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To be major general
Brig. Gen. Willard W. Millikan,
G, Alr National Guard.
Brés. Gen. Valentine A. Siefermann, [F-

G, Air National Guard.
To be brigadier general

Col. Doyle C. Beers, G. Air
National Guard.

Col. Robert G. Etter, EEETETramrG, Alr
National Guird.

Col. Eugene G. Gallant, IESISr G, Air
National Guard.

Col. Joseph H. Johnson, MRSttt llrG, Alr
National Guard.

Col. Lloyd W. Lamb, FTECETSENFG, Air
National Guard.

Col. Robert B. Maguire, BRI St e o amr'G, Air
National Guard.

Col. Donald E. Morris, B erercll G, Alr
National Guard.

Col. Stanley F. H. Newman, I ater e G,
Air National Guard.

Col. Richard F. Peterchefl, Il G,
Air National Guard.

Col. Darrol G. Schroeder, TSR am G,
Air National Guard.

Col. Harding R. Zumwalt, ISl G,
Air National Guard.

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

To be major general

Brig. Gen. Arthur W. Clark, IEEEEtll-v,
Air Force Reserve.

Brig. Gen. Willlam Lyon, IEETENTEE-v,
Air Force Reserve.

Brig. Gen. Oscar D. Olson, [l v,
Air Force Reserve.

Brig. Gen. Alfred Verhulst, IR Erar vV,
Air Force Reserve.

Brig. Gen. John S, Warner, IS el vV,
Air Force Reserve.

To be brigadier general
Col. Bruce M. Davidson, IEERErcdl 'V, Air
Force Reserve.
. Edward Dillon, IEETelE'V, Air
Force Reserve.
Col. George M. Douglas, [ETErrll V, Air
Force Reserve.
Col. Arthur A. Gentry, ISl V, Air
Force Reserve,
Col. Irying B. Holley, Jr, [V,
Alr Force Reserve.
¥Force Reserve.
Col. Harry J. Huff 11, [PV, Alr
Force Reserve.
Col. Willard G. Hull, e dl 'V, Alr
Force Reserve.
Col. James D, Isaacks, Jr., JERERrdE "V,
Alr Force Reserve.
Col. Orrin W. Matthews, RV,
Ailr Force Reserve.
Col. Alvin J. Moser, Jr., o tllV, Alr
Foroe Reserve.
Col. Dalton 8. Oliver, IRV, Alr

Force Reserve.

Col. Frank J. Parrish, [l vV, Air

Force Reserve.

Col. Barnett Zumoff, [l V, Air

Force Reserve,
IN THE ARMY

The Army National Guard of the United
States officers named herein for promotion as
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Reserve Commissioned officers of the Army,
under the provisions of title 10, United
States Code, section 593(a) and 8392:

To be major general

g. Gen. Alfred Frederick Ahner, NS

BﬁE. Gen. Joseph Roland Chappell, Jr.,

To be brigadier general

Coi. Bruce Ingle Staser,

The following-named officers for appoint-
ment in the Regular Army of the United
States to the grade indicated under the pro-
visions of title 10, United States Code, sec-
tions 3284 and 3307:

To be magjor general

Lt. Gen. Elvy Benton Roberts, XXX-XX...
Army of the United States (brigadier gen-
eral, US. Army).

Lt. Gen. James George Kalergis,

Army of the United States (brigadier

general, U.S. Army).

Maj. Gen. Vincent Henry Ellis, EEEErowss
Army of the United States (brigadier gen-
eral, US. Army).

Maj. Gen. Theodore Antonelli, EEETENta
Army of the United States (brigadier gen-
eral, U.S. Army).

Maj. Gen. Willlam Eugene McLeod,

, Army of the United States (brigadier
general, U.S. Army).

Maj. Gen. Josoph Warren Pezdirtz,

Army of vhe United States (brigadier
general, U.S. Army).

Maj. Gen. Darrie Hewitt Richards, BEEEN
Army of the United States (brigadier
general, U.S. Army).

Ma]. Gen. Stewart Canfield Meyer,
Army of the United States (brigadier
general, U.S. Army).

Maj. Gen. Ralph Julian Richards, Jr.,

Army of the United States (brig-
adier general, U.S. Army).

Maj. Gen. John Carpenter Raaen, Jr.,
T, Army f the United States
(brigadier general, U.S. Army).

Maj. Gen. Maurice Wesley Kendall,

EES. Army of the United States (brigadier
general, US. Army).

Maj. Gen. Harold Robert Parfitt,

, Army of the United States (brigadier
general, U.S. Army).
. _Gen. George Gordon Cantlay,
Army of the United States
(brigadier general, U.S. Army).

Maj. Gen. Robert Charles Hixon,
Army of the United States (brigadier
general, U.S. Army).

" Maj. Gen. Verne Lyle Bowers, IR,
Army of the United States (brigadier gen-
eral, US. Army).

Maj. Gen. John Kirk Singlaub, ERrgiocered.
Army of the United States (brigadier general,
U.S. Army).

Ma). Gen. Harold Robert Aaron,
Army of the United States (brigadier
general, U.S. Army).

. _Gen. Jeffrey Greenwood Smith,
Army of the United States
(brigadier general, U.S. Army).
. Gen. Harold Arthur Kissinger, R
, Army of the United States (brigadier
general, U.S. Army).
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Maj. Gen. Richard Hulbert Groves, JESS&
Army of the United States (brigadier
neral, U.S. Army).

Ma en. Thomas Edward Fitzpatrick,
Jr., Army of the United States
(brigadier general, U.S. Army).

Maj. Gen. Harold Gregory Moore,

, Army of the United States (brigadier
general, U.S. Army).

Mal, n. Peter

, Army of
(brigadier general, U S.
Maj. Gen, Dennis Philip McAuliffe,
Army of the United States

(brigadier general, U.S. Army).
Mal. Gen. Robert Carter McAlister,
, Army of the United States (brigadier

general, U.S. Army).

IN THE Navy

Vice Admiral Frederick J. Harlfinger IT,
U.S. Navy, for appointment to the grade of
vice admiral, when retired, pursuant to the
provisions of title 10, United States Code,
section 5233,

The following-named officers of the Naval
Reserve for temporary promotion to the
grade of rear admiral subject to qualifica-
tion therefor as provided by law:

George Olenchuk,
the United States
Army).

LINE
Norman A. Coleman
Earl Forgy, Jr. Raymond B. Ackerman

Arthur M. Wilcox Stephen T, Quigley

MEDICAL CORPS
Victor P. Bond

SUPPLY CORPS
Robert G. James
CIVIL ENGINEER CORPS
Robert C. Esterbrooks
DENTAL CORES
Albert G. Paulsen
IN THE MARINE CORPS
The following-named officers of the Marine
Corps for permanent appointment to the
grade of major general:
Kenneth J. Houghton
Robert C. Lang
Robert D. Bohn
Edward J. Miller

The following-:amed officers of the Marine
Corps for permanent appointment to the
grade of brigadier general:

Albert C. Pommerenk William L. Smith
Herbert L. Wilkerson Arthur J. Poillon
Manning T. Jannell Kenneth McLennan
Ernest R. Reid, Jr. Joseph Koler, Jr.
Clarence H. Schmid George R. Brier
Edward A, Wilcox

The following-named officers of the Marine
Corps Reserve for permanent appointment to
the grade of brigadier general;

Robert E. Friedrich Allan T. Wood

Paul E. Godfrey

The following-named officers of the Marine
Corps for temporary appointment to the
grade of major general:
Victor A. Armstrong
Wilbur F. Simlik
‘Willlam G. Joeslyn

Robert N. Colwell

James P. Jones
Charles D, Mize
Norman W. Gourley

William R. Quinn
Francis W. Vaught
Robert L, Nichols

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Wednesday, April 24, 1974

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

O give thanks unio the Lord, for He is
good; for His mercy endureth forever —
Psalms 107: 1.

Eternal God, our Father, we thank
Thee for the grandeur of another spring
day, for the beauty about us, the glory

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO

above us, the green mantle beneath us,
and for the love which from our birth
over and around us lies. Lord of all, to
Thee we raise this our prayer of grateful
praise.

As we set out upon the tasks of this
day, help us to seek first Thy will for us
and for our Nation. To this end, illumine
our minds, strengthen our spirits, and
give us the courage of creative convic-

tions that our thoughts, our words, and
our actions may merit Thine approval.

Bless all who work under the dome of
this glorious Capitol and all who work
through our land. Help us—everyone—to
continue to labor earnestly for the wel-
fare of our country and the well-being of
all mankind.

In Thy holy name we pray. Amen.
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THE JOURNAL

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

Without objection, the Journal stands
approved.

There was no objection.

MESSAGE FROM THE 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 April 22, 1974, the Presi-
dent approved and signed a bill of the
House of the following title:

H.R. 13642. An act to abolish the position
of Commissioner of Fish and Wildlife and for
other purposes.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senafe by Mr. Ar-
rington, one of its clerks, announced that
the Senate agrees to the report of
the committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on
the amendments of the House to the bill
(8. 2770) entitled “An act to amend
chapter 5 of title 37, United States Code,
to revise the special pay structure relat-
ing to medical officers of the uniformed
services.”

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the report of the com-
mittee of conference on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ments of the House to the bill (8. 2771)
entitled “An act to amend chapter 5 of
title 37, United States Code, to revise
the special pay bonus structure relating
to members of the Armed Forces, and for
other purposes.”

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the amendment of the
House to the amendment of the Senate
with amendments to a bill of the House
of the following title:

HR. 9492. An act to amend the Wild and
Scenic Rivers Act by designating the Chat-
tooga River, North Carolina, South Carolina,
and Georgia as a component of the National
Wild and Scenic Rivers System, and for
other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate disagrees to the amendment of
the House to the bill (8. 3062) entitled
the “Disaster Relief Act Amendments of
1974,” agrees to a conference requested
by the House on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses thereon, and appoints
Mr. BURDICK, Mr. CLARK, Mr. BrpEN, Mr.
RawpoLPH, Mr. DoMENICI, Mr, BUCKLEY,
and Mr. Baker to be the conferees on the
part of the Senate.

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

5. 1486. An act to regulate commerce by
authorizing and establishing programs and
activities to promote the export of American
goods, products, and services and by increas-
ing the recognition of international economie
policy considerations in Federal decision-
making and for other purposes;

S. 1488. An act to provide for a system of
uniform commodity descriptions and codes
and tariffs filed with the Federal Maritime
OCommission, and for other purposes; and
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5. 8281, An act to provide compensation
to poultry and egg producers, growers, and
processors and their employees.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHER-
IES TO FILE A REPORT ON HR.
8193

Mrs. SULLIVAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries have
until midnight tonight to file a report on
H.R. 8193, a bill to require that a certain
percentage of pefroleum and petroleum
products imported into the United States
be carried in U.S.-flag vessels,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentlewoman from
Missouri?

There was no objection.

“NO” TO RENEWED FOREIGN AID
GIVEAWAY PROGRAMS

(Mr. WYMAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr., WYMAN. Mr. Speaker, today’s
press reports the prospect of requests of
this Congress for renewed foreign aid to
Legypt, India, and other countries. I hope
the Congress will not resume foreign aid
t'veaways as this country faces a $500
billion national debt, much of which is
due to excessive, wasteful, and largely
nonproductive foreign aid giveaway pro-
grams.

If it be a fact that our national self-
interest suggests the advisability of help-
ing these or other countries, let us re-
solve firmly that if this is to be done, it
should be on a hard-nosed, businesslike
basis upon appropriately pledged col-
lateral security.

In the case of India, action taken re-
cently wrote off & multibillion-dollar debt
that India owed to us derived from a
previous huge foreign aid program over
many years. There was no collateral and
none was required in raw materials or
possible mineral rights. The prospect of
a repeat of such a debacle must be
avoided at all costs. American taxpayers
should not be required to bear the burden
of renewed billions of foreign aid give-
away programs.

WHITE ELEPHANT BULK MAIL SYS-
%m OVERRUN OF $283 MIL~

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

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, 3 years ago
the managers of the U.S. Postal Service
unveiled their plan to build a national
bulk mail system in an effort to recap-
ture parcel post business which had
been lost to private carriers,

The plan called for separate buildings
to handle parcel post and a separate
transportation system for the movement
of parcels between bulk mail centers and
transfer point offices.

The system looked so convincing on
paper that it was decided not to do any
experimenting but to go nationwide
immediately, with 21 bulk mail centers
and 12 auxiliary service facilities. These
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33 centers were to handle all the parcel
post in the United States.

The cost was estimated at $950 mil-
lion, a figure which the Postal Service
has continually used over the past 3
years in spite of inflation, cost overruns,
and increased costs of labor and mate-
rials.

The Secaucus, N.J., facility, for exam-
ple, was originally estimated at $62 mil-
lion. This figure quickly rose to $131
million according to a General Account-
ing Office report in 1971. More recent
and equally reliable estimates place the
cost of the Secaucus plant at $192 mil-
lion.

Post Office Committee staff studies
show that the eventual cost of the bulk
mail system will be close to $1.2 billion,
or an overrun of $283 million.

Mr. Speaker, I cite these figures to
alert the House that it is entirely pos-
sible that the Congress at some time in
the future will be asked to subsidize this
postal white elephant.

FOREIGN AID IS AN INDISPENSABLE
ELEMENT OF OUR FOREIGN POL-~
ICY—MESSAGE FROM THE PRESI-
DENT OF THE UNITED STATES
(H. DOC. NO. 93-293)

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

To the Congress of the United Stales:

For more than twenty five years,
America has generously provided foreign
assistance to other nations, helping them
to develop their economies, to meet the
humanitarian needs of their people and
to provide for their own defense.

