for an explanation of these
delays. I regret to say that as of this
date I have not received a reply. There-
fore, I have today requested the General
Accounting Office to investigate this sit-
uation, to advise me as to why these
delays are occurring and to recommend
measures to resolve these problems,

A copy of my letter to the General
Accounting Office and the text of the
bill follow these remarks:

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,

HoUsE oF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D.C., May 13, 1974.
Hon. ELMER B. STAATS,
Comptroller General of the United States,
Genergl Accounting Office, Washington,
D.C,

Dear Mr. Staars: In recent months my
caseload from constituents concerning prob-
lems with the disability insurance program
under the Soclal Security Act has increased
markedly. Most of these problems involve
the determination and appeal process. Initial
determinations, reconsiderations, and hear-
ing decisions, after a clalmant has provided
the Soclal Security Administration with all
evidence and information requested, each
take from three to six months. In my experi-
ence it is not uncommon for a decision on a
claim to fake a year or more, I recently
heard from a constituent who waited over
two years for a reconsideration decislon on
her clalm because her file was misplaced by
the Bureau of Disability Insurance. Even
when a person has been advised that his or
her claim has been approved, it generally
takes the Bureau of Disabllity Insurance
from two to four months or more to compute
thelr benefits and send the necessary au-
thorization to the Department of the Treas-
ury to issue benefit checks.

My concern in this matter is for the
clalmants who are unable to work, who have
little or no other sources of income, and
who suffer financial hardships because the
Bureau of Disability Insurance cannot act
promptly on thelr claims,

I would sppreclate it if you would in-
vestigate this situation and advise me as to
why It takes so long to reach decisions on
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disability claims once the clalmants have
provided all information required, and 1if you
would recommend measures to resolve this
problem,

Thank you for your asslstance,

Sincerely,
Joax F. BEIBERLING,
Member of Congress,
H.R. 14878

A bill to amend title IT of the Social Security

Act to provide that the special procedure

for expediting benefit payments (where

such payments are not regularly made

when due) shall apply to benefits based on

disability in the same way it applies to

other benefits under such title if entitle-

ment has already been established and the

benefits involved have been pald for one

or more months

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
second sentence of section 205(q) (5) of the
Social Security Act is amended by striking
out “or with respect to any benefit” and in-
serting in lieu therecf *or, in any case to
which paragraph (2) (B) (1) applles, with
respect to any benefit”.

8ec. 2. The amendment made by the first
section of this Act shall apply with respect
to benefits payable (or alleged to be payable)
for months after the month in which this
Act is enacted.

EAT MORE EGGS

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

Mr., RANDALL. Mr. Speaker, I en-
thusiastically rise to support H.R. 1200,
the Egg Research and Consumer Infor-
mation Act. This measure simply allows
American egg producers to develop a
national plan subject to referendum ap-
proval by egg producers for egg promo-
tion and research in cooperation with
the Department of Agriculture. If ap-
proved the plan would be carried out by
an egg board appointed and supervised
by the Secretary of Agriculture and fi-
nanced mainly by egg producers.

Eggs are good for people. We should
eat more eggs. Unfortunately consumer
demand for eggs and egg products has
declined steadily since 1950. In that
year Americans consumed an annual
average of 390 eggs per person but by
1973 the per capita consumption of eggs
and egg products dropped to 292, almost
100 eggs per year,

Why is it that egg consumption has
decreased? Well, there has been a
change in eating habits toward breakfast
cereals and such things as instant break-
fast products. Then there is the con-
stant warning against high cholesterol
intake. All of this has raised some doubts
that the American egg producing indus-
try can continue to provide an adequate
steady supply of fresh eggs to consumers.
Sixteen States have established volun-
tary production assessment programs
similar to the national one which this
bill would authorize for market pro-
ducers and research. The assessment
needs for these State programs varies
from 6 cent per case—there are 30 dozen
in a case—in California to two-thirds of
1 cent per case in Alabama.

It 1s noteworthy that this measure was
reported for the House Agriculture Com-
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mittee by a vote of 26 to 0. This bill is
nothing more than enabling legislation.
It would allow the egg industry to draft
and to put to referendum a national plan
through which individual egg producers
might assess themselves up to 5 cents for
each case, 30 dozen of commercial eggs.
These funds would be used for consumer
education, research, advertising, promo-
tion to enhance the desirability and im-
age of eggs and egg products.

It is estimated the assessment would
yield an estimated $7.5 million a year.
The program would be designed for
commercial producers with laying flocks
of 3,000 or more which it is estimated
produce 87 percent of the Nation's egg
supply.

There has been some talk about the
cost of this program. The truth is it
would cost only about $100,000 in ad-
ministrative costs each year, and the
referendum itself would cost not much
over $100,000. Why, oh, why, can there
be any opposition to a plan of this kind?
Similar plans for the record will involve
peanuts, wool, milk, cotton, and other
commodities have worked well. Why
should eggs be excluded?

There is no doubt that a program such
as this would greatly assist producers
and consumers alike. In my State of Mis-
souri, several years ago the egg producers
established a State self help program
similar to this one. It was called the
Missouri Egg Merchandising Council.
But I am sure our egg producers realize
that a nationwide program in addition to
the State program would be most bene-
ficial.

About 1.5 million eggs are produced
each year in my State of Missouri which
ranks 17th nationally in egg production.
In the State of Missourl egg production
produces an income of about $30 million.

It is a pleasure to support an effort
of this kind to help producers assist
themselves. As this bill goes on to the
Senate we should all do whatever we
can to assure its passage in the other
body.

It is refreshing to see people trying to
help themselves with their own money
and asking for a very limifed amount
of government assistance and supervi-
sion. It is a rare occasion when we have
before us a piece of legislation that is
not a request for a handout. All our
ege producers are asking by this legis-
lation is a chance to help themselves, In
fact, all they are asking is a chance to
tax themselves. HR. 1200 merits and
deserves the unanimous support of the
House.

A BILL TO ASSURE EQUAL ACCESS
TO URBAN MASS TRANSPORTA-
TION FOR OUR SENIOR CITIZENS

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

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, during the
first 2 weeks of this month, I and 10
colleagues from both sides of the aisle
participated in sponsoring a 2-week in-
ternship for senior citizens in our con-
gressional offices here in Washington.

I was privileged to have Mr, and Mrs.
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Harry Rankin from Canton, Ohio, who

were chosen for the internship by the

Area Wide Agency on Aging assist me in

studying legislation of interest to senior

citizens and in learning about programs
and policies affecting the elderly.

As an immediate result of the new
insights I have gained from this ex-
perience, I am today introducing legisla-
tion amending the Urban Mass Trans-
portation Administration Act of 1964 to
authorize the payment of subsidies to
public and private urban mass trans-
portation systems to enable them fo
provide services for the elderly.

The Urban Mass Transportation Ad-
ministration cannot now fund reduced
fare programs for the elderly. In spite
of this limitation, Transportation De-
partment studies show that where local
communities have lowered fares for
senior citizens, ridership by the elderly
has increased anywhere from 20 to 50
percent.

A major restraint to greater use of
mass transit facilities by older people is
cost. The number of elderly below the
poverty level is about double that of the
general population. About 5.2 million
elderly people are in this category.

The spiraling cost of inflation is for-
ever eating into the fixed incomes of our
senior citizens. We can, however, assure
equal access to transportation for elderly
people and help offset the pressures of
inflation by passing this bill so that pub-
lic and private urban mass transporta-
tion systems can be reimbursed for their
losses on fares reduced by up to two-
thirds of the normal rate for the elderly.

DOT studies indicate that 75 percent
of our elderly think buses are a good way
to travel. But 50 percent of those sampled
believe that the cost of bus transporta-
tion is too high.

Although cost is not the only problem
older people face when attempting to use
mass transportation facilities, it is a
problem that can be solved without
new equipment.

The text of my bill is as follows:

HR.—

A bill to amend the Urban Mass Transpor-
tation Act of 1964 to authorize the pay-
ment of subsldies to public and private
urban mass transportation systems to en=-
able them to provide services to the elderly
at reduced rates
Be it enacted by the Senate and House

of Representatives of the United Stales of

America in Congress assembled, That the

Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964 is

amended by adding at the end thereof the

following new section:

“PAYMENT OF SUBSIDIES TO ENCOURAGE PROVI=
SION OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES TO THE
ELDERLY AT REDUCED RATES
“Sec. 17. (a) The Secretary is authorized,

in accordance with the provisions of this
section and on such terms and conditions
as he may prescribe, to make grants pur-
suant to contracts entered into as provided
in subsectior {b) to States and local public
bodies and agencies thereof, and private mass
transportation companies, which are pro-
viding mass transportation service in urban
areas to elderly persons at reduced rates, in
order to reimburse such States and local
public bodies and agencies and such private
companies for economic losses which they
sustain as a consequence of providing such
service at such rates.
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“(b) Any contract for grants under sub-
section (a) shall—

“(1) be made directly with the State or
local public body or agency, or the private
mass transportation company, which is pro-
viding the service to be subsidized;

“(2) provide for full reimbursement of
the losses referred to in subsection (a), up
to an amount equal to the amount of the
losses which would have been sustained dur-
ing the period covered by the contract if
the reduced rates giving rise to such losses
were equal to one-third of the rates other-
wise in effect;

“(3) provide for the computation of such
losses in accordance with rules, regulations,
procedures, and accounting requirements
which shall be prescribed by the Secretary;
and

“(4) contain such other terms, conditions,
requirements, standards, and provisions (in-
cluding, in appropriate cases, provision for
periodic reimbursement of proven losses on
an installment basis during the period cov-
ered by the contract) as the Secretary con-
siders necessary or appropriate to carry out
the purpose of this section.

“(c) There are authorized to be appropri-
ated for grants under this section such sums
as may be necessary.”

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to the following
Members:

Mr. HELsToskl (at the request of Mr.
O’Nermr), for today, on account of of-
ficial business.

Mr. Cray (at the request of Mr.
O’Nemn), for today, on account of ill-
ness in family.

Mr. MurerY of New York (at the re-
quest of Mr. O'Next), for today, on ac-
count of official business.

Mr. DEL Crawson (at the request of
Mr. RuopEs), for the week of May 20,
on account of official business.

Mr. PerTis (at the request of Mr.
Ruones), for today, on account of of-
ficial business.

Mr. PeEvyser (at the request of Mr.
Ruopes), for foday, on account of of-
ficial business.

Mr. Corman, for today, on account of
official business.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

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

Mr. Ranpars, for 30 minutes, today;
and to revise and extend his remarks
and include extraneous matter.

Mr. DenT, for 60 minutes, on May 21;
and to revise and extend his remarks
and include extraneous matter.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. HanraHAN), to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. BiesTER, for 30 minutes, today.

Mr. Kemp, for 15 minutes, today.

Mr. Younc of Illinois, for 10 minutes,
today.

Mr. BrackeurN, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. CrLEVELAND, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr, MzeLy, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Hocaw, for 15 minutes, today.

Mrs. HeckrEr of Massachusetts, for 5
minutes, today.
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Mr. Duncan, for 10 minutes, today.
Mr. Rupeg, for 5 minutes, today.
(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mrs. SCHROEDER), to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous maftter:)
Mr. Fraser, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. HorrzMaw, for 15 minutes, today.
Mr. Gonzarez, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. METcALFE, for 10 minutes, today.
Mr. Worrr, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr, CorTeR, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. Drinan, for 10 minutes, today.
Mr. BarreTT, for 15 minutes, today.
Mr. AnNunzIo, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. Poperr, for 10 minutes, today.
Mr. Forp, for 10 minutes, today.
Mr. Mezvinsky, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. BENITEZ, for 10 minutes, today.
Ms. Aszug, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. DEnvsoLM, for 5 minutes, today.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:

Mr. Moss, and to include extraneous
material, notwithstanding the fact that
it exceeds two pages of the Recorp, and
is estimated by the Public Printer to cost
$679.25.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. HanrAHAN) and to include
additional matter:)

Mr. Anprews of North Dakota.

Mr. Zion.

Mr. RoncaLro of New York.

Mr. ERLENBORN.

Mr. HosMmer in two instances.

Mr. Bray in three instances.

Mr. Youne of Illinois in four instances.

Mr. AnpErsoN of Illinois.

Mr. FroerrIcH in two instances.

Mr. Symms in two instances.

Mr. SARASIN.

Mr. BrovyHILL of Virginia in two in-
stances.

Mr. FreNZEL in two instances.

Mr. LANDGREBE,

Mr. Wyman in two instances.

Mr. HoOGAN.

Mrs. HEckLER of Massachusetts.

Mr. Kemp in two instances.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mrs. SCHROEDER) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. SYMINGTON.

Mr. FisHer in four instances.

Mr. RooneEy of New York.

Mr. CrARLES WiLson of Texas in three
instances.

Mr. GonzaLez in three instances,

Mr., Rarick in three instances,

Mr. Warme in two instances.

Mr. Wown PAT.

. JaMES V. STANTON.
. BrapEMAS in six instances,

Mr. PATTEN.

Mr. McFALL.