During this area foreign aid has be-
come an indispensable element of our
foreign policy. Without it, America would
risk isolating herself from responsible
involvement in an international com-
munity upon which the survival of our
own economie, social and political in-
stitutions rests. With the continuation
of a healthy foreign aid program, this
Nation can continue to lead world prog-
ress toward building a lasting structure
of peace.

Now that we have ended the longest
war in our history and no American
troops are serving in combat for the
first time in more than a decade, there
is a temptation to turn inward, aban-
doning our aid programs and the critical
needs facing many of our friends in the
process.

‘We must not succumb to that tempta-
tion. If we lay down the burden now,
we will foreclose the peaceful develop-
ment of many of the nations of the world
and leave them at the mercy of power-
ful forces, both economic and political.
Moreover, we will deny ourselves one of
the most useful tools we have for helping
to shape peaceful relationships in the
most turbulent areas of the world.

Many of the nations which were once
dependent upon our direct assistance for
their survival are now managing their
own economic and defense needs with-
out our aid. Those nations which still
need our aid will not need it indefinitely,
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We expect those nations we help to help
themselves. We have made it clear that
we do not intend to be the world’s police-
man, that our aid is not a substitute for
their self-reliance, and that we do not
intend to do for others what they should
be expected to do for themselves.

But as long as there are governments
which seek to change the frontiers and
institutions of other nations by force,
the possibility of international confiict
will continue to exist. And as long as
millions of people lack food, housing, and
jobs; starvation, social unrest, and eco-
nomic turmoil will threaten our common
future.

Our long-range goal is to create an
international environment in which
tolerance and negotiation can replace
aggression and subversion as preferred
methods of settling international dis-
putes. While this goal is not as distant
as it once was, present circumstances do
not now permit reduction in foreign
assistance. We must not only maintain
our efforts, but also make special efforts
in two critical areas of the world—the
Middle East and Indochina.

In the Middle East, we have an oppor-
tunity to achieve a significant break-
through for world peace. Increased for-
eign aid will be a vital complement to our
diplomacy in maintaining the momen-
tum toward a negotiated settlement
which will serve the interests of both
Israel and the Arab nations.

In Indochina our assistance is no less
critical. South Vietnam, Cambodia, and
Laos are trying to make the difficult
transition from war to peace. Their
ability to meet their defense needs while
laying the foundations for self-sustain-
ing social and economic progress
requires continued and substantial
amounts of American aid.

To meet these continuing and special
needs, I am proposing to the Congress a
total foreign aid budget of $5.18 billion
for fiscal year 1975. In my judgment,
these amounts represent the minimum
which the United States can prudently
afford to invest if we are to maintain the
present degree of international equilib-
rium and advance our efforts to construct
a durable peace with prosperity.

TOWARD PEACE IN THE MIDDLE EAST

The hope for a lasting solution to the
Arab-Israeli dispute is stronger today
than at any time in the previous quarter
century. American diplomatic initiatives
have helped create the conditions neces-
sary for an end to conflict and viclence.
While our diplomatic efforts must and
will continue, there is already much
that can be done to supplement and con-
solidate what has been achieved so far.
I am therefore requesiing a Special As-
sistance program for the Middle Bast,
and have asked the Congress to provide
the following:

—For Israel: $50 million in security
supporting assistance and $300 mil-
lion in military credit sales. Israel’s
continued ability to defend herself
reduces the prospect of new conflict
in the Middle East, and we must con-
tinue to assist her in maintaining
that ability.

—For Egypt: $250 million in support-
ing assistance. These funds would be
used for the tasks which come with
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peace: clearing the Suez Canal, re-
pairing the damage in adjacent
areas, and restoring Egyptian trade.

—For Jordan: $100 million in military

assistance grants, $77.5 million in
security supporting assistance, and
$30 million in military credit sales.
Jordan has been a moderating force
in the Arab world and these funds
will enable her to maintain a posi-
tion of moderation and independ-
ence which will be crucial to a per-
manent settlement in the area.

—For a Special Requirements Fund:

$100 million. This fund will be used
for new needs that may arise as the
outlines of a peaceful setflement
take shape, including provision for
peacekeeping forces, refugee aid or
settlement, and development proj-
ects.

All of this aid will contribute to the
confidence these nations must have in
the United States and in their own secu-~
rity if they are to have the base from
whieh to negotiate a lasting settlement.
It will strengthen moderate forces in an
area where only moderation can form
:.hne basis for a settlement acceptable to

TOWARD RECONSTRUCTION OF INDOCHTINA

Another area of acute and continuing
concern to this Government is Southeast
Asia. Our aid in Indochina is no less cru-
cial than our &id in the Middle East in
achieving a peaceful outcome which pro-
tects our interests and reflects our past
involvement in these two areas. I am
asking the Congress to authorize the
appropriation of $939.8 million to assist
South Vietnam, Cambodia and Laos in
their efforts to shift their economies
from war to peace and to accelerate the
reconstitution of their societies.

We have already invested heavily in
these countries. Progress has been sig-
nificant, and we are nearing success in
our efforts to assist them in becoming
self-sufficient. Although our total re-
guest is higher than last year, the
budget I am proposing is actually aus-
tere. We must recognize that & modest
increase in economic assistance now will
permit the development of viable, self-
supporting economies with lower re-
quirements for assistance within a few
years.

The South Vietnamese face an un-
usually difficult task in reconstructing
their economy and caring for their war-
torn population even as the effort to end
hostilities goes forward. Progress in re-
construction, economic development,
and humanitarian programs, which
offer the hope of a better life for the
people there, should make it clear that
& peaceful settlement of political dis-
putes is in the interest of ail.

This year and mext the South Viet-
namese face several related challenges
which make increased U.S. economic
assistance essential:

—They must resettle more than a mil-

lion refugees =and displaced per-

Soms.

—They must provide the investments
needed to create productive jobs
for the several hundred thousand
who have lost jobs with the with-
drawal of U.S. forces.

—They must meet the much higher
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costs of such essential imports as
fertilizer and other critical re-
sources caused by worldwide infia-
tion.
— must provide for the orphans,
the disabled, and for widows who
can never recover their wartime
losses,

—They must continue to support the
military forces needed to preserve
movement toward peace so long as
hostile forces confinue to be de-
ployed within South Vietnam and
supported from outside.

The South Vietnamese have made
laudable efforts to solve their own prob-
lems. They have increased their taxes—
8 40 percent iancrease in real terms in
1973. They have expanded their exports,
which were virtually eliminated by the
war—doul ing exports in 1972 and again
in 1973. They have sharply reduced the
consumption of imported goods, includ-
ing a notable reduction in petroleum.
But after more than a decade of war,
they cannot reconstruct their economy
and their society alone. Increased U.S.
assistance is needed now to support the
increasing efforts of the Vietnamese to
achieve peace and self-sufficiency as
soon as possible.

in Laos, a peacefnl political solution to
the confiict is in motion and the people
there can finally look forward to a secure
and stable environment. The problems of
resettling refugees and establishing a
viable economy, however, will provide a
major test of the Laotian government’s
ability to work in the interests of all. Our
continued assistance is essential to per-
mit this underdeveloped, land-locked
country to reconstruct its economy after
50 many years of war.

Continued U.S. assistance is also essen-
tial to alleviate the hardships facing the
Cambodian people, many of them refu-
gees with little opportunity to support
themselves until hostilities subside.

The investment I am now seeking—an
investment to sustain the peace, to over-
come the human suffering resulting from
the war, and to give the people of Indo-
china a chance to stand on their own
feet—is small in comparison with what
we have committed over the years in In-
dochina. But the potential return on this
investment is large in enhancing the
prospect of peace both in Indochina and
around the world.

DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE

U.S. assistance programs—both bilat-
eral and multilateral—have made a very
substantial contribution to the economic
growth of the developing nations over
the past decade.

In spite of encouraging progress, it is
estimated that 40 percent of the total
population in all the developing countries
still remain trapped in conditions of pov-
erty beyond the reach of the market
economy. These people continue to exist
below minimal levels of nutrition, liter-
acy, and health.

It is clear that in the modern world,
peace and poverty cannot easily endure
side by side. In the long term, we must
have peace withont privation, or we
may not have a durable peace at all. All
that we have worked, and fought, and
sacrificed to achieve will be in jeopardy
as long as hunger, illiteracy, disease,




April 24, 1974

and poverty are fthe permanent condl-
tion of 40 percent of the populace in de-
veloping nations of the world. But the
progress which we have been able to
help bring about thus far demonstrates
that this need not be a permanent condi-
tion. Our developmental assistance con-
tinues to be needed to maintain and
expand this record of progress.

To provide this needed assistance I
am asking the Congress to authorize for
fiscal year 1975 the appropriation of
$255.3 million for functional develop-
ment assistance programs in addition to
the $618 million already authorized by
last year’s Foreign Assistance Act.

These additional funds will permit the
Agency for International Development
to assist developing nations in increasing
food production. The widespread hard-
ship caused by recent pressures on world
food supplies calls for greater efforts by
all to raise agricultural productivity.
Population growth combined with recent
crop failures in many parts of the world
have led to the lowest grain stock levels
in many years as well as high prices. In
some cases, famine is threatening entire
populations, and the world shortage of
food makes it difficult to provide the as-
sistance neeced to avert tragedy. But
food aid alone does not provide a solu-
tion. Developing nations must increase
their own agricultural productivity, and
almost 60 percent of ATD’s development
assistance programs will be aimed at
achieving this goal.

We will continue to reorient our de-
velopment assistance programs, as
jointly endorsed by the Congress and the
Administration, to concentrate more di-
rectly on acute human problems in poor
countries. ATD will thus focus on pro-
viding family planning and basic health
services, strengthening education and
other human resource programs, increas-
ing food production, and improving
nutrition.

A strong bilateral U.S. foreign aid pro-
gram can be fully effective, however,
only if it is complemented by continued,
active multilateral assistance efforts.
Pending before the Congress is legislation
to authorize United States contributions
of $1.5 billion to the International De-
velopment Association (IDA). Appropri-
ations for those contributions will be
spread over a number of years beginning
in 1976.

The International Development Asso-
ciation has a 14-year history of excel-
lence in providing development loans to
the poorest nations. We have negotiated
a reduction in the United States' share
of the total confributions to IDA from
40 percent to 33 percent, thereby shift-
ing additional responsibility for inter-
national lending to other nations. It is
inconceivable that the United States
should abandon such a successful inter-
national activity, and I urge the House of
Representatives to reconsider its recent
vote denying the IDA authorization. Such
a step would constitute a false economy
in violation of the very principles toward
which we would hope to move in provid-
ing foreign development assistance.

Also pending is legislation to authorize
contributions of $362 million for the or-
dinary capital and $50 million for the
special resources of the Asian Develop-
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ment Bank (ADB). The performance of
the IDA is being matched today by the
newer Asian Development Bank. The Af-
rican Development Fund of the African
Development Bank has excellent pros-
pects of playing an increasingly critical
role in a continent whose need has been
most recently highlighted by severe
drought.

It is imperative that these authoriza-

ions as well as those for our bilateral
programs be enacted. It is equally im-
perative that appropriations be enacted
in the full amount necessary to fulfill our
responsibilities in these institutions and
in the Inter-American Development
Bank, for which authorizing legislation
has been enacted.

The United States is currently engaged
in negotiations relating to international
monetary and trade reform. It should be
recognized that less developed nations
will play an important role in the success
of these important initiatives. These na-
tions will look to the United States to
continue our leadership in the develop-
ment assistance field as well as in trade
and monetary reform.

SECURITY ASSISTANCE

The security of our allies and of na-
tions friendly to us is an essential con-
sideration in the foreign and national se-
curity policies of the United States. Not
all are capable of providing for their se-
curity, and our assistance enables those
countries to assume primary respon-
sibility for their own defense. It gives
them the confidence to negotiate with
potential adversaries from a position of
strength and to resist subversion and in-
timidation. The effectiveness and wis-
dom of these policies is being proven to-
day in the Middle East and Southeast
Asia,

There can be no real peace in the world
s0 long as some governments believe that
they can successfully obtain by force or
threat of force what they cannot obtain
by peaceful competition or negotiation.
Our security assistance programs reduce
the likelihood that such calculations will
be made and thereby increase the incen-
tives to resolve international disputes by
peaceful means.

Just as security assistance can ease
the impact of large and unexpected de-
fense burdens on the economies of
friendly nations, it can also strengthen
their economies and thereby allow a
greater use of military sales credits as
opposed to grants. We need a flexible mil-
itary credit sales program to encourage
and facilitate the self-reliance of
friendly states and to help gradually re-
duce the cost to the United States of
providing security assistance.

I am asking the Congress to author-
ize the appropriations for fiscal year
1975 of §985 million for grant military
assistance, $555 million for foreign mil-
itary sales credits to finance an $872.5
million program, and $385.5 million for
security supporting assistance.

CONCLUSION

The United States has only recently
emerged from more than a decade of
direct involvement in a long, bitter, and
costly war. It is not remarkable that we
should see a strong sentiment in the land
for giving up the difficult duties of world
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leadership. But temporary sentiment
must not obscure the long-range interest
of our Nation.

The percentage of America’s gross na-
tional product dedicated to foreign as-
sistance is small. It is less, indeed, than
that of some other nations. But it is a
wise investment, undertaken with bi-
partisan support in the interest of our
Nation, in the interests of our historical
role as a generous and courageous de-
fender of freedom and human rights, and
in the interests of world peace.

With our assistance, other nations
have reached a point where they can
share this burden. But we have not vet
reached the point where we can safely
lay it down.

The amounts T am requesting for fis-
cal year 1975 are the minimum essential
to support the responsible and construec-
tive American role of international lead-
ership and cooperation, a role which it
is in our national interest to continue
and strengthen.

RiIcHARD NIXON.
THE WHiTE House, April 24, 1974,

PERMISSION TO FILE CONFERENCE
REPORT AS OF YESTERDAY

Mr. HOLIFIELD, Mr. Speaker, yester-
day I transmitted to the Clerk at the
rostrum a conference report to accom-
pany the bill H.R. 11793, but inadvertent-
ly unanimous consent had not been
granted to the managers on the part of
the House to have until midnight yes-
terday to file that conference report.

I therefore ask unanimous consent
that the conference report on the bill
H.R. 11793 which I transmitted to the
Clerk and which was printed in the REc-
orp of yesterday be considered as having
been filed on yesterday.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

SPECIAL PAY BONUSES FOR MEM-
BERS OF THE ARMED FORCES

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, I call
up the conference report on the bill (S.
2771) to amend chapter 5 of title 37,
United States Code, to revise the special
pay bonus structure relating to members
of the Armed Forces, and for other pur-
poses, and ask unanimous consent that
the statement 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 New
York?

There was no objection,

The Clerk read the statement.

(For conference report and statement,
s%% f;-oceedhws of the House of April 10,
1 !

Mr, STRATTON (during the reading).
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to dispense with further reading of the
statement because it appeared in the
Recorp of April 10 and that I be per-
mitted to make a statement explaining
the position of the managers.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, this is
the second bill relating to pay of the
armed services which passed the House
just a couple of weeks ago. This basic-
ally is designed to continue and to make
some changes in the reenlistment bonus
provided for enlisted men in the armed
services to make it more responsive and
also to make it more effective in terms
of retaining personnel in the armed
services.

The major differences between the
Senate and the House in connection with
this program are these.

First of all, the House bill provided a
maximum bonus of $15,000 and the Sen-
ate bill provided a maximum of $12,000.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. WYDLER. Mr. Speaker, I make a
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is
not present.

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

A call of the House was ordered.

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to their
names:

[Roll No. 175]
Gray

Green, Oreg.
Haley
Hanna
Harsha
Hébert
Holtzman
Hosmer
Johnson, Pa.
Kazen
McCormack
McSpadden
Milford
Mitchell, Md.
Myers
Patman

Barrett
Blackburn

Powell, Ohio
Quie

Rangel

Reid

Riegle
Rooney, N.Y.
Rooney, Pa.
Sandman
Shoup

Bisk

Stelger, Wis.
Stokes
Teague
Thompson, N.J.
TUdall
Wright
Young, 8.C.

Burke, Calif.
Carey, N.Y.
Clark
Clay
Collins, T11.
Conyers
Dellenback
Dellums
Diggs
Dingell
Esch Pickle
Gettys Pike

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 380
Members have recorded their presence
by electronic device, a quorum.

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

SPECIAL PAY BONUSES FOR MEM-
BERS OF THE ARMED FORCES
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from

New York is recognized.

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, as I was
saying before the quorum call, this is a
very simple conference report on the bill
8. 2771, which revises the enlistment
and reenlistment bonus laws of the
Armed Forces. These revisions are de-
signed to provide improved bonus au-
thority to attract and retain volunteers
in ecritical skills in our all-volunteer
force. This is, along with the attraction
of adeguate medical officers, one of the
most difficult challenges of the all-vol-
unteer force. We completed action on
physician legislation yesterday.

In the conference on S. 2771 the House
position prevailed in all cases but one.
Let me briefly point out the differences.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

MAXTMUM BONTUS

The conference report provides a max-
imum bonus of $15,000. This is the
amount contained in the House version
of the bill,

The Senate bill had provided a maxi-
mum of $12,000.

The $15,000 maximum was approved
by the conferees with the understanding
that the use of this maximum would be
limited to skills in the nuclear-power
field.

MULTIPLE BONUSES

The conference report eliminates lan-
guage contained in the House bill that
was designed to provide administration
of bonuses in such a manner that a
member enlisting for one maximum re-
enlistment—that is, 6 years—would re-
ceive as much in total bonus as one who
reenlists for two shorter periods—such
as two reenlistments of 3 years each.

The Senate bill had contained no such
provision.

The Senate conferees expressed con-
cern communicated by the Department
of Defense that the House amendment
would limit the ability to provide a mean-
ingful bonus to highly trained enlisted
personnel in critical skills in the 6 to 10
years of service time frame.

The House conferees, therefore, re-
ceded.

EXPIRATION DATE

The conference report provides an ex-
piration date of June 30, 1977, for the
new selective reenlistment bonus author-
ity as contained in the Hcuse bill.

The Senate bil! would have made the
legislation permanent law.

The House position that the law should
be reviewed after a resonable period was
sustained in conference.

ADMISSION OF WOMEN TO SERVICE ACADEMIES

The conference report eliminates any
reference to women attending the serv-
ice academies as was the case in the
House bill.

The Senate bill had contained a floor
amendment authorizing the admission
of women at the service academies.

Since no hearings had been held on
the provision and it was found to be tech-
nically defective, and since our commit-
tee had indicated its intention to hold
hearings on legislation on the matter,
the Senate receded.

EFFECTIVE DATE

The conference report would be effec-
tive the first day of the month follow-
ing the day of enactment as provided in
the House bill. The Senate bill had con-
tained an effective date of January 1,
1974,

Mr, Speaker, I move approval of the
conference report.

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

Mr. STRATTON. I am happy to yield
to the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
Hunt), the ranking Republican member
on the conference committee.

Mr. HUNT. Mr. Speaker, I thank my
colleague, the gentleman from New York
(Mr. StraTTON), for yielding to me. I
think the gentleman from New York has
completely and cogently covered the
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factors involved in the conference report.
I would, however, call the attention of
the Members of the House to the fact
that all of the conferees were unanimous
on the conference report. There was no
dissension. The decision and agreements
that came into the conference are, I
believe, very well laid out in the report.
This is a good report, and covers the
projection well for those people who
want to be retained in the field of nu-
clear energy and power, because we can
no longer afford to have a repetition of
that which occurred just a few years
ago. We trained men in the nuclear field,
and then lost those men by virtue of
larger salaries from private enterprise.
This bill will retain those employees
whom we have trained at governmental
expense for a period that they would
designate themselves.

Again I compliment the gentleman
from New York (Mr. StraTTOoN), the
chairman of the subcommittee, for his
excellent handling of the bill, and the
fine work the gentleman has done in the
conference.

Mr. STRATTON, Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question on the conference
report.

The previous question was ordered.

The conference report was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which
to revise and extend their remarks on
the conference report (S. 2771) just
agreed to.

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

There was no objection,

AMENDING THE ARMS CONTROL
AND DISARMAMENT ACT

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the further con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 12799) to
amend the Arms Control and Disarma-
ment Act, as amended, in order to ex-
tend the authorization for appropria-
tions, and for other purposes.

. The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. Morcan) .

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 further
consideration of the bill H.R. 12799, with
Miss Jorpaw in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit-
tee arose on yesterday all time on general
debate on the bill had expired.

The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Arms Control and Disarmament Act, as
amended, is further amended as follows:
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(1) Section 41(d) (22 U.S.C. 2681(d)) Is
amended by—

(a) deleting “as authorized by section 15
of the Act of August 2, 1946 (5 U.S.C. 55a),
at rates not to exceed $100 per diem for
individuals,” and substituting therefor “as
authorized by section 3109 of title 5 of the
United States Code,” and;

(b) deleting from the first proviso thereof
“one hundred days” and substituting there-
for “one hundred and thirty days”.

(2) Section 49(a) (22 U.S.C. 2589(a)) is
amended by inserting in the second sentence
thereof immediately after *$22,000,000,” the
following: “and for the two fiscal years 18756
and 1976, the sum of $21,000,000,”.

COMMITTEE AMENDMENTS

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment: Page 1, strike out
line 3 down through line 5 and insert in lieu
thereof the following: “That (1) section 41
(d) of the Arms Control and Disarmament
Act (22 U.B.C. 2581(d)) is amended”.

The committee amendment
agreed fo.

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment: Page 2, line 8, in-
sert “of such Act” after “Section 49(a)™.

The committee amendment
agreed to.

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment: Page 2, beginning
in line 11, strike out “two fiscal years 1975
and 1976, the sum of $21,000,000,” and insert
in leu thereof “fiscal year 1975, the sum of
$10,000,000,”,

The committee
agreed fo.

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment: Page 2, after line
12, insert the following:

BEc. 2. Bection 50 of the Arms Control and
Disarmament Act (22 US.C. 2590) is
amended—

(1) by inserting *(a)” after *“Sec. 50.";
and

{2) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new subsection:

*“{b) In addition to the report required by
subsection (a)—

*“(1) whenever the Director determines
that any program of research, development,
testing, engineering, or deployment of a stra-
tegic weapons system has been funded by the
Department of Defense or by the Atomic En-
ergy Commission, and that the estimated
cost of such p for any fiscal year will
exceed $50,000,000, he shall within 30 days
submit to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions of the Senate and to the Speaker of the
House of Representatives, a report contain-
ing the nature, scope, purpose, cost, and im-
pact of such strategic weapons system if de-
veloped or deployed; and

*“(2) whenever the Director determines
that the Department of Defense, Department
of State, National Security Council, or any
other Government agency has taken any ac-
tion which will have a substantial impact
upon United States strategic arms or arms
control policies, he shall within 30 days sub-
mit a report to the SBpeaker of the House
of Representatives and to the Committee on
Forelgn Relations of the Benate containing
such determination and his analysis.”

Mr. DERWINSKI. Madam Chairman,

was

was

amendment was

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

I rise in opposition to the final committee
amendment.

Madam Chairman, in the very brief
discussion we had on this subject yester-
day under the general debate, what little
controversy there was revolved around
the so-called Harrington amendment. I
should like to discuss that because that
is the final committee amendment, to
which I feel an objection must be made.

In short, what the Harrington amend-
ment does is superimpose the ACDA over
the Department of Defense, Department
of State, Atomic Energy Commission,
and other agencies of government. I ap-
preciate the fact that some people might
think this would be a useful develop-
ment.

If I may digress on that issue, I should
also like to point out that the committee
procedure was less than normal, and
this amendment popped up at the
eleventh hour in the final markup of the
bill. Earlier in the day that same morn-
ing officials of the Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency had appeared be-
fore the committee. There was no ques-
tion or comment raised by the sponsor
of the amendment, and then suddenly
the amendment was offered, and,
frankly, much to the surprise of 2 num-
ber of us, it was carried by a 15-to-11
vote in the committee. I believe the
amendment is untimely, to say the least.
I believe it is impractical. It is my under-
standing that the subcommittee intends
to look into this very subject in the com-
ing years, so if anything develops from
it, a modified or practical amendment
could be in order a year from now.

I should think at this time with the
lack of information and lack of figures
as to the impact, this would be a very,
very unwise amendment to accept. I
should point out that there are other
agencies of government to use as an ex-
ample. The argument was made that
this is something like an environmental
impact statement. We ought to recognize
that environmental impact statements
have become quite controversial, and
perhaps have not contributed to progress
in the sense of time and other factors
that enter into it.

Then, we do have the legislative over-
sight that other committees of Congress
maintain over the Department of De-
fense and the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion. It seems to me this would add a
layer within the already great bureauc-
racy of our Government that would not
al all be practicable. The Harrington
amendment is here before us without
any hearings or discussion, and it seems
to me that we would be fiying blind if
we were to accept this language.

I would suggest that this committee
amendment be rejected.

Madam Chairman, I oppose the com-
mittee amendment. My reasons have
been expressed in a letter to my col-
leagues and in the “additional views”
found on pages 10 and 11 of the com-
mittee report.

I would only remind my colleagues
that we did not consider this amend-
ment in the hearings immediately pre-
ceding the markup of the bill in which
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Mr. HarrineTon offered his ill-timed
amendment., If we had, we could have
considered the implications of superim-
posing the Arms Control Agency over
other agencies, as this amendment does,
by directing it to monitor and report on
the work of other agencies in the area of
strategic weapons systems.

We could have considered the dupli-
cation and overlapping of jurisdiction
that would result since the work of the
Department of Defense and the Atomic
Energy Commission, for example, are al-
ready reviewed by appropriate congres-
sional committees. We could have con-
sidered the effect of this major expan-
sion of responsibility upon the organi-
zation of the Arms Control Agency and
the adeguacy of its existing small staff
to carry out additional responsibilities.

Unfortunately, we did none of these
things. This amendment is mischievous.
It is ill-timed and ill-advised. It should
be deleted from the bill, The National
Security Policy and Scientific Develop-
ments Subcommittee, under the chair-
manship of Mr. ZasLockiz, could then in-
clude a study of the Harrington proposal
in the indepth study of the Agency that
it will conduct this year.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Madam
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
committee amendment.

Madam Chairman, as the gentleman
from Illinois has just stated, this com-
mittee amendment proposes very far-
reaching additional authority for the
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency.
The chairman of the full committee in
support of this bill yesterday pointed out
that a thorough study is to be made by
the Committee on Foreign Affairs of the
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency
during the coming year. It is for that
reason that we are authorizing continu-
ation of the agency for only 1 additional
year. I would think the normal course
of events would be for the House next
year to consider whether it would be ad-
visable to give the agency this kind of
so-called oversight responsibility over
other agencies of the Government.