Mr. KAZEN,

Mr. GUNTER.

Mr. FULTON.

Mrs. SULLIVAN,

Mr. KocH in five instances.

Mrg. CHISHOLM,

Mr. REES.

Mr. Dorn in three instances.
Mr. Epwarps of California.
Mr. MEZVINSKY.
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Mr. CarNEY of Ohio.

Mr. LEHMAN in 10 instances.

Mr. EckHarDT in two instances,

Mr., Dices.

Mr. PODELL.

Mr. Jones of Tennessee in six in-
stances.

Mr. DENHOLM.

Mr. Rooney of Pennsylvania.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

Mr. HAYS, from the Committee on
House Administration, reported that that
committee had examined and found
truly enrolled a bill of the House of the
following title, which was thereupon
signed by the Speaker:

H.R. 5621. An act to amend title 10, United
States Code, to provide for the presentation
of a flag of the United States for deceased
members of the Ready Reserve and for de-
ceased members of the Reserve who die after
completing 20 years of service, but before
becoming entitled to retired pay.

SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to an enrolled bill of the Senate of
the following title:

8. 3062. An act entitled the “Disaster Rellef
Act Amendments of 1874."

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT

Mr. HAYS, from the Committee on
House Administration, reported that that
committee did on May 15, 1974 present to
the President, for his approval, bills of
the House of the following title:

H.R. 3418. An act to amend section 505 of
title 10, United States Code, to establish uni-
form original enlistment qualifications for
male and female persons.

And on May 16, 1974:

H.R. 5621. An act to amend title 10, United
States Code, to provide for the presentation
of a flag of the United States for deceased
members of the Ready Reserve and for de-
ceased members of the Reserve who die after
completing 20 years of service, but before
becoming entitled to retired pay.

ADJOURNMENT

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; according-
ly (at 4 o'clock and 12 minutes p.m.),
under its previous order, the House ad-
journed until Monday, May 20, 1974, at
12 o'clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

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

2322. A letter from the President of the
United States, transmitting notice of his in-
tention to use his authority under section
614(a) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961,
as amended, to use up to $730,000 and the
equivalent of #3 million in U.S.-owned Egyp-
tian pounds to provide assistance to Egypt
in fiscal year 1974, pursuant to section 652
of the act [22 U.S.C. 2411]; to the Commit-
tee on Forelgn Affairs.
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2323. A letter from the Deputy Secretary
of Defense, transmitting a report on dis-
bursements from the appropriation for “Con-
tingencies, Defense” contained in the
Department of Defense Appropriation Act,
fiscal year 1874, through March 31, 1974, pur-
suant to Public Law 93-238; to the Commit-
tee on Appropriations.

2324, A letter from the Assistant Secretary
of Defense (Comptroller), transmitting a re-
port for the guarter ended March 31, 1974,
on the value of property, supplies, and com-
modities provided by the Berlin Magistrate,
and under German Offset Agreement, pur-
suant to section 720 of Public Law 93-238;
to the Committee on Appropriations.

2325. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
of State for Congressional Relations, trans-
mitting a draft of proposed legislation to
authorize the Secretary of State to prescribe
the fee for execution of an application for
a passport and to continue to transfer to
the U.8. Postal Service the execution fee for
each application accepted by that Service;
to the Committee on Foreign Affaira.

2326. A letter from the Deputy Assistant
Secretary of the Interior, transmitting a copy
of a proposed contract with Cities Service
Ofl Co., Tulsa, Okla., for a research project
entitled “Improved Oil Recovery by Micellar-
Polymer Flooding,” pursuant to 42 U.S.C.
1900(d); to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs,

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

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

Mr. HALEY: Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs. H.R. 13221. A bill to author-

ize appropriations for the saline water pro-
gram for fiscal year 1975, and for other pur-
poses; with an amendment (Rept. No. 93—
1047). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

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

By Mr. ULLMAN (for himself and Mr.
SCHNEEBELI)

H.R. 14832, A bill to provide for a tempo-
rary increase in the public debt limit; to the
Committee on Ways and Means,

H.R. 14833. A bill to extend the Renegotia-
tion Act of 1851 for 18 months; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. BIAGGI (for himself, Mr,
Brasco, Mr, Davis of South Carolina,
Mr. EiLBerG, Mr. Hocan, Mr. MoAx-
LEY, Mr. MurRTHA, Mr. PopELL, and
Mr. WoN ParT) :

H.R. 14834. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide that pen-
sions paid to retired law enforcement officers
shall not be subject to the income tax; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr., BROYHILL of Virginia (for
himself, Mr. Rees, Mr. Gupe, Mr.
Hocan, Mr. Pagrris, and Mr.
FAUNTROY)

H.R. 14835. A bill to grant the consent of
Congress for the State of Maryland, the Com-
monwealth of Virginia, and the District of
Columbia, to amend the Washington Metro-
politan Area transit regulation compact to
permit the Washington Metropolitan Area
Transit Authority to eliminate any require-
ment of additional authentication of man-
ual signature of bonds guaranteed by the
United States, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the District of Columbia.
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By Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia (for
himself, Mr. REEs, Mr. Gupge, Mr.
Hogan, and Mr. PARRIS):

H.R. 14836. A bill to grant the consent of
Congress for the State of Maryland, the Com-
monwealth of Virginia, and the District of
Columbia to amend the Washington Metro-
politan Area transit regulation compact to
authorize the Washington Metropolitan Area
Transit Authority to establish and maintain
a Metro Transit Police force, to authorize the
Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Au-
thority to enter into mutual aid agreements
with the wvarious jurisdictions within the
transit zone, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. CHAMBERLAIN (for himself,
Mr., ArcHER, Mr. BroyHinn of Vir-
ginla, Mr. BurrLEsoN of Texas, Mr.
BURKE of Massachusetts, Mr.
CraNCY, Mr. CorMAN, Mr. DUNCAN,
and Mr. LANDRUM) :

H.R. 14837. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide income
tax relief for small businesses; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. COHEN:

H.R. 14838. A bill to allow a credit against
Federal income taxes or a payment from
the U.S. Treasury for State and local real
property taxes or an equivalent portion of
rent paid on their residences by individuals
who have attained age 65; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. CRONIN:

H.R. 14839. A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code so as to entitle veterans
of World War I and their widows and chil-
dren to pension on the same basis as vet-
erans of the Spanish-American War and
their widows and children, respectively, and
to increase pension rates; to the Commit-
tee on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. DOWNING (for himself and Mr.
WHITE) :

H.R. 14840. A bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to provide severance pay for
Regular enlisted members of the U.S. Armed
Forces; to the Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. ERLENBORN (for himself and
Mr. CONABLE) :

H.R. 14841, A bill to amend the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, and title 18,
United States Code, to reform Federal elec-
tion campaign activities; to the Committee
on House Administration.