We had no discussion in committee
about the wisdom of such a proposal.
The chairman yesterday during debate
described the proposal to require from
the agency reports on strategic weapons
systems development programs as a
modest but useful step to obtain im-
proved information. I doubt very much
Madam Chairman, whether the question
is lack of information. I would guess the
appropriate committees of Congress al-
ready have plenty of information with
respect to these programs.

If we should require this agency with
strictly limited personnel to take a look
at any program costing $50 million a
year or more, we are going to impose in-
tolerable strains on that agency and I
think we would quite probably be asking
for the impossible.

Let us look at the language on page 2:

(1) whenever the Director determines that
any program of research, development, test-
ing, engineering, or deployment of a stra-
tegic weapons system has been funded by
the Department of Defense or by the Atomic
Energy Commission, and that the estimated
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cost of such program for any fiscal year
will exceed #$50,000,000, he shall within 30
days submit to the Committee on Foreign
Relations and to the Speaker of the House
of Representatives, a report containing the
nature, scope, purpose, cost, and impact of
such strategic weapons system if developed
or deployed: . ..

That is a big order. They have 30
days to try to evaluate a major weapons
system, or a minor one if we consider a
program costing over $50 million or more
as minor. In addition to that we have a
second paragraph which says:

.« and (2) wherever the Director deter-
mines that the Department of Defense, De=-
partment of State, National Security Council,
or any other Government agency has taken
any action which will have a substantial im-
pact upon United States strategic arms or
arms control policies, he shall within 30 days
submit a report to the Speaker of the House
of Representatives and to the Committee on
Foreign Relations of the Senate containing
such determination and his analysis.

What exactly is meant by “any action
which will have a substantial impact”
taken by any Government agency? This
is surely a far-reaching proposal. It is
not one that was even discussed with the
Director of the Agency when he came
before us to testify about the need for
further authorization for his agency. So
I do hope that we are listened to when
we say that there is no urgency for one
relatively small executive agency to be
given this kind of authority over other
major executive agencies.

If the Foreign Affairs Committee in
due course and in the normal way de-
cides this should be an additional re-
sponsibility of the agency, we can come
back next year when we will ask for
further authorization. However, pending
that study and pending a discussion both
within our committee and with members
of the executive branch, I think it would
be the height of folly to accept this com-
mittee amendment. The amendment, as
the gentleman from Illinois has already
pointed out, was adopted on a relatively
close vote in committee.

I urge defeat of this amendment.

Mr. MORGAN. Madam Chairman, I
rise in support of the amendment. This
amendment requires a report to Con-
gress on the impact of certain strategic
weapons systems from the United States
Arms Control Agency.

The amendment is a logical addition to
the Arms Control Act. Section 2 of the
present act says that the Agency must
report to the President, the Secretary of
State and other officials of the executive
branch, and to the Congress, “concerning
United States arms control and disarma-
ment policy,” so they can *“‘assess the
effect of these recommendations upon
our foreign policies, our national security
policies, and our national economy.” This
reporting feature is already incorporated
in the present act. But, essentially, it is
somewhat general.

The amendment proposed by the com-
mittee would strengthen the reporting
requirement of the law and give Con-
gress valuable information needed to
carry out its responsibilities.

There were many questions raised yes-
terday in the debate and many have been
asked of the chairman.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

One of the questions was, will the pro-
posed reporting requirement be expen-
sive and difficult for the Arms Control
Agency to carry out?

Well, the committee report, on page 4,
notes that the committee does not feel
that the amendment will require any
additional authorization or be burden-
some to the Arms Control and Disarma-
ment Agency.

Another question that was asked,
which I tried to answer yesterday in
the general debate, was whether classi-
fied information would be made public as
the result of such reports?

The legislative history of the bill (H.R.
12799), makes it clear that any con-
fidential material included in the reports
will be handled under the injunction of
secrecy.

As I said yesterday, the Foreign Af-
fairs Subcommittee on National Security
Policy and Scientific Developments, un-
der the chairmanship of the Honorable
CLEMENT J. ZABLOCKI, is undertaking an
indepth study of the Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency. The chairman of
that subcommittee has agreed that any
problems that may arise from this
amendment will be worked out through
consultation with the Arms Control
Agency during that review. In the mean-
time, the impact reports submitted by
the Agency will help supply the Congress
with much-needed information on the
effect of the larger strategic weapons
systems.

Madam Chairman, I am advised that
there are only about 20 weapons systems
which fit the definition of the committee
amendment. This includes ongoing sys-
tems and some of the new systems pro-
posed. So the amendment is not as far-
reaching as some of the opponents are
arguing in this debate, and it should not
impose any great burdens on the Agency
even during the first, peak workload
year.

Madam Chairman, I urge support of
this amendment.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Madam
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MORGAN. I am glad to yield to
the gentleman from New Jersey.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Do I under-
stand from the gentleman that he con-
tends there would not be a need for sub-
stantial further personnel in the agency
if this requirement was imposed on it?
Do I understand that he contends the
agency does have the capability of han-
dling this responsibility ?

Mr. MORGAN. That is the informa-
tion I have.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. That is a
surprise to me, because I have not found
that to be the case.

Mr. MORGAN. If the gentleman will
read the report on page 4, it so states.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I got my in-
formation from the Agency. They said
they did not have the capability, and
that this would require substantial addi-
tional personnel.

Mr. MORGAN, Of course, the gentle-
man knows that under section 2 of the
basic act passed in 1961, they already
supply reports to the Congress. The same
people preparing those reports will work
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also on reports called for under the com-
mittee amendment.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. If the gentle-
man will yield further, this committee
amendment does not concern reports
that are presently available to some
people in Congress. This is a requirement
for new reports, evaluating in 30 days
these strategic systems which cost over a
certain amount of money in a certain
fiscal year. Is the gentleman not propos-
ing this as a new requirement?

Mr. MORGAN. I want to answer that
question again. The committee amend-
ment strengthens the reporting require-
ment of the law but does not, in my view,
impose any great burdens on the Agency.
I do not think it will require the Agency
to hire additional personnel.

Mr. BINGHAM. Madam Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

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

Mr. BINGHAM. If the administration
is not making the kind of studies that
would be called for to be reported to
the Congress, the administration is, in-
deed, derelict. Obviously, the arms con-
trol implications for new strategic weap-
ons systems are essential to be consid-
ered. All we are asking for is that Con-
gress be kept informed.

Mr. pu PONT. Madam Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Madam Chairman, I do not often rise
in opposition to the distinguished chair-
man of our committee, but as the rank-
ing member of the Subcommittee for
National Security Policy which is going
to be considering the question of the ef-
fectiveness of the Arms Control Agency,
I think the chairman has the cart before
the horse.

Madam Chairman, he pointed out in
his remarks that we were going to con-
duct an indepth study of the Agency, of
what it does, of what success it has had,
and what it should be doing. I think it
would be too bad before our committee
even considers that question to force this
amendment upon us. While the amend-
ment may be reasonable on its face and
may sound very good, it was added at the
last minute with very little consideration
before the Foreign Affairs Committee.

Madam Chairman, I think we ought to
have an opportunity in our subcommit-
tee to do the amendment justice, to con-
sider the question in depth, and not go
ahead and add something to the law that
we do not fully understand and that we
have not had an opportunity to evaluate.

Madam Chairman, our subcommittee
will be considering this amendment, and
I would urge my colleagues to vote
against the committee amendment so
that our subcommittee may have an op-
portunity to do the job properly.

Mr. DENNIS. Madam Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

Madam Chairman, I feel that the real
trouble with this amendment is that we
are talking about a rather important
change in the structure of our Govern-
ment here without, as I understand it,
really having had any hearings in the
committee on the subject.
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Here is what we say: Whenever the
Director of this Agency determines—he
has no guidelines as far as I can see—
whenever he determines in his judgment
that the Department of Defense, Depart-
ment of State, National Security Coun-
cil, or any other governmental agency
has taken any action which will have a
substantial impact upon the U.S. stra-
tegic arms or arms control policies, he
shall make this report.

Madam Chairman, I think that is a
mistake, and this is not the only instance.
The Founding Fathers put together a
pretty good scheme of government, and
vet we hear suggestions from time to
time that we ought to have a Department
of Peace, say, instead of a Department of
State, which is charged with that type of
thing in this Government. Or they say
we ought to have a new office of some
kind, an ombudsman or special prosecu-
tor or something, instead of the Depart-
ment of Justice.

Madam Chairman, I do not agree.
‘What we ought to have is the traditional
constitutional departments properly
manned and efficiently run, and that is
what we started out with in this country.
It is what we ought to have now.

Madam Chairman, just consider it.
Here is the Department of Defense, the
Department of State, the National Se-
curity Agency, some of the most impor-
tant departments that we have in this
country, all charged with duties, respon-
sible to this body, responsible to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs, respon-
sible to the Armed Services Committee,
and to the other committees of this body,
and every time the Director of the dis-
armament agency, in his untrammeled
judgment, thinks they have done some-
thing important, he gets to stick his oar
in and to ride herd on the question of
policy.

Madam Chairman, I just submit to the
Members that that is not the way to run
a government, and it surprises me that
this distinguished committee should
throw this in here casually as if this
were just a little minor matter. It is the
kind of thing we ought to think about for
a long time, and we ought to have some
real hearings and we ought to become
truly converted to a change like that. It
is amazing to do it this way on the floor
this afternoon, and I certainly hope the
Committee will vote against the amend-
ment.

Mr. BINGHAM. Madam Chairman, 1
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Madam Chairman, I am really quite
amazed at the intensity of the opposition
to this committee amendment. All we are
talking about here is to enable the Con-~
gress to be better informed. That is all
we are talking about.

There has been a distinct tendency on
the part of this administration to down-
grade the ACDA. This has been recog-
nized by the subcommittee headed by the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr., 2Za-
BLockI) and it is one of the reasons for
the study that is to be made by that
subcommittee.

One of the effects of this amendment

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

would be to make sure that the ACDA
gets the information that it needs to do
its job, and that it passes on the infor-
mation to the Congress.

We are not talking about a veto power
of the Congress here; we are not talking
about any action of the Congress except
what it may see fit to take by resolution
or by the passage of legislation. All we
are talking about is seeing that the Con-
gress be kept informed of the arms con-
trol and disarmament implications of
various measures taken by the admin-
istration.

Madam Chairman, the gentleman
from New Jersey, whom I highly respect,
suggested that this would be an addi-
tional load for the administration to
undertake. I cannot understand that
comment, If the administration is not
now considering the arms control and
disarmament aspects of the various
weapons systems it is asking for, it
should be. So, if we are imposing an
additional load on the administration,
that is a load that should be undertaken.
However, I cannot believe that is the
case.

The Director of ACDA has informed
us that he is kept informed of these de-
cisions and that he is involved in this.
We would like to see him more fully in-
formed than he is, if he is not now fully
informed. I cannot believe the admin-
istration does not have a study made of
the arms control and disarmament as-
pects of weapons systems it is undertak-
ing.

With respect to the point which the
gentleman from Delaware (Mr. DU
PonT) made, it is true that a proposed
study is to be undertaken under the
direction of the distinguished gentleman
from Wisconsin, and I hope to be a part
of that investigation. However, there is
no reason in the world why this amend-
ment cannot be adopted here ftoday
pending that study. It would give the
study more weight, and it would give
the subcommittee more information to
proceed with.

It would help the study; it is not go-
ing to interfere with it.

If it turns out to be a mistake, cer-
tainly we can change it at the end of
the study. I see no reason for refusing
to adopt this amendment at this stage.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Madam Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr, BINGHAM. I yield to the distin-
guished gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. ZABLOCKI, Madam Chairman, I
wish to point out that the subcommittee
will have a more meaningful review of
ACDA as a result of the provisions of
the committee amendment. We need this
information. There is no rhyme nor rea-
son why it should not be made available
to the Congress. I agree wholeheartedly
with the gentleman from New York.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Madam
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BINGHAM. I yield to the gentle-
man from New Jersey.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Madam
Chairman, in the first place it seems to
me that we should consider this matter
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carefully before it is finalized, although
it is true the law could be changed later.
It does not make much sense to act now
if the study is to be initiated immediately
by the committee. I think we ought to
study this proposal before we take the
leap.

To suggest that no additional duty is
going to be imposed on the Agency, I
think, is stretching the truth. If there
is going to be a requirement to take ac-
tion on a significant evaluation of a ma-
jor study within 30 days, it is going to
require prompt action by people who are
experts in the field. This is going to be
a new requirement, and the Agency itself
says that it is going to require substan-
tial numbers of additional personnel.

Mr. BINGHAM. Madam Chairman, I
believe I have the time, and in that time
I would like to ask the gentleman if he
thinks the administration and the execu-
tive branch are not now considering and
having appropriate studies made of
weapons systems as far as their impact
on arms control and disarmament is con-
cerned.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Madam
Chairman, I would say to the gentleman
that “appropriate” is the key word. I
say that it is entirely inappropriate for
one agency to be singled out to pass judg-
ment on what other agencies are doing.

Instead of improving the status of this
Agency, and protecting this Agency, this
proposal may well result in the termina-
tion of the Agency, because we cannot
logically expect one agency to be set un
as a watchdog and make reports within
30 days on other executive agencies and
expect to get anything meaningful in
the way of an evaluation.

Mr, BINGHAM. Madam Chairman, the
gentleman will recall that he is describ-
ing precisely what the function of this
Agency is supposed to be in the executive
branch. It is supposed to present within
the executive branch arms control and
disarmament implications of major
weapons decisions.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Nobody is at-
tacking the Agency.

Mr. BINGHAM., That is what it was set
up for.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. But the point
which the gentleman seems to be delib-
erately trying to misrepresent is that
this is an effort to get one agency to pass
judgment on what another agency is
doing.

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

Madam Chairman, I respect the dis-
tinguished gentleman who offered this
amendment, but I have carefully exam-
ined the Harrington amendment. It
strikes me as totally unnecessary, and it
is an obvious duplication of effort.

This sort of thing costs the Govern-
ment and the taxpayers without justi-
fication, and that should be of very seri-
ous concern to us.

This is a far-reaching amendment. It
could bring about serious problems and
much added confusion in the adminis-
tration of the program.

It is my understanding that this was
added without full discussion in public
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hearings. That in itself is a warning. I am
advised that the Director of the Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency was
not consulted about this amendment, and
certainly he should have been. There is
no evidence in the committee records of
a discussion with him of the language
now proposed. Where does he stand?
Does he think it is good or bad? I would
lilke to know his opinion.

It is very important to note that this
language would require the Arms Con-
trol and Disarmament Agency to perform
an oversight and reporting role regard-
ing the programs of other agencies which
already are reviewed by appropriate con-
gressional committees. That means du-
plication; it means placing new duties on
an agency whose operations are not
geared to perform an oversight function
and a reporting role.

Let us not make a mistake here today.
It was acknowledged on this floor just
a few minutes ago that the amendment
probably would require correction in the
next Congress. If this is to be needed,
let us wait until the next Congress when
there are appropriate hearings to justify
a sound decision on the amendment.

In particular let me note that the De-
partment of Defense already provides in-
formation to the Congress on its work
concerning strategic weapons systems
and arms control.

The Committee on Armed Services
takes a keen interest in these matters. It
has a Subcommittee on Arms Control
and Disarmament. I believe that the ex-
isting reporting procedures are adequate.
I feel the Harrington amendment dupli-
cates these reporting procedures and, if
they are implemented, it would infringe
unnecessarily upon the responsibilities of
agencies of the Government and of
commitiees. This means more paper-
work, more bureaucracy, more confusion,
more cost to the taxpayers, all of which
we should be seeking to avoid. There are
Just too many confusing and unanswered
questions about the operations of the
proposed language.

I feel it should be rejected. Then let
us take a look at it in an orderly way a
year from now when there can be full
hearings and more adeguate informa-
tion on it.

Mr. HARRINGTON. Madam Chair-
man, I have been caught upon the di-
lemma of whether or not to take the bait
that has been offered during the course
of the preliminaries to this discussion.
But let me selectively take it, at least, to
correct the number of misstatements that
would have me wonder whether or not
I am a member of the Committee on
Foreign Affairs or whether I am a mem-
ber of the Committee on Armed Services,
of which I see a number of living ex-
amples gathered on the floor today, obvi-
ously with the perception that their self-
inferest is affected.

First of all, all of the hearings of the
Foreign Affairs Committee—and there
were only 2 days of hearings, one of
which was extremely appreciated—were
open. I address that statement to the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. Sikes) who
stated that it was a closed-door discus-
sion.
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Second, if I could attempt, for the
benefit of the seniority accrued before me
this afternoon, to suggest it is obvious
that somehow——

Mr. SIKES, Madam Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HARRINGTON. I will be glad fo
yield to the genfleman from Filorida.

Mr, SIKES. Madam Chairman, I would
ask the gentleman from Massachusetts
if the distinguished gentleman is imply-
ing that the Director of the Arms Con-
trol and Disarmament Agency was ques-
tioned on the amendment, and that he
had an opportunity to state whether or
not he felt that this was needed lan-
guage?

Mr. HARRINGTON. All I am saying,
without allowing myself to be diverted,
in reply to the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. Smxes) is that the specific hearings
that were held on this subject were al-
ways held in open session, a practice that
I would commend in general, and that
the decisions in this matter were made in
open session, openly arrived at.

Mr. SIKES. But the gentleman has
not answered my question. Did the Di-
rector specifically have an opportunity
to discuss this matter with the com-
mittee?

Mr, HARRINGTON. I am answering
the question, at least, that was suggested
in the gentleman’s initial remarks, by
saying that there was mo secrecy or
closed sessions connected with the adop-
tion of this amendment.

Mr. SIKES. But the gentleman from
Massachusetts still has not answered my
question. I would ask the gentleman:
Did the Director state that he would like
to have this amendment in the bill?

Mr. HARRINGTON. The Director, if I
can answer the second phase of your
question—and I hope that this will direet
us more into a factual area—was not
in the committee at the time this amend-
ment was offered. But let me attempt
again to address the question of the
apparent speed with which this amend-
ment was adopted, and specifically the
chronological order. The Director pre-
sented no kind of testimony on the
amendment. The Director appeared
briefly, with at least part of his staff on
the next morning following his initial
appearance, after which the bill was
thoroughly considered and marked up as
& whole. That was the entire procedure
that took place. Since that time the Di-
rector has been informally contacted on
the subject; I have had some discussion
on this point with him myself, and I
suspect other members of the Committee
on Foreign Affairs have as well. Other
than having some reservations about
part 2 of the amendment, as to its
breadth, the Director has in general ex-
pressed no opinion about this simple
mandate for him to do.

Mr. SIKES. The gentleman from
Massachusetts I must assume is stating
that the Director has not at any time
inforrned the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs that this language, if adopted,
would serve a useful purpose.

Mr. HARRINGTON. If the gentleman
wants to talk about that in the context
of it being in a public hearing that this
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was done, the answer to that is “no.” If
the gentleman is talking about the ve-
racity of my memory on this subject, of
the Director talking to me about his be-
ing willing fo abide by this and accept
is as useful, the answer is yes, he did.

Mr. SIKES. I am frying to establish
whether or not the Director has recom-
mended or agreed with the committee
that this was useful or needed language?

Mr. HARRINGTON. I would be glad
to pursue this on the gentleman’s time,
or on the time of someone else, but I
would like to conclude my intended re-
marks. Since I have yielded so much of
my time to the gentleman, so as to be
able to point out at least the scope of
what I had intended to say, let me con-
clude, because - am undoubfedly run-
ning out of time.

My point is that here we are granting
$10.1 million, at this time, fo an agency
which has been quite thoroughly evis-
cerated over the past few years. It is
ohvious, from the trend of the conver-
sation this afternoon, that there is con-
cern that we apparently are superim-
posing this Agency on the Afomic En-
ergy Commission, and on fhe Defense
Department, and on the State Depart-
ment. This simply is not the case.

All T am suggesting is that we try to
have the Congress informed on these
matters of arms control, rather than ac-
cepting the feeling that apparently sur-
rounds us in the form of self-vested in-
terests, and accepting instead just the
Department of Defense providing us with
a format by which we can make our de-
cisions. I am suggesting that it would be
useful to have another element involved
in order to keep the Congress and the
American people directly informed, in-
stead of merely relying upon the state-
ments made by the Secretary of Defense
as to our weapons needs or as to our pro-
curement needs, where the decisions are
normally done in camera for authoriza-
tions and appropriations by the Defense
Department.

I think that this would be very useful.

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

(On request of Mr. DErwINsKI, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. HARRINGTON WAas
allowed to proceed for 3 additional
minutes.)

Mr. DERWINSEKI. The gentleman
from Massachusetts knows I have regard
for his energy, enthusiasm, and spirit.
Therefore, I have, in the interest of help-
ing him, asked for these 3 additional
minutes for him. Would the gentleman
now yield for a question?

Mr. HARRINGTON. I appreciate the
gentleman’s descriptive phrases. As I
told him yesterday, I appreciate the at-
tachment of “energetic” rather than
“phlegmatic”; so certainly I will yield
for a question.

Mr. DERWINSKI, I thank the gentle-
man for yielding. I think we must cor-
rect one item in the Recorp on which we
have clashed, and refresh the gentle-
man’s recollection. I now wish to chal-
lenge that there is not anything in the
hearing which relates to this specific
amendment. If I recall the exact pro-
cedure in the committee, after that brief
morning appearance by the Director, we
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then went into a markup session, and at
the very end of it, naturally, because the
amendment came at the end of the bill—
the gentleman offered his amendment—
what really happened was that despite
an opportunity to do so, the Director of
the Agency was not questioned as to his
acceptance of possible opposition to this
amendment; is that correct?

Mr. HARRINGTON. Since we are on
the gentleman’s time, perhaps we can get
into a little bit longer discussion of the
chronology of events. My memory of it
was that consideration extended over a
2-day period on a Wednesday and Thurs-
day about 5 weeks ago. The first day we
did have the Director and some staff
before the committee. The second day
we attempted to get a quorum estab-
lished to mark up the bill, and did have
some brief remarks on the availability
of the Director and staff again for ques-
tions, and then the markup came on
that, the second day.

Perhaps to the degree that I differ
with attempting to stress that this was
the subject of lengthy preparation, con-
suming an enormous period of time by
way of the planning, I would suggest
that there has been a little bit of exag-
geration engaged in by those who sug-
gest that ACOA was considered over an
extended period and, therefore, that
this amendment could have been brought
to the Members attention beforehand.

This amendment, was, to the degree
that the hearing was called somewhat
earlier than I had thought would be the
case, put together on the basis of hav-
ing only that one day of opportunity to
offer the amendment. While I have to
defer to a series of bad judgments in
estimating how one goes about the lob-
bying effort attendant to informing
Members of these events, it was not with
any kind of malice aforethought that I
waited until the last minute to spring
this amendment on an unsuspecting
membership of the committee, which I
joined in the last 13 months.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Let me say that I
would never accuse the gentleman of
having any malice aforethought. In fact,
I think the gentleman is one of the fin-
est Members of this body. But I also
want to help the gentleman, because I
do feel that he needs help.

Mr. HARRINGTON. I appreciate the
gentleman’s comments.

Mr. DERWINSKI. The gentleman has
come very, very close— unintentionally
I am sure—to declaring that the chair-
man of the full committee had not given
us enough time, and I wish to assure the
gentleman, as one of the senior members
that the gentleman occasionally objects
to in the legislative process——

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

(By unanimous consent, Mr. HARRING=
ToN was allowed to proceed for 3 addi-
tional minutes.)

Mr. HARRINGTON. I am always en-
vious of the gentleman from Illinois’
verbal dexterity. I think I will leave his
recollection a matter of record. My thrust
is that we have the subcommittee chair-
man, Mr. ZABLOCKT, here today. Notwith-
standing what was said by the gentle-
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man from Illinois, or the gentleman from
California, the subcommittee chairman
is saying specifically, as a person who is
engaged in the study of this Agency, that
he would welcome the experience of this
amendment, and would welcome what it
would afford in being able to improve the
overall effectiveness of the Arms Control
and Disarmament Act. This is a fact,
first, that I think has been expressed by
a couple of speakers recently.

Second, we are not talking about ask-
ing for any more money. We are talk-
ing, really, about suggesting that Con-
gress welcome a change, and not leave
it to the Department of Defense alone to
set the parameters in which we make our
judements. Under section 2 of the orig-
inal enabling legislation for ACDA, this
is entirely within the scope of what was
suggested that the purpose of this
Agency was. Let us not overlook the fact
that although there has been what has
been described as an insidious effort
to eviscerate this Agency over recent
years, it should not detract from recog-
nition of the fact that we are going to
be spending hundreds of millions of dol-
lars, in one way or the other, for de-
fense programs in the current fiscal
year.

Therefore, I would welcome all the
help we can get in attempting to evalu-
ate the strategic weapons systems and
the policies attendant to our task.

Mr. DERWINSKI. The gentleman has
implied that he is a bit unhappy with
the fact that the figure in the bill is only
$10.1 million. Perhaps it would have been
far more practical, rather than to have
offered this amendment, that the gen-
tleman merely should have proposed to
quadruple the budget on the Agency.

Mr. HARRINGTON Having tried that
approach with the Peace Corps appropri-
ation I would think it unlikely it would
find an appropriate interest on the part
of the Congress.

Mr. DERWINSKI. I would say if the
gentleman in advance had contacted
some of the friendly senior Members like
myself we might have been able to give
him more help.

Mr. HARRINGTON. Having been fore-
warned I will keep that in mind next
time, and I thank the gentleman.

Mr. GUYER. Madam Chairman, not
having had an active part in the forma-
tion of the bill or the amendment being
discussed but as a member of the com-
mittee and with some past experience I
would say I have found that reporting
sometimes becomes more of a problem
than the problem we are trying to over-
come. I recall years ago being a case-
worker when I was told all of my reports
had to be in quadruplicate and we found
we were spending more time trying to
report than we were in making home
visitations.

The main objection to the present form
of the bill is I think we will be giving the
Agency reporting duties that become al-
most physically impossible and also pose
a real problem of security revelations
that could reveal very highly classified
information. Another thing is that it will
be giving us an improper posture with
our friends in other countries.
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I think the bill is needed. I think the
very highly controversial amendment is
not needed.

Mr, FRELINGHUYSEN. Madam
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GUYER. I yield to the gentleman
from New Jersey.

Mr, FRELINGHUYSEN. Madam
Chairman, I thank the gentleman for
yielding.

A discussion has just been held about
whether the Director of the Arms Con-
trol and Disarmament Agency has been
asked about this proposed amendment,
and as to his reaction. I regret to say I
do not have a formal letter, but I have
just spoken to him on the telephone. I
shall try to report his position. I am
quoting now what he said.

He believes that it would not be good
to have language like this, that it would
stifle rather than facilitate communi-
cation between the Agency and the Con-
Bress.