By Mr. FORSYTHE:

H.R. 14842. A bill to amend the Social Se-
curity Act to make certain that recipients of
ald or assistance under the various Federal-
State public assistance and medicaid pro-
grams (and recipients of assistance under the
veterans' pension and compensation pro-
grams or any other Federal or federally as-
sisted program) will not have the amount
of such aid or assistance reduced because of
increases in menthly soclal security benefits;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. JONES of North Carolina (for
himself, Mr. TayLor of North Caro-
lina, and Mr. HENDERSON ) :

HR.14843. A bill to amend the act of
March 10, 1968 providing for the establish-
ment of Cape Lookout National Seashore in
the State of North Carolina, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

By Mr. PARRIS:

H.R. 14844. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 and certain other pro-
visions of law to provide for automatic cost-
of-living adjustments in the income tax
rates, the amount of the standard, personal
exemption, and depreciation deductions, and
the rate of interest payable on certain ob-
ligations of the United States; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. PATTEN:

H.R. 14845. A bill to authorize the disposal
of lead from the national stockpile and the
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supplemental stockpile; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

HR,.14846. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to revise and extend pro-
grams of Federal assistance for comprehen-
sive health resources planning and to assist
the States In regulating the costs of health
care; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. PERKINS:

H.R, 14847. A bill to prohibit for a tem-
porary period the exportation of ferrous
scrap, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. PODELL:

H.R, 14848. A bill to amend the Communi-
cations Act of 19034 to require the Federal
Communications Commission to prescribe
rules respecting interconnections with tele-
phone company facilities of equipment not
furnished by such companies; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. PRICE of Illinois (for himself
and Mr. HOSMER) :

H.R.14849. A bill to amend the Atomic En-
ergy Act of 1954, as amended, and for other
purposes; to the Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy.

By Mr. ROE (for himself, Mr. BREAUX,
Mrs, Burke of California, Mr, FROEH-
LIcH, Ms, HoutzmaN, Mr. Huser, Mr.
IcHORD, Mr. LEGGETT, Mr, LITTON, Mr.
RUNNELS, Mr, S2H0UP, Mr, STUDDS, Mr.
WaITE, and Mr, Won PAT) :

H.R. 14850. A bill to establish a Natlonal
Foreign Investment Control Commission to
prohibit or restrict foreign ownership control
or management control, through direct pur-
chase, in whole or part; from acquiring se-
curities of certain domestlc issuers of se-
curities; from acquiring certain domestic
issuers of securities, by merger, tender offer,
or any other means; control of certain do-
mestic corporations or industrles, real estate,
or other natural resources deemed to be vital
to the economic security and national defense
of the United States; to the Committee on
Interstate and Forelign Commerce.

H.R. 14851. A bill to create a Joint Congres-
sional Committee on Foreign Investment
Control in the United States; to the Com-
mittee on Rules.

By Mr. SARASIN:

H.R. 148562. A bill to amend title 39, United
States Code, with respect to certain rates of
postage, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Clvil Service.

By Mr. SARASIN (for himself, Mrs.
Heckrer of Massachusetts, and Mr.
O'BRIEN) :

H.R. 14853. A bill to amend the Emergency
Petroleum Allocation Act of 1973 to authorize
and require the President of the United
BStates to allocate plastic feedstocks produced
from petrochemical feedstocks, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Intersiate and
Foreign Commerce.

By Mrs. SCHROEDER:

H.R. 14854. A bill to amend title 5, United
States Code, to guarantee to each employee
in the competitive service who has completed
the probationary or trial period, the right toa
hearing, a hearing transcript, and all rele-
vant evidence prior to a final decision of an
agency to take certain action against such
an employee, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. STEELMAN (for himself and
Mr. CLEVELAND) :

H.R. 14855. A bill to amend section 552 of
title 5, United States Code (known as the
Freedom of Information Act), to require Fed-
eral agencies to respond to requests for cer-
tain information no later than 15 days after
the receipt of each such request; to the Com-
mittee on Government Operatlons.

By Mrs, SULLIVAN (for herself, Mr.
FaunTrOoY, Mr. MircEELL of Mary-
land, Mr. BArreETT, Mr. GoNzALEZ, Mr,
Youwae of Georgia, Mr. Srarix, Mr.
MoaxLey, Mr. KocH, Mrs. HECKLER
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of Massachusetts, Mr. McEINNEY,
Mr. RiNaLpo, and Mr., RoNcALLo of
New York) :

H.R. 14856. A bill to prohibit discrimina-
tlon on the basis of race, color, religion, na-
tional origin, age, sex, or marital status in
the granting of credit; to the Committee on
Banking and Currency.

By Mr. WAGGONNER:

H.R. 14857. A bill to amend the Fair Labor
Btandards Act of 1938 to repeal the cover-
age of domestic service workers provided by
the Fair Labor Standards Amendments of
1874; to the Committee on Education and
Labor,

By Mr. CHARLES WILSON of Texas:

H.R. 14858. A bill to provide for the in-
duction of Individuals, during the period
beginning July 1, 1975, and ending June
380, 1977, for training and service in the
Armed Forces; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

By Mr. WOLFF:

H.R. 14859. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to exclude from gross
income the interest on deposits in certain
gavings institutions; to the Committee on
Ways and Means,

By Mr. WOLFF (for himself, Ms, AB2UG,
Mr. AppaeBo, Mr. ELBERG, Mr. HEL-
sTOSKI, Mr. LUKEN, Mr. MOLLOHAN,
Mr. PopELL, Mrs. SCHROEDER, and Mr.
WaLsH) @

H.R. 14860. A bill to amend the Export
Administration Act of 1969 to provide for
the regulation of the export of agricultural
commodities; to the Committee on Banking
and Currency.

By Mr. WOLFF (for himself and Mr.
RANGEL) :

H.E. 14861, A bill to repeal section 411 of
the Social Securlty Amendments of 1972 and
certain related provisions of law in order to
restore to aged, blind, and disabled Indi-
viduals receiving supplemental security in-
come benefits (under title XVI of the Soclal
Security Act) their right to particlpate in
the food stamp and surplus commodities
programs; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. YATRON (for himself, Mrs.
Grasso, Mr. EscH, and Mr. MuRPHY
of New York) :

H.R. 14862. A bill to improve the coordi-
nation of Federal reporting services; to the
Committee on Government Operations.

By Mr. YATRON (for himself and Mrs.
GRASE0) :

H.R. 14863, A bill to establish an office
within the Congress with a toll-free tele-
phone number, to be known as the congres-
slonal advisory legislative line (CALL), to
provide the American people with free and
open access to information, on an immediate
basis, relating to the status of legislative pro-
posals pending before the Congress; to the
Committee on House Administration.

By Mr. YATRON (for himself, Mrs.
QGrasso, and Mr. EscH) :

HR. 14864, A bill to require that new
forms and reports, and revisions of existing
forms, resulting from legislation be con-
tained in reports of committees reporting the
legislation; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. BIAGGI (for himself, Mr. Ap-
paBBO, Mr. Bapriro, Mr. BeviLL, Mr.
BincHEAM, Mr. BrRowN of Michigan,
Mr, Brown of California, Mr. CHAP-
PELL, Mrs, CHisgoLM, Mr, COUGHLIN,
Mr. DrINAN, Mr. EmserG, Mr. Fas-
ceELL, Mr. FinpLEy, Mr. Fisa, Mr.
Forp, Mr, GiLMAN, Mr, GROVER, Mrs.
Hort, Miss HoLTzmAN, Miss JORDAN,
Mr. Eing, Mr. LENT, Mr. LEEMAN,
and Mr, LUKEN) :

H.R. 14865. A bill to amend title 38, United
BStates Code, to provide a 10-year delimiting
period for the pursuit of educational pro-
grams by veterans, wives, and widows; to the
Committee on Veterans' Affairs.
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By Mr. BIAGGI (for himself, Mr. MaAL-
LARY, Mr. MATSUNAGA, Mr. MOLLOHAN,
Mr. MurpHY of New York, Mr, Mur-
THA, Mr. OBeY, Mr, Parris, Mr, PI1KE,
Mr. PopeLL, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. RoN-
cALLo of New York, Mr. ROSENTHAL,
Mr. Roy, Mr. SArRasIN, Mrs. SCHROE-
DER, Mr. StTark, Mr. Sixes, Mr.
TRAXLER, Mr. TIERNAN, Mr. WHITE,
Mr. Bos WiLsoN, Mr. WonN Par, Mr.
Wynman, and Mr. Youne of Alaska) :

H.R. 14866. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to provide a 10-year delimiting
period for the pursult of educational pro-
grams by veterans, wives, and widows; to the
Committee on Veterans' Affairs,

By Mr, BIAGGI (for himself, Mrs.
Burkk of California, and Mr. GuoE) :

H.R. 14867. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to provide a 10-year delimiting
period for the pursuit of educational pro-
grams by veterans, wives, and widows; fo the
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mr. CARNEY of Ohlo:

H.R. 14868. A bill to amend the Food Stamp
Act of 1964 to permit reciplents of certain
Federal benefits to particlpate In the food
stamp program, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. DUNCAN:

H.R. 14869. A bill to amend section 103(c)
of the Interndl Revenue Code of 1954 to in-
crease the exemption from the Industrial
development bond provislons for certain
small issues; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. HAYS:

H.R. 14870. A bill to authorize appropria-
tions for the U.S. Information Agency, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs.

By Mr, LENT:

H.R. 14871, A bill to repeal the Emergency
Daylight Saving Time Energy Conservation
Act of 1973, and to provide for daylight
saving time for 8 months during each cal-
endar year; to the Committee on Interstate
and Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. PATMAN:

H.R. 14872. A bill to amend the Interstate
Land Sales Full Disclosure Act to clarify the
definition of transactions to which the act
applies, to exempt certain sales, to expedite
and simplify compliance with its require-
ments, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. PICKLE:

HR. 14873. A bill to commemorate the
American Revolutionary Bicentennial by es-
tablishing a meetinghouse program, by mak-
ing grants available to each of the several
States for the purpose of acquiring and re-
storing certain historic sites with a view to
designating and preserving such sites for use
as meetinghouses in connection with such
bicentennial, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs,

By Mr. RANDALL:

H.R. 14874. A bill to amend the act of
October 1, 1985 (79 Stat. 897); to the Com-
mittee on Interlor and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. RONCALIO of Wyoming:

HR. 14875. A bill to authorize exchange
of land adjacent to the Teton National For-
est in Wyoming, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affalrs.

By Mr. RUPPE:

HR. 14B76. A bill to change Veterans' Day
to November 11; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R. 14877. A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code in order to increase the
maximum annual income limitations appli-
cable to veterans' and widows' pensions; to
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mr. SEIBERLING:

H.R. 14878, A bill to amend title IT of the
Soclal Becurlty Act to provide that the spe-
cial procedure for expediting benefit pay-
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ments (where such payments are not regu-
larly made when due) shall apply to benefits
based on disability in the same way it applies
to other benefits under such title if entitle-
ament has already been established and the
benefits involved have been paid for 1 or
more month; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. McKINNEY (for himself, Mrs,
CHisHOLM, Mrs. GrRASSO, Mr. SARABIN,
and Mr, STUDDS) :

HR. 14879. A bill to amend title XVIII of
the Social Security Act to authorize payment
under the supplementary medical insurance
program for regular physical examinations;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. CEDERBERG (for himself, Mr.
Avpasso, Mr., CHAPPELL, Mr. CONTE,
Mr. Epwarps of Alabama, Mr. FLoop,
Mr. McEwEN, Mr. MiLLER, Mr., MIiN-
SHALL of Ohio, Mr. Myers, Mr. RoB-
mvsoN of Virginia, Mr. RosisoN of
New York, Mr. RousH, Mr., SHRIVER,
Mr. Scack, Mr. SmiTH of Iowa, Mr.
Tarcorr, Mr. TiErRNAN, Mr. WyATT,
and Mr. Younc of Florida) :

H.J. Res. 1018. Joint resolution designating
the premises occuplied by the Chief of Naval
Operations as the official residence of the
Vice President, effective upon the termina-
tion of service of the incumbent Chief of
Naval Operations; to the ‘Committee on
Armed Services.

By Mr. NEDZI (for himself, Mr. FISHER,
Mr. Price of Illincois, Mr. Bray, Mr.
Bos WiLson, Mr. RaNpALL, Mr. PIKE,
Mr. LEGGETT, Mr, CHARLES H. WILSON,
of California, Mr. DickiNsown, Mr.