In his opinion, and again I am quoting,
the inevitable result would be a coordi-
nated administration product with re-
spect to these programs rather than a
role such as the Agency now plays. Dr.
Ikle stressed the fact that in his opinion
it was important for the Agency to evalu-
ate all programs which have an impact
on strategic arms and not just those of
a certain size.

To quote him again, he thought, that if
we were to adopt this language, the re-
sult would be to formalize an approach,
to crystallize into a single administration
position what now is a fairly loosely
structured approach. This amendment
would not help him in the discharge of
his present responsibilities.

I regret, I repeat, I regret to say that
I do not have the Director’s views in
writing, but I think this fairly indicates
the position of the man on whom we
are trying to thrust these additional re-
sponsibilities.

In addition, if I may say, I have also
received, and I mentioned this when I
was discussing the matter with the
chairman of the full committee, from the
Agency a statement to the effect that ad-
ditional personnel would be required to
carry out this kind of responsibility.

Mr. FRASER. Madam Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I yield to the
gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr, FRASER, Madam Chairman, what
is astonishing about that statement is
that we do not get any of these evalua-
tions at the present time. If the gentle-
man can tell me of a single evaluation,
whether it is on an informational basis
or not, that is coming to the committee
with respect to a weapons system, I wish
he would inform me. I have never seen
it and I am a member of the committee
that has jurisdiction over the Arms Con-
trol and Disarmament Agency.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. The Agency
falls within our committee. If we think
they are failing to meet their respon-
sibilities in any way, it seems to me the
Jeast we can do is take the matter up
when they come before us.

Mr. FRASER. Let me pursue that for
a moment.
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Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I really
would like not to be misrepresented.
That is not my position. That is not Dr.
Ikle's position. What Dr. Ikle is saying
is that if we have this approach, it
would be foo formalized an approach.
There would be a uniform reaction of
the administration to these programs.

As I said to the gentleman from New
York earlier, the result would be the
demise of the Agency, not a strengthen-
ing of it.

Mr. FRASER. Madam Chairman, I
rise in support of the amendment.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Madam Chairman,
will the gentleman yield? Did he say he
was in opposition or in support of the
amendment?

Mr. FRASER. This is an amendment
being offered by the committee, so that
I am in favor of the amendment.

Mr. DERWINSKI. The gentleman is
in favor of the amendment?

Mr. FRASER. Yes.

Mr. DERWINSKI I am glad to see
that.

Mr. FRASER. I do not want to preju-
dice the gentleman’s position.

Mr. DERWINSEKI If I can help in any
way, I will be pleased to.

Mr. FRASER. I will call the gentleman,
do not call me.

I want to pursue the point raised by
the gentleman from New Jersey, who is
one of our most able members of the
committee. What we are faced with here
is the guestion whether Congress wants
some information or not. Those who are
opposed to the amendment are saying,
in effect, that they do not want it, that
it will not be of any help.

It is also being argued that if we do
ingist on the amendment, it will result
only in providing us with a consclidated
administration point of view.

Let me use the analogy of the environ-
mental impact statement process. We
have said that where an enterprise is
undertaken by a governmental agency,
we want to have an evaluation of its
impaet with respect to environmental
concerns. I do not think it can be argued
that this results in one consolidated ad-
ministration point of view. What it does
provide is a new perspective, a different
slice, a different look at a proposal, so
that we and others with responsibility
can have more information. The fact is
that we are not getiing this information
now.

At the time we voled on this amend-
ment in the committee, I was told in-
formally through the committee staff
that the people in the Agency rather
liked this amendment. Maybe Dr. Ikle
feels he wants to back away from it; but
it does seem to me the Arms Control
Agency can give us a different slice, a
different look, to help us do our job. If
we vote against the amendment, we say
we do not need it, we do not want it. I
think we could use it.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Madam
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FRASER. I yield to the gentle-

man.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I know of no
opponent that says we do not need it.
No one is arguing that. The gentleman
is not listening to our discussion.
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Mr., FRASER. I listened to the dis-
cussion of the gentleman.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN, We are saying
the information is available. The Agency
has a role to play. We are saying and
the Director is saying this, foo, but the
result of this language, and obviously
the intention is good, I am not ecriticiz-
ing the intention of the proponents of
this arrangement; the result would be a
reduced communication, rather than an
increased communication between the
Agency.

Mr. FRASER. I have to say o the gen-
tleman that we are not getting that in-
formation now.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. So what?

Mr., FRASER. I have an interest in
what the impact is on the arms control
and I know the gentleman does, foo. The
gentleman must concede that we do not
get the information now.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Madam
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FRASER. Surely.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN, If we have
authority over the Agency, is the gen-
tleman arguing that we do not have the
authority to call the Director before us
and say that we want more information
than we are presently getting? The gen-
tleman makes it sound that we are a
bunch of morons on the committee, and
we are not.

Mr. FRASER. I know that the gentle-
man is not.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. We have the
capacity now to get the information and
the gentleman is suggesting that we will
not have a role to play unless we get this
almost unconsidered proposal before us.

I would suggest the Zablocki committee
take a good look at what additional re-
quirements should be studied in the leg-
islation to get the Agency to be re-
sponsive.

I have no reason to believe that they
will fail to be responsive to any com-
mittee or to a request for information
from our committee. I do not suppose
the gentleman has either.

Mr. FRASER. Madam Chairman, I
think the gentleman will concede that
we have not been getting information.
If we were to look at it on a systematic
basis, and if we want it on a systematic
basis, there is only one way we can get
it, and that is to write it into the arms
control law. Otherwise, they will make
a decision on what they are going to do,
and make evaluations whenever their
own judgment suggests it be done, or as
a result of some internal administration
deeision which may also be not to do it
all.

I think what has happened to the
ACDA is that they may be told to keep
their hands off, stay away from it, and
then we will be left in a position that
unless we specifically push for a study
or specifically ask, they are going to have
to tell us that they have not had an op-
portunity to evaluate it. We need a sys-
tematic review here. What is the harm
in giving Congress information?

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Madam Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FRASER. Madam Chairman, I
yield to the gentleman from California.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Madam Chairman,
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my understanding is that the Armed
Services Committee gets this all the time.
As a matter of fact, several of the gentle-
man’'s colleagues on that committee bring
that information to the floor all the time
and discuss it, so that the Congress is
getting the information it wants. The
Armed Services Committee gets the in-
formation all the time. All the gentle-
man has to do is confer with his col-
leagues on that committee.

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Madam Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the commit-
tee amendment.

Madam Chairman, the gentleman
from Minnesota said that the opponents
of this amendment did not want infor-
mation. He stated that the only purpose
of this amendment was to get informa-
tion, information to permif the commit-
tee and the Congress to do the job.

I do not think that is the issue at all.
I think the issue is that the Members
who oppose this amendment do so be-
cause of the additional burden it places
on the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency. I do not think anyone opposes
the Congress getting all the information
that is available, and this information
is made available to the Congress. It is
made available to several committees. It
is made available even to the commit-
tee on which the gentleman from Min-
nesota serves. They have no difficulty in
getting this information.

Madam Chairman, the difference is
that this information would come {from a
different source. It requires the Director
of the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency to report to Congress any action
by a Government agency which will have
a substantial impaet upon U.S. strategic
arms or arms conftrol policy.

Madam Chairman, we do get the in-
formation. The Atomic Energy Commit-
tee gets the information. There are sev-
eral committees which get it, and as I
said, the gentleman's own committee
gets it. The Armed Forces Committee
gets it.

Mr. DENNIS. Madam Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Yes, I yield to
the gentleman from Indiana.

Mr. DENNIS. Madam Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

Madam Chairman, I used to practice
law before an old judge who said it was
a good idea to read the statute. I got to
looking at this bill today and the amend-
ment ealls for this new report “in addi-
tion to the report required by subsection
(a),” and I got to wondering what the
report required by subsection (a) was. I
got the statute out and it says:

The director shall submit to the President
for transmittal to the Congress not later
than January 31 of each year a report con-
cerning the activities of the agency.

So they are already reporting to the
Congress, or are supposed to be, accord-
ing to the statute.

Mr. PRICE of Hlincis. Madam Chair-
man, of course, they are.

Mr. MORGAN. Madam Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. I yield to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. MORGAN. Madam Chairman,
everybody here is talking about different
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kinds of information. This amendment
does not require additional information
about the aectivities of the Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency—or about the
need for new weapons systems—or the
operations of such systems.

It does only one thing:

It asks the Arms Contrel Agency to
make an evaluation of the impact of
certain weapons systems and actions,
and to report its evaluation to the Con-
gress. That is all it does. I would simply
ask the Members to read the amendment
again, {

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Madam Chair-
man, of course, the committee itself
would evaluate the information which it
gets from all the other agencies, which is
in accord with the normal procedure re-
quired of all agencies of the Government,
to report to the Congress. So it has noth-
ing to do, as the gentleman said, with
that feature.

I understand the intent of the legisla-
tion, but I think that the immediate con-
cern of those Members who oppose the
amendment is the fact that we do impose
an additional responsibility on the Arms
Control Agency. We get that evaluation,
but I think the essential thing is to have
committees make their evaluations when
legislation is under consideration.

Madam Chairman, I think the amend-
ment creates duplicate reporting require-
ments for the Agency. It is difficult to de-
termine how the Arms Control and Dis-
armament Agency would be able to ac-
complish its requirement unless proce-
dures have been established to monitor
related actions of DOD, of State, of the
National Security Agency, or of any other
government agency. We would have to
set up a whole monitoring system from
department to department.

Such a procedure would infringe upon
the privacy of wvarious policymaking
agencies. I do not think the amendment
is necessary in order that the committee
accomplish its job. I think the informa-
tion that is being sought is already avail-
able, and I think the responsibility for
evaluating that information is with the
committee itself.

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

Madam Chairman, I rise in support of
the amendment. First, however, I would
like to point out what the amendment
does not do.

The amendment does not ask the Con-
gress to reconsider the need or the use-
fulness of any weapons system. That
kind of an analysis'is already being un-
dertaken, either in the Committee on
Armed Services or the Commitiee on Ap-
propriations, and it is then considered
in the full House in the usual order of
business.

The amendment does require the
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency
to give the Congress its opinion about
the impact of large weapons systems on
our arms control policy.

Now, what is wrong with that? It has
been suggested that we get that opinion
now from some source. If we do get it,
I do not know where it is.

It has also been suggested that I, as a
Member of Congress, could attend the
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propriations or the closed sessions of the
Committee on Armed Services or the
closed sessions of the Joint Atomic En-
ergy Committee. It has been suggested
that that is the way in which I ought to
get my information in order to serve on
the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

Well, thank you very much. I decline
the invitation. I do not want to get my
information that way. I want to get di-
rectly—straight from the agency con-
cerned—the information which I ought
to have in order to carry out my respon-
sibility on the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs. That is the way other Members gef
their information in their committees in
order to do their jobs.

Now, that is all this amendment seeks
to do. Yes, it would formalize, if you will,
the procedure whereby we can consider
in the Committee on Foreign Affairs the
evaluation by the Arms Control and Dis-
armament Agency of the impact of large
weapons systems on our arms control
policy. I do not see anything wrong with
that; I do not see anything dangerous in
that.

It would give us a chance to consider
the issues involved and to think about
them and perhaps in some way to relate
them to our overall arms policy, our
overall security policy, and our overall
foreign policy. It would seem to me that
that is a very small request to make on
a matter that is as important as that is.

The information has already been
compiled in large part and made avail-
ahble to some people in the Congress. Rep-
resentatives of the various committees
said that to our distinguished colleagues
on the House floor here. So there should
be no problem in getting ready the report
required by this amendment. The ad-
ministration, I am sure, has to have this
type of information in order to make
decisions of its own.

Obviously the administration has teo
make the decision with respect to the im-
pact of a strategic weapons system, on
our military posture, on our economy,
and on our foreign policy. When that
decision is made, why should not the
Committee on Foreign Affairs have the
benefit of the considerations which went
into the making of that decision? And
why should we not by statute formalize
the request for that information? Why
should we have to go hat in hand in
order to obtain information necessary to
make a proper judgment on matters that
are that impaortant?

Mr. ZABLOCEKI. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. FASCELL., I yield to the chairman
of the National Security Policy SBubcom-
mittee.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. I agree entirely with
the gentleman from Florida.

Would it not be in order to point out
that there is a similarity between what
we are trying to achieve here and what
we accomplished in the last Congress
when we passed legislation requiring the
Executive to report to the Congress all
international executive agreements? We
have learned since that the Congress is
today receiving reports—and indeed the
State Department is now receiving re-
ports—to which neither of us were privy
before the passage of that legislation.
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Mr. FASCELL. The gentleman is ab-
solutely correct.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. And all we want here
is information.

Mr. FASCELL. I have great confidence
in the deliberations of my distinguished
colleagues on the Committee on Armed
Services and on the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy and on the Committee on
Appropriations. Most of the time I agree
with them, although sometimes I do
take the opportunity to disagree when
I have the cause to do so. I would like
to have the opportunity, as a member
of the Committee on Foreign Affairs, to
give foreign policy questions the same
careful consideration which my col-
leagues accord to issues that come before
their committees. I cannot for the life of
me understand why anybody would ob-
ject to allowing the Committee on For-
eign Affairs to have access—in the or-
derly manmner provided for in this
amendment—to information from the
very agency which ought to be concerned
with the impact of major strategic weap-
ons systems on our arms control policy
and our foreign policy and our military,
strategic, and economic policies.

Mr, FRELINGHUYSEN. Will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. FASCELL. I yield to my distin-
guished colleague, the ranking minority
member of the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

I sincerely respect the good judgment
of the gentleman as a member of our
committee, but he makes it seem as if
our committee does not have access to
information when, of course, anybody on
our committee who asks can get it. We
do not get information when we do not
ask for it, but we have only ourselves to
blame for that. The gentleman makes it
sound as if the only question is getting
information which is not available.