Hicks, Mr. WHITE, Mr, HUuNT, and
Mr, MONTGOMERY) :

H.J. Res. 1019. Joint resolution designating
the premises occupied by the Chief of Naval
Operations as the official residence of the
Vice President, effective upon the termina-

tion of service of the incumbent Chief of
Naval Operations; to the Committee on
Armed Services.
By Mr. NEDZI (for himself, Mr. MoL-
LOHAN, Mr. WHITEHURST, Mr. ASPIN,
Mr, BuTrLER, Mr. Davis of South Car-
olina, Mr. PoweLL of Ohio, Mr.
SPENCE, Mr. BeEarp, Mr, DAN DANIEL,
Ms. Hort, Mr. JonEs of Oklahoma,
Mr. O'BriEN, Ms. SCHROEDER, and Mr.
TREEN) :

H.J. Res. 1020. Joint resolution designating
the premises occupied by the Chief of Naval
Operations as the official residence of the
Vice President, effective upon the termina-
tion of service of the incumbent Chief of
Naval Operations; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

By Mr. FRASER:

H. Con. Res. 494, Concurrent resolution re-
lating to arms control in the Indian Ocean;
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. LONG of Maryland:

H. Con. Res, 495. Concurrent resolution
to condemn the terrorist murder of children
at Maalot, Israel; to the Committee on For-
elgn Affairs.

By Mr. RANGEL (for himself, Mr. Ro-
pINO, Mr, WoLFF, Ms. ApzuG, Mr. AL-
BERT, Mr. AppAaBBo, Mr. Bracer, Mr.
BincHAM, Mr, Brasco, Mr. CAREY of
New York, Ms. CHisHOLM, Mr. CLAY,
Ms. Corrins of Illinois, Mr. CONYERS,
Mr. CormaN, Mr. DANIELSON, Mr, DE-
LANEY, Mr. DELLums, Mr. pE LUco,
Mr. DerwINsSKI, Mr, Dicas, Mr. Dri-
MaN, Mr, DuncAn, Mr., ErLBerG, and
Mr. FAsSCELL) :

H. Con. Res, 496. Concurrent resolution for
negotiations on the Turkish oplum ban; to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. RANGEL (for himself, Mr. Ro-
pINO, Mr, WoLFF, Mr. Forp, Mr. GiL-
MAN, Mr, HANLEY, Mr. HAwkKINS, Ms.
HoLTZMAN, Ms. JORDAN, Mr. KASTEN-
MEIER, Mr. Eremp, Mr. EKocm, Mr.
Kyros, Mr. Lone of Maryland, Mr.
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LonG of Louisiana, Mr. McFarL, Mr.
MappEN, Mr. MATSUNAGA, Mr, MeT-
CALFE, Mr. MEZVINSK Y, Ms. MIiNK, Mr.
MrrcHELL of New York, Mr. MITCHELL
of Maryland, Mr, MOORHEAD of Penn-
sylvania, and Mr. MURPHY oOf New
York) :

H, Con. Res. 497. Concurrent resolution
for negotiations on the Turkish opium ban;
to the Committee on Forelgn Affairs.

By Mr. RANGEL (for himself, Mr. Ro-
piNo, Mr. WoLrr, Mr, MurrHY of Il-
linois, Mr, O'Hara, Mr. O'NErmL, Mr,
PEPPER, Mr. PEYSER, Mr, PoDELL, Mr,
Price of Illinois, Mr. ROSENTHAL, Mr.
R¥YAN, Mr. SARBANES, Ms. SCHROEDER,
Mr. SEIBERLING, Mr, SIKES, Mr, JAMES
V. StaNTON, Mr. STARE, Mr. STEELE,
Mr. Stupps, Mr. WALSH, Mr, CHARLES
H. Wirson of California, and Mr.
Younc of Georgia) :

H. Con. Res. 498. Concurrent resolution for
negotiations on the Turkish opium ban; to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs,

By Mr. WALDIE:

H. Con. Res. 499, Concurrent resolution
expressing the condemnation of the Congress
with respect to the killings of Israell chil-
dren by Palestinian guerrillas on May 15 in
Maalot, Israel; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

By Mr. DELLUMS (for himself, Mr.
Worrr, Mr. STarx, and Mr. Moax-
LEY) :

H. Res. 1113. Resolution to condemn ter-
rorism In the Middle East; to the Committee
on Forelgn Affairs,

By Mr, FLOOD (for himself, Mr. BEn-
NETT, Mr. Dorn, Mr. DuNCAN, Mr.
Evins of Tennessee, Mr, FoLton, Mr.
EercaumM, Mr, RUNNELS, and Mrs,
SULLIVAN) :

H. Res. 1114, Resolution in support of con-
tinued undiluted U.S. sovereignty and juris-
diction over the U.S.-owned Canal Zone on
the Isthmus of Panama; to the Commlittee
on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. LENT (for himself, Mr. SEBELIUS,
Mr. PeysgER, Mr, BapiLro, Mr. YATRON,
Mr, RoeinsoN of Virginia, Mr, Dom-
iNick V., DanNiers, Mr, Miwnisa, Mr.
GUNTER, Mr. COUGHLIN, Mrs. GRASSO,
Mr. STrRaTTON, Mr. Younc of Florida,
Mr. Huser, Mr. ForsYTHE, Mr. Win-
NALL, Mr. PopeLn, Mr. ROSENTHAL,
Mr. Won Par, Mr. RiNarpo, and Mr.
RANGEL) :

H. Res. 1115. Resolution to condemn acts of
Arab terrorism; to the Committee on For-
eign Affalrs.

My Mr. McCOLLISTER:

H. Res. 1116. Resolution to amend the
Rules of the House of Representatives with
respect to the acceptance of any honorarium
by any Member, officer, or employee of such
House; to the Committee on Standards of
Official Conduct.

By Mr. MINISH:

H. Res. 1117. Resolution to condemn terror-
ist killings of schoolchildren in Israel; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. O'NEILL (for himself, Mr. RHODES,

Mr. AspNoR, Ms, Apzvug, Mr. Apams,
Mr. ADDABBO, Mr. ALEXANDER, Mr. AN-
pERsoN of California, Mr. ANDERSON
of Illinois, Mr. AwnNUNZIO, MTr.
ArRenDs, Mr. AsHLEY, Mr. AspiN, Mr.
BapiLro, Mr. Bararis, Mr. BAxer, Mr.
BARRETT, Mr. BENITEZ, Mr. BENNETT,
Mr. BERGLAND, Mr. BEviLL, Mr. B1acecr,
Mr. BiesTER, and Mr, BINGHAM) :

H. Res. 1118. Resolution to condemn terror-
ist killings of schoolchildren in Israel; to the
Committee on Forelgn Affairs.

By Mr. O'NEILL (for himself, M.
RHoODES, Mrs. BogGs, Mr. BoLanp, Mr.
Borring, Mr. BrapEmas, Mr. Brasco,
Mr. Bray, Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, Mr.
BrINKELEY, Mr. Brooxs, Mr. BRowN
of Ohio, Mr. BRownN of Michigan, Mr.
Brown of California, Mr. BROYHILL
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or North Carolina, Mr. Burgg of
Florida, Mr. Burke of Massachusetts,
Mrs. Burge of California, Mr. Bur-
L1soN of Missouri, Mr. Burton, Mr.
Camp, Mr., CarneYy of Ohio, Mr,
CHAMBERLAIN, Mr, CHAPPELL, and Mr,
Don H. CLAUSEN) :

H. Res. 1119, Resolution to condemn terror-
ist killings of schoolchildren in Israel; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. O'NEILL (for himself, Mr.
RHODES, Mr. DEL CLAWSON, Mr. CLAY,
Mr, CocHRAN, Mr, CoLLIER, Mr. CoN-
ABLE, Mr. CoNTE, Mr. CORMAN, Mr.
CoTTER, Mr, CULVER, Mr. Dan DANIEL,
Mr. DoMiNICK V. DaNierLs, Mr, Dax-
IELSON, Mr. Davis of South Carolina,
Mr. DELANEY, Mr. pE Luco, Mr, DEN-
HoLM, Mr. DeENNIS, Mr, DenT, Mr.
DingeELL, Mr. DoNonue, Mr. Down-
NG, Mr. Duncan, and Mr. EDWARDS
of Alabama) :

H. Res. 1120. Resolution to condemn ter-
rorist killings of schoolchildren in Israel; to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. O'NEILL (for himself, Mr,
Ruopes, Mr. EmLBERG, Mr, Evans of
Colorado, Mr. Fisx, Mr, Froon, Mr.
FLowers, Mr. FLYNT, Mr. ForLey, Mr.
Forp, Mr. ForsYTHE, Mr. Fraser, Mr.
FRELINGHUYSEN, Mr. FRENzZEL, Mr.
Frey, Mr. FROEHLICH, Mr. FuLTON,
Mr. Fuqua, Mr. Gaypos, Mr. GETTYS,
Mr. Giaimo, Mr. GieBoNs, Mr, GiL-
MAN, Mr. GmvnN, and Mr. GoLp-
WATER) :

H. Res, 1121. Resolution to condemn ter-
rorist killings of schoolchildren in Israel; to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. O'NEILL (for himself, Mr,
RHODES, Mr. GowNzarLez, Mr. Goobp-
LING, Ms. Grasso, Mr. Gray, Mr.
GREEN of Pennsylvania, Mrs. Grir-
FITHS, Mr. Gupe, Mr. GUNTER, Mr.
GUYER, Mr. HALEY, Mr HaNLEY, Mr.
HANNA, Mr. HANRAHAN, Mr, HARRING-
TON, Mr. HasTIiNGs, Mr, Hays, Mr.
HecHLER of West Virginia, Mrs.
HeckELR of Massachusetts, Mr.
Heiwz, Mr. Hicks, Mr. Hiriis, and
Mr. HOLIFIELD) :

H. Res. 1122. Resolution to condemn ter-
rorist killings of schoolchildren in Israel; to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. O'NEILL (for himself, Mr.
Ruopes, Mrs. Hovr, Ms. HoLTzMAN,
Mr. HUNGATE, Mr. HUNT, Mr. JOoHN-
soN of California, Mr. Jones of Ten-
nessee, Mr. JoNEs of Oklahoma, Mr.
Jones of Alabama, Miss Jorpaw, Mr.
EaArTH, Mr. EEMP, Mr. KETCHUM, Mr,
EKme, Mr. EvuczynNski, Mr. KocH,
Mr. KUYKENDALL, Mr., Kyros, Mr,
LEHEMAN, Mr. LoNG of Maryland, Mr.
Lusaw, Mr. McCoLLisTER, and Mr,
McCORMACK) :

H. Res. 1123, Resolution to condemn ter-
rorist Kkillings of schoolchildren in Israel;
to the Committee on Forelgn Affairs.

By Mr. O'NEILL (for himself, Mr.
RHODES, Mr. McDapg, Mr, McFaLL,
Mr. McEAy, Mr. MACDONALD, Mr,
MADDEN, Mr. MARTIN of Nebraska, Mr.
MaTtHIS of Georgia, Mr. MATSUNAGA,
Mr. Mazzorr, Mr. Meeps, Mr, MeT-
CALFE, Mr. MezvINSKY, Mr, MICHEL,
Ms. Minx, Mr. MrircHELL of New
York, Mr. MoaxLEY, Mr. MoNT-
GOMERY, Mr. MOoRHEAD of Pennsyl-
vania, Mr. Moss, Mr, MURTHA, Mr,
MuvurPpHY of New TYork, and Mr.
MurrraY of Illinois) :

H. Res. 1124. Resolution to condemn ter-
rorist Killings of schoolchildren in Israel; to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs,

By Mr. O'NEILL (for himself, Mr.
Ruopes, Mr. Nepz1, Mr. O'BRIEN, Mr,
O'HArA, Mr. PassMAN, Mr. PATTEN,
Mr. PEFPER, Mr. PEREINS, Mr. PEYSER,
Mr. PICELE, Mr. Pixe, Mr. PoODELL,
Mr. PREYER, Mr. Price of Illinois, Mr.
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Mr. PrrTcHARD, Mr. QUIE, Mr. REID,
Mr. REuss, Mr. RiNaLpo, Mr. Ros-
ERTS, Mr. Ropivo, Mr. Rog, Mr RON-
carxo of Wyoming, and Mr ROONEY
of Pennsylvania) :

H. Rés. 11256 Resolution to condemn terror-
ist killings of schoolchildren in Israel; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr., O'NEILL (for himself, Mr.
RuopeEs, Mr, Rose, Mr. ROSENTHAL,
Mr. RosTENKOWSKI, Mr. RousH, Mr,
RoussELor, Mr. RoYBAL, Mr. RYAN,
Mr. SarasiN, Mr. SATTERFIELD, Mr,
ScHERLE, Mrs. SCHROEDER, Mr, SEI-
BERLING, Mr. SHIPLEY, Mr. SHRIVER,
Mr. SHUSTER, Mr. S1sK, Mr. BEUBITZ,
Mr. SnarrH of New York, Mr. SNYDER,
Mr. SpEncE, Mr, J. WILLiAM STAN-
ToN, Mr. JAMES V. StaNToN, and Mr.
STEED) :