Mr. FASCELL. I would say just the op-
posite, if the gentleman will permit me
to answer that question. I respect the
gentleman’s views, but I have said be-
fore and I say again that what we are
after here is an opportunity to make an
evaluation based on information which
is already largely available to others.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. And that is
what I am talking about.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

(By unanimous consent, at the request
of Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN, Mr. FASCELL was
allowed to proceed for 2 additional min-
utes.)

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Will the gen-
tleman yield further?

Mr. FASCELL. Certainly.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I think the
basic issue is the propriety of one agency
of the Government, the Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency, passing judg-
ment on the programs of the Depart-
ment of Defense or the Atomic Energy
Commission and their capacity to pass
judgment on those programs.

Mr. FASCELL. They are not being
asked to pass judgment on the programs.
All we are asking for is their opinion
regarding the impact of those programs.
closed sessions of the Committee on Ap-
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The Department of Defense will not
change its opinion one iota with respect
to the form of, or need for, a strategic
weapons system—and neither will the
Committee on Armed Services or the
Congress. All we are asking the experts
who are on the Arms Control and Dis-
armament Agency, is that they give us
he benefit of their views as to what they
consider to be the impact of those weap-
ons systems on our arms control policy—
a thoroughly correlated and related and
integrated matter. That ought not to
cause the slightest concern to any ad-
ministration, because if they have any
sense, they are doing it now. All we want
to do is to formalize the procedure
whereby the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs, which has the primary responsi-
bility for considering the foreign policy
and the arms control policy, can have
access on a regular basis to those opin-
jons. That is all this amendment does.
To read anything else into it as being
destructive of the Defense Department
or the Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy or any other agency or commit-
tee is simply not proper. This amend-
ment would not do any of these things
to any of the committees of the Congress,
or to any agencies of fhe Government.
But it would give those of us who serve
on the Committee on Foreign Affairs,
the information we need to do our job,
and do it properly. That is all this
amendment does.

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

Madam Chairman, when I think of all
the votes that I have cast in 21 years
in this House the one that I recall most
vividly was the vote that I cast in fav-
vor of creating the Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency. I remember it
so well because I was roundly criticized
by my constituents since at that time
it was not popular to talk about dis-
armament. But I voted for it in good
conscience because it was sold to us—
and if the Members would review the de-
bate which preceded the passage of the
authorization for this Agency, they will
see that it was sold to us because ACDA
was to be an advisory arm to our nego-
tiating teams who would negotiate with
foreign countries. It was sold exclusively
as an advisory agency to assist those who
sit down on the U.8. side of negotiating
tables around the world.

For 3 consecutive years I have been
very privileged to be one of the observers
from the House Committee on Armed
Services at the Geneva Disarmament
Conference. I learned two things par-
ticularly from that experience.

First of all, I think ACDA, the Arms
Conirol and Disarmament Agency, has
done a remarkably fine job of fulfilling
its charter as authorized in law, name-
ly, to advise our negotiators. The sec-
ond thing that has impressed me about
international negotiation and disarm-
ament conferences is how tremendously
complicated they are. They do not do
things at a disarmament conference
table like we do them on the floor of this
House. Things progress much more slow-
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ly. They are much more technical, It is
much more delicate.

It rather strikes me that if this lan-
guage is allowed to remain in the bill,
and if we formalize the requirement on
the part of ACDA to submit a formal re-
port to the Congress, that we will in
effect be introducing a totally new factor
into this very delicate and very com-
plicated process called negotiation.

I do not think that any member of
the Commiitee on Foreign Affairs will
ever be denied one iota of information
that ACDA has. I know that I have never
been denied such information as a mem-
ber of the Committee on Armed Services,
and I do not believe that I have any
special privilege because of that member-
ship. I am confident that any member
of the Committee on Foreign Affairs can
now have anything that they would get
because of this language being in this
bill. They can have that today. But what
we will be doing is formalizing a recom-
mendation. This will be bringing in a new
body, the Congress of the United States,
into a negotiating procedure which is
already so complicated that it takes
yvears and years to move just one little
way toward disarmament.

I for one hope and pray for disarm-
ament. There is nothing I want more. 1
realize that it comes slowly because the
negotiations leading to it is delicate and
complicated. My plea to the Members of
the House is to be content with getting
the information, but do not introduce a
new factor which can do nothing but
complicate a process which is already too
complicated.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Madam Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GUBSER. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. ROUSSELOT, Madam Chairman,
I appreciate the comments made by the
gentleman from California (Mr. GUBSER)
regarding his participation as an observ-
er in some of these disarmament con-
ferences. I would ask the gentleman if
it is not true that the disarmament agen-
cy can already get this material directly
from the Secretary of State, and/or the
President? And, as a matter of fact, are
they not the ones who supply this infor-
mation, so the language in this bill is
wholly unnecessary ?

Mr, GUBSER. Madam Chairman, in
reply to the inguiry of the gentleman
from California, let me say that I have
great respect for ACDA. I think they have
fine personnel, and that they do a fine
job. They have been completely open
with me, and I think they would be com-
pletely open to any other Member of the
Congress. But if you let them bring for-
mal reports into this body, which the
news media will carry, and say that this
will happen to it, or that will happen to
it, then you are complicating something
which is already too complicated, in my
opinion.

Mr. BINGHAM. Madam Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

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

Mr, BINGHAM. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding.
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Just to refresh the gentleman's recol-
lection, which he says is clear about what
the agency was supposed to be when it
was set up, I would remind the gentleman
that title ITI of the act which relates to
the functions of the agency is three pages
long, and that only one section deals with
negotiations. It has other functions, in-
cluding the reporting to the Congress
that was previously mentioned. I am sure
the gentleman recalls it.

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

Mr. LEGGETT. Madam Chairman, I
rise in support of the amendment.

Madam Chajrman, it seems that when
we touch certain issues in this body, we
ring everybody’s bell. I guess Arms Con-
trol and Disarmament is one of those is-
sues, We have enacted the legislation. We
have passed some treaties and made
some agreements pursuant thereto. We
are negotiating on the balanced reduc-
tion force, et cetera.

We have here a very, very simple
amendment put on a bill not out of the
Committee on Armed Services, of which
I am a member. The amendment “don’t
do nothing.” As the gentleman from Cali-
fornia stated a moment ago, the language
is probably not necessary.

I would say that if the Committee on
Foreign Affairs would direect a letter to
the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency monthly and say: You report to
us on every strategic or tactical—tactical
weapons not covered in this amend-
ment—weapons systems that may today
or at any time in the future constitute
an obligation for the United States in

excess of $60 million, and tell us what you
think about it, and give us the scope of it,
whether or not it should be covered by

reduction agreement, et cetera, the
Arms Control Agency has plenty of mili-
tary people over there, and they have
plenty of input into the Pentagon, and
they have plenty of capability to make
that analysis and deliver it to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

We get some of this material in the
House Committee on Armed Services. We
get a lot of it through the nonclassified
annual statement of the Secretary.

I just received a statement from Secre-
tary Schlesinger, his first statement that
he has submitted. It is about 300 pages
long. It covers all of the programs for the
current fiscal year, for fiscal year 1975,
and will cover lots of things that were
asked for in this amendment. The only
thing covered by negotiations at the
present time are ICBM’'s, AMB',
SLBM's, perhaps MIRV’s and heavy
long-range bombers. Those are the only
things they are talking about.

It may well be that the committee that
has oversight over the Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency might like to know
what else is floating around in the way of
big, expensive fighters that may have
strategic capability, in the way of
AWACSs, which have a long-range radar,
that may disturb the balance of power,
et cetera. There are a lot of things that
I think the Committee on Foreign Affairs
ought to know, and they ought to get the
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information without propounding the
necessary inquiries.

I see really nothing in this amendment
that is going to do very much. We are
concerned with what they are doing in
disarmament on the House Committee on
Armed Services, What have we done? We
have had Mr. Gusser, the gentleman
from California, attending some of the
sessions. I guess we have had other Mem-
bers. We appointed Mr. CEARLES H, WiL~
goN, the gentleman from California, the
other day as chairman of a subcommittee
to monitor what the Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency is doing, because
we are interested. Buf the members of
the Foreign Affairs Commitiee ought fo
be interested in what we are doing over
in our committee. Believe me, we are do-
ing lots of things.

In Chairman PrIice's subcommittee we
are marking up a bill today that prob-
ably involves a trillion dollars worth of
expenditures over a period of time. We
are trying to do a careful job.

I should think that the Arms Control
Agency would not give a composite anal-
¥sis on every single thing that we are
doing, plus all of the secret things that
are so secret they do not even tell us on
the committee unless it is on a need-to-
know basis.

I think this amendment is regular; it
is not irregular; it is not going to cause
our parameters to come tumbling down.

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

Mr. LEGGETT. I should be glad to
yield to the genfleman for a question.

Mr, DERWINSKI. I wish to advise the
gentleman, rather than ask him if he
does not appreciate the fact, that the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. Fre-
LINGHUYSEN) and I are supporters of the
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency,
and yet as longtime members of our com-
mittee we feel that we have been more
than adequately advised by the previous
administration as well as the present ad-
ministration, and therefore, the gentle-
man, having deseribed this amendment
as being almost unnecessary, should join
us in voting it down.

Mr. LEGGETT. I say let us stand by
the committee system, arnd since the
committee says they need the amend-
ment, let us go ahead and vote on if.

Madam Chairman, I am pleased to-
day to rise in support of these three
amendments to the Arms Control and
Disarmament Act.

The first two of these amendments
pertain strictly to fiscal matters. They
make it possible for the Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency—ACDA—to
operate at a level necessary to carry out
its mandated responsibilities. The first
amendment increases the existing $100
per day limitation on the Agency's au-
thority to procure the service of experts
and consultants to bring it in line with
the ceiling prevailing elsewhere in the
executive branch, The second amend-

ment sets the level of funding for the
Agency for fiscal year 1975 at $10.1 mil-
lion.

The ACDA in recent years has played
an important role in a variety of arms
control negotiations. These include:
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Heading the negotiating team at the
first phase of the strategic arms limita-
tion talks, SALT, which resulted in two
historlc arms control agreements with
the Soviet Union, the Anti-Ballistic Mis~
sile Treaty and the Interim Agreement
on the Limitation of Strategic Oifensive
Arms;

Acting as a substantial component to
the U.S. delegation in Geneva and chair-
ing the backstopping committee in Wash-
ington for SALT II talks;

Having the primary responsibility for
providing day-to-day backstopping sup-
port in Washington for the mutual and
balanced force reduetions in Europe
talks;

Doing most of the staff work for the
U.S. delegation to the United Nations
Conference of the Coemmittee on Dis-
armament; and

Finally, the Agency is responsible for
working with the International Atomic
Energy Agency on such matters as nu-
clear safeguards and on the implementa-
tion of the Nonproliferation Treaty.

Under the third amendment to this
bill (H.R. 12799) the ACDA will have an
even greater role to play in enabling the
Congress to act both knowledgably and
responsibly in Iimiting the present nu-
clear arms raee.

The wording of section 2 of this act
requires the Arms Control and Disarma~
ment Agency Director to report to the
Congress when he determines that a stra-
tegic weapons program exceeds a yearly
cost of $50 million or when an executive
agency has taken an action of “substan-
tial impact upon U.S. strategic arms or
arms control policies.”

Section 2 will perform two vital func-
tions: First, it will improve the flow of
information to the Congress in the criti~
cally important area of strategic arms,
enabling better congressional perform-
ance of the authorization, appropriation,
and oversight functions; second, it would
improve the management of strafegic
weapons and policy development by
strengthening ACDA and institutionaliz-
ing the review process of weapons and
policies which, to their credit, has been
developed by Presidenft Nixon and Sec-
retary of State Kissinger.

Too often in the past, Congress has
been left in the dark on critically impor-
tant matters of nuclear arms pelicy and
the intertwined questions of strategic
weapons systems, The recent experience
with the SALT I agreements have taught
the Congress this. We can no longer re-
main strapped and blindfolded in the
backseat while the administration drives
us to an unknown doorstep of an arms
policy of its choosing. We must share
that responsibility in the front seat right
next to the executive branch.

This amendment is a modest step in
that direction. It does mot cost any
money; all it does is provide to Con-
gress the information that is already be-
ing prepared for the executive agencies
by ADCA. Before the SALT I talks,
ACDA undertook a comprehensive re-
view of U.S. strategic options for the
benefit of the President and the State
and Defense Departments. This amend-
ment would simply make the same in-
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formation available to the appropriate
legislative and oversight committees of
the Congress.

Second, and equally important, suc-
cessful agreements to phase II of the
SALT talks have been stalemated be-
cause of past research and development
of strategic weapons which have had a
profound effect upon arms limitation. I
speak here specifically of the multiple
independently targeted reenfry vehicle,
MIRV.

In the past, development of MIRV was
justified by some American military
strategists as necessary to guarantee the
American second-strike capability in the
face of Russian ABM deployment. When
the ABM ftreaty was signed under SALT
I, limiting the use of these defensive
weapons, one might suppose the need
for MIRV was thereby removed and a
MIRV ban could be agreed upon. But
American MIRV development is already
so far underway that it would require a
major reversal of current arms policy to
agree to its elimination. Furthermore,
since sufficient American testing of
MIRV has already taken place to permit
deployment, in both Iand-based and
submarine-based missiles, it would be
very difficult to verify compliance with
a MIRV ban without resort to a very
intrusive form of onsite inspection. This
would probably be unacceptable to both
sides, certainly to the Soviet Union.

Since the Soviet Union is only now
testing its own version of MIRV, it is
reluctant to agree to freezing of a situa-
tion involving a technological superior-
ity on the part of the United States. In
the face of such apparently insmrmount-
able obstacles, both sides appear to have
agreed to ignore the MIRV issue.

Here is a very vivid case where tech-
nological changes and new deploy-
ments—which were put into motion
sometime earlier—are threatening to
upset the very balance that the negotia-
tions are trying to maintain and sta-
bilize. This is why section 2 of this
amendment is so necessary. The Federal
Government must systematize evelution
of technology before its effects become ir-
reversable.

I hope the other Members of Congress
will join me today in supporting these
three amendments. It is essential that
the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency be given this new role of inform-
ing the Congress if we are to play our
necessary part along with the Chief Ex-
ecutive in determining strategic arms
policy and arms control.

Mr. GUBSER. Madam Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. LEGGETT. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. GUBSER. Madam Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

I merely would point out one matter
which I think has been overlooked up
until now. Last year we created a Tech-
nology Assessment Board which is now
chaired by the senior Senator from Mas-
sachusetts, Mr. Kenneny, and has equal
representation from hboth sides of the
aisle from the House and Senate and
private industry. The job of that Board
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is to make technological assessments of
major weapons systems or any other de-
velopment. They do this upon the request
of any standing committee chairman. So
if we want a technological assessment of
the impact of a weapons system, all we
need to do is ask Senater KenNeEpy and
our former colleague, Representative
Daddario, and we will get it.

Mr. WOLFF. Madam Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words and rise in support of the commit-
tee amendment.

Madam Chairman, I indicate that, yes,
the Foreign Affairs Committee has been
able to get much of the information it
requested. However, from time to time
the members of the Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee have had to resort to “Resolutions
of Inquiry” to obtain much of the sensi-
tive information we have needed to fully
perform our duties.

That we need amendments such as the
one we have before us today is unfortu-
nate. However, it is sometimes difficult
if not impossible to secure information
from either the Defense Department or
the State Department, and now we are
faced with having to dig and search for
information which should be readily
available to a Member of Congress.

Mr. HARRINGTON. Madam Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WOLFF. I yield to the gentleman
from Massachusetts.

Mr. HARRINGTON. Madam Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yielding.

If I could, I would be very brief, and
uncharacteristically so, but I think the
whole focus of this debate is illusion ver-
sus reality. If the gentleman who speaks
on behalf of the Armed Services Com-
mittee wishes to convey to me, as a
former briefly—tenured member of that
committee, that the process there in-
volves openness, that there is an effort
made to get true discussion and true con-
troversy taking place behind, for the
most part, the closed doors of that com-
mittee, he certainly does to a degree go
at the surface rather than what the ac-
tuality is.

If anyone would suggest that a variety
of administrations, whether Republican
or Democratic, have given the Congress
institutionally enough information,
whether it be on arms control or pesti-
cides, I think again they are at variance
with what the actuality is.

If someone suggests to me that the
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy,
which most of us hardly knows exists or
cannot define its location, has an open
process of arriving at decisions, with
open controversy a part of its processes,
I think that is at varlance with reality.

All we are working for is a means to
give the Congress a piece of this action.
It is that simple. We are not asking for
more money or anything that would
straitjacket the Executive. We are say-
ing that Congress should get involved in
what we are supposed to be involved in
and we should make sensible judgments,
and for the purpose of making those de-
terminations the Forelgn Affairs Com-
mittee, in league with the Armed Serv-
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ices or other committees that have a
slice of this action as representatives of
the American people, should get this
information, but just saying it will not
suffice. We need to pass the committee
amendment.

Mr. SEIBERLING. Madam Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WOLFF. I yield to the genfleman
from Ohio.

Mr. SEIBERLING. Madam Chairman,
I rise in strong support of this amend-
ment. I associate myself with the words
spoken by the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts.

Mr. GROSS. I move to strike the
necessary number of words.

Madam Chairperson, or should I say
Madam Chairman, I am opposed to the
committce amendment and for the rea-
son among a number of other things
that it calls upon the Director of the
alleged Arms Control and Disarmement
Agency to do certain things. If we want
information concerning negotiations by
the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency, we ought to substitute the name
of Secretary of Sfate Henry Kissinger
for that of the Director of the Agency.

He is the Arms Control and Disarma-
ment authority these days. But what I
arose to talk about was the $10,100,000
for the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency. I do not know for how many
years we have been appropriating $10
million for Arms Control and Disarma-
ment, and as the years go by, there is less
arms control and no disarmament. We
never have had any disarmament that I
know anything about. What is this all
about?

We could have had three or four offi-
cials plus a small staff and given them
a few thousand dollars a year, instead
of $10 million, and gotten just as much
by way of arms control and disarmament
as we have with $10 million a year for
SO0 many years.

This is my criticism of this bill; the
spending of $10 million a year for al-
leged control and disarmament and we
are getting neither.

There was read to the House an hour
or so ago a message from on high, the
President’s message to Congress, calling
for more than $5 billion of foreign aid
and a substantial part of that is for arms
and credit sales of arms to foreign coun-
tries. We are probably the biggest arms
peddler around the world today. I know
we are the biggest arms peddler in the
Middle East. The President calls for, I
do not know how many hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars, fo supply arms to three
or four countries in the Middle East and
yet we here today are about to vote an-
other $10 million for alleged Arms Con-
trol and Disarmament. It is one of the
biggest frauds known to mankind.

Mr. FRASER. Madam Chairman, will
the gentleman yleld?

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman
from Minnesota.

Mr. FRASER. I want to share a com-
mon point of view with the gentleman.
I think we are spending too much and
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that we are extending ourselves to be-
come an arms supplier around the world.

I would say in respect to this minuscule
$10 million, which is hardly 1-day’s in-
terest on the expenditure for strategic
weapons——

Mr. GROSS. That does not make it
any less than $10 million, does it?

Mr. FRASER. No; but let me say with
respect to arms control agreements, we
did save several billion dollars in avoid-
ing constructior. of the anti-ballistic-
missile systems. That several billion dol-
lars saved is a long way to go, but that
makes the $10 million, it seems to me, a
very worthwhile investment.

Mr. GROSS. Is the gentleman saying
the disarmament control and arms con-
trol saved this money?

Mr. FRASER. Well, the principal
negotiator, Mr. Gerard Smith, provided
a backup and provided the research with
2 highly respected team led by the Arms
Control Agency.

Mr, GROSS. I could not agree with the
gentleman less. If we got any kind of a
worthwhile agreement, we bought it with
millions or billions and the gentleman
well knows it. That is exactly what goes
on in the foreign handout program.

We buy our way around the world
with arms and with cash and the gentle-
man well knows it. All I am saying is
that we have got to stop and this is a
good place to do it.

Mr. SYMMS. Madam Chairman, we
are considering the extension of an
agency whose purpose for existing is
highly questionable. In 1961 Congress
passed the Arms Control and Disarma-~
ment Act creating the ACDA. This
agency and its personnel are dedicated to
disarmament as soon as possible. They
are so zealous in pursuing their goals
that they have advocated umilateral
moves by the United States which would
gut our strategic nuclear derrent and
gravely endanger our national security.

However, what concerns me most is
that the ACDA has had the responsibility
for developing positions for the United
States in the SALT negotiations, and
they have been very influential in this
regard in the past. I see grave danger in
allowing an agency so dedicated to dis-
armament at any price to conduet or
influence negotiations so important to
our security and the well-being of the
free world.

Mr. Chairman, I see no sense in fund-
ing an organization whose value is ques-
tionable and whose duties in the current
SALT negotiations can be performed
better by the Department of Defense.
Finally, it is my opinion that the philoso-
phy represented by the Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency is directly re~
sponsible for trapping the United States
into an agreement that allows the Soviet
Union a 50 percent advantage in num-
bers of delivery vehicles, thus locking us
into second place, and allows them to
maintain a permanent first-strike capa-
bility for blackmail purposes. Conse-
quently, I urge defeat of this bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the committee amendment.
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RECORDED VOTE

Mr. FRASER. Madam Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 152, noes 239,
not voting 42, as follows:

[Roll No. 176]
AYES—152

Fraser
Frenzel
Fulton
Gaydos
Gibbons
Gonzalez
Grasso
Green, Pa.
Griffiths
Gude

Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Anderson,
Calif,
Ashley
Aspin
Badillo
Bergland
Biester

Natcher
Nedzi
Nix
Obey
O'Hara
O’'Neill
Owens
Pepper
Pike
Podell

Johnson, Callf. Passman
Johnson, Colo. Parris

Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn,
Eemp
Ketchum
King
Kluczynski
Kuykendall
Lagomarsino
Landgrebe
Landrum
Latta

Lent

Litton

Lott

Lujan
MecClory
MceCloskey
MeCollister
McEwen

Patten
Perkins

Pettis

Peyser

Poage

Powell, Ohio
Preyer

Price, I11.
Price, Tex.
Pritchard
Quillen
Rallsback
Randall
Rarick
Regula
Rinaldo
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Rogers
Roncalio, Wyo.
Ronecallo, N.Y.
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Steelman
Steele
Steiger, Ariz.
Stephens
Stratton
Stubblefield
Stuckey
Symms
Talcott
Taylor, Mo.
Taylor, N.C.
Teague
Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Towell, Nev.
Treen
Vander Jagt
Veysey
Waggonner
Walsh
Wampler
Ware

White

Bingham
Boggs
Boland
Bolling
EBrademas
Brasco
Brinkley
Brooks
Brown, Calif,
Burke, Calif.
Burke, Mass,
Burlison, Mo.
Burton
Carney, Ohio
Chisholm
Clay
Conte
Conyers
Corman
Coughlin
Cronin
Culver
Daniels,
Dominick V.
Danielson
Delaney
Dellums
Denholm
Dent
Donohue
Drinan
Eckhardt
Edwards, Calif.
Eilberg
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.
Fascell
Flood
Flowers
Foley
Ford
Forsythe

Abdnor
Alexander
Anderson, I11.
Andrews, N.C.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Annunzio
Archer
Arends
Armstrong
Ashbrook

Breaux
Breckinridge
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Burgener
Burke, Fla.
Burleson, Tex.
Butler

Byron

Camp

Carter

Casey, Tex.

Gunter
Hamilton
Hanley
Harrington
Hawkins
Hays
Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass.
Helstoskl
Holtzman
Howard
Hungate
Jordan
Karth
Kastenmeier
Koch

Kyros
Leggett
Lehman
Long, La.
Long, Md.
Luken
McDade
McEay
Macdonald
Madden
Matsunaga
Mazzoli
Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe
Mezvinsky
Mills

Minish
Mink
Moakley
Moorhead, Pa.
Morgan
Mosher
Moss
Murphy, I11.
Murphy, N.Y.

NOES—239

Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clancy
Clausen,
Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Cochran
Cohen
Collier
Collins, Tex.
Conable
Conlan
Cotter

Dayvis, 8.C.
de la Garza
Dennis
Derwinski
Devine
Dickinson
Dorn
Downing
Dulski

Duncan

du Pont
Edwards, Ala,
Erlenborn
Esch
Eshleman
Findley

Rangel

Rees

Reuss
Roblson, N.Y.
Rodino

Roe
Rosenthal
Rostenkowskl
Roush

Roy

Roybal
Ryan

St Germain
Sarbanes
Schroeder
Selberling

‘Thompson, N.J.
Thornton
Tiernan
Traxler
Udall
Ullman

Van Deerlin
Vander Veen
Vanik
Vigorito
Waldie
Whalen
‘Wolff

Yates
Yatron
Young, Ga.
Zablocki

Fish
Fisher
Flynt
Fountain
Frelinghuysen
Frey
Froehlich
Fugua
Giaimo
Gilman
Ginn
Goldwater
Goodling
Gross
Grover
Guyer
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanrahan
Hansen, Idaho
Harsha
Hastings
Henderson
Hicks
Hillis
Hinshaw
Hogan
Holifleld
Holt
Horton
Huber
Hudnut
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jarman

Whitehurst
Whitten
Widnall
Wiggins
Williams
Wilson, Bob

McFall
McKEinney
Madigan
Mahon
Mallary
Maraziti
Martin, Nebr.
Martin, N.C.
Mathias, Calif.
Mathis, Ga.
Mayne

Michel

Miller
Minshall, Ohio
Mitchell, N.¥.
Mizell

Rose
Rousselot
Runnels
Ruppe
Ruth
Sandman
Sarasin
Satterfield
Scherle
Schneebell
Sebelius
Shipley
Shoup
Shriver
Shuster
Sikes
Skubitz
ack

8l
Smith, N.Y.
Snyder
Spence
Stanton,

J. William
Steed

NOT VOTING—42

Green, Oreg. Mitchell, Md.
Gubser Myers
Haley Patman

Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead,
Calif.
Murtha
Nelsen
Nichols
O’Brien

Young, Alaska
Young, Fla.
Young, Il.
Young, Tex.
Zion

Zwach

Barrett
Blackburn
Biatnik
Brown, Mich.
Buchanan
Carey, N.Y.
Clark
Collins, I11.
Davis, Wis.
Dellenback
Diggs
Dingell

Hanna
Hansen, Wash.
Hébert

Heinz

Hosmer
Johnson, Pa.
Kazen
McCormack

McSpadden
Gettys Mann Symington
Gray Milford Young, S.C.

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments?

There being no further amendments,
under the rule, the Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Miss JorpaNn, 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. 12799) to amend the Arms Control
and Disarmament