H. Res. 1126. Resolution to condemn ter-
rorist killings of schoolchildren in Israel; to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. O'NEILL (for himself, Mr.
Ruopes, Mr. STEELE, Mr. STEELMAN,
Mr. Steicer of Wisconsin, Mr. STEP-
HENS, Mr. StUupps, Mr. SYMINGTON,
Mr. Tavror of North Carolina, Mr.
TroMsoN of Wisconsin, Mr. THONE,
Mr. THORNTON, Mr. TIERNAN, Mr,
TRAXLER, Mr. TREEN, Mr. UparL, Mr.
VANDER VEEN, Mr. Vanix, Mr. VEY-
sEY, Mr. WaLsa, Mr, WHALEN, Mr.
WHITEHURST, Mr. WioNaLL, Mr. BoB
WiLson, and Mr. CHARLES WILsSON of
Texas) :

H. Res. 1127, Resolution to condemn ter-
rorist killings of schoolchildren in Israel; to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. O'NEILL (for himself, Mr.
RuoDES, Mr. WoLFF, Mr. WrIGHT, Mr.
Wy¥DLER, Mr. YATES, Mr. YaTRON, Mr.
Youwne of Georgia, Mr. Youna of
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Alaska, Mr. Youwnc of Texas, Mr.
Younc of Texas, Mr. Youna of Illi-
nois, Mr. ZasLockl, Mr. ZioN, Mr.
ZwacH, Mr, Epwaros of California,
Mr. CoHEN, Mr. DERWINSKI, Mr. Fas-
cELL, Mr. McKINNEY, Mr. BELL, Mr.
Rees, Mr. EckaArDT, Mr. Smrra of
Iowa, and Mr. MOLLOHAN) :

H. Res. 1128. Resolution to condemn ter-
rorist killings of schoolchildren in Israel; to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr., O'NEILL (for himself, Mr.
REHODES, Mr. Crawcy, Mr. CLARK,
Mr. DriNan, Mr. BROOMFIELD, Mr.
DickinsoN, Mr. CEDERBERG, Mr. GUB~
sEr, Mr. HELsTOSKI, Mr. COUGHLIN,
Mr. Carey of New York, Mr. ARCHER,
Mr. Brarwik, Mr., BucHANAN, Mr.
CARTER, Ms. CorriNs of Illinols, Mr.
Davis of Georgia, Mr. DEVINE, Mr,
DorN, Mr. DuLskl, Mr. ESHLEMAN,
Mr. FisHER, Mr. HENDERSON, and Mr.
HOSMER) :

H. Res. 1120. Resolution to condemn ter-
rorist killings of schoolchildren in Israel; to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. O'NEILL (for himself, Mr.
Rruooes, Mr. Howarp, Mr. HUBER, Mr.
MecCLoskEY, Mr., MaynNeE, Mr, Min-
1sH, Mr. MorcaN, Mr. NELSEN, Mr.
OWwENS, Mr. Parris, Mr, RopiNsoN of
Virginia, Mr, RoNcaLLo of New York,
Mr, St GermaIN, Mr. SCHNEEBELI,
Mr. SepeLrus, Mr. SHOUP, Mr., SIKES,
Mr. Stark, Mr. STRATTON, Mrs. SUL-
LIVAN, Mr, UrLrman, and Mr. Vico-
RITO) @

H. Res. 1130. Resolution to condemn ter-
rorist killings of schoolchildren in Israel, to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. O'NEILL (for himself, Mr.
REODES, Mr. WHITTEN, Mr, Won PaT,
Mr. CrRONIN, Mr, SToKES, Mr. TOWELL
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of Nevada, Mr. McCrory, Mr., Mc-
EweN, Mr. SareaNes, Mr. DELLEN-
BACK, Mr, JarMaN, Mr. DELLUMS, Mrs.
HanseEN of Washington, Mr, HUDNUT,
Mr., LUugEN, Mr. RANGEL, Mr, REGULA,
Mr, RoGeErs, Mr, WinnN, and Mr, Wy-
MAN) :

H. Res, 1131, Resolution to condemn ter-
rorist killings of schoolchildren in Israel; to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. BTARK:

H. Res. 1132, Resolution relating to the
publication of population, economiec, and s0-
cial statistics for Phillppine Americans; to
the Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv-
lce.

MEMORIALS

Under clause of rule XXIIT,

480. The SPEAKER. presented a memorial
of the Legislature of the State of Michigan,
relative to Phase IV regulations, which was
referred to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. DRINAN:

H.R. 14880. A bill for the relief of Tapan
K. Mukherjee; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr, ECKHARDT:

H.R. 14881. A bill for the relief of Yuk On

Lee; to the Committee on the Judiclary,
By Mr. JAMES V. STANTON:

H.R. 14882, A bill for the rellef of Fran-
cesco Giluttari; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

SENATE—Thursday, May 16,

The Senate met at 9 am. and was
called to order by the President pro tem-
pore (Mr. EASTLAND).

PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Edward
L. R. Elson, D.D., offered the following
prayer:

God our Father, infinite and eternal,
the source of all strength and wisdom,
we thank Thee for another day of life
and service. Impart to our waiting spirits
the gifts of self-mastery and self-control.
Make us sensitive to the needs of all the
people, careful to hear and evaluate the
judgments of our colleagues, obedient to
the directions of conscience, and always
heedful of the promptings of Thy Spirit.
In all our ways may we acknowledge Thy
rulership and persevere for the enhance-
ment of Thy kingdom.

We pray in the name of the Great
Redeemer, Amen.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the Journal of the proceedings of
Wednesday, May 15, 1974, be dispensed
with.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD., Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that all committees
may be authorized to meet during the
session of the Senate today.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate go
into executive session to consider nomi-
nations on the Executive Calendar.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to the consideration of execu-
tive business.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
nominations on the Executive Calendar
will be stated.

BOARD FOR INTERNATIONAL
BROADCASTING

The second assistant legislative clerk
read the nomination of Foy D. Kohler, of
Florida, to be a member of the Board
for International Broadcasting for a
term of 3 years.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, the nomination is consid«
ered and confirmed.
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THE JUDICIARY

The second assistant legislative clerk
read the nomination of D. Dortch War-
riner, of Virginia, to be U.S. district
judge for the eastern district of Virginia.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, the nomination is consid-
ered and confirmed.

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

The second assistant legislative clerk
read the nomination of James L. Brown-
ing, Jr., of California, to be U.S. attorney
for the northern district of California for
the term of 4 years.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, the nomination is consid-
ered and confirmed.

NOMINATIONS ON THE
SECRETARY’'S DESK

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to read sundry nominations in
the Diplomatic and Foreign Service,
E'hiféh had been placed on the Secretary’s

esk.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, With-
out objection, the nominations are con-
sidered and confirmed en bloe.

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr President, I ask
unanimous consent that the President be
notified of the confirmation of these
nominations,
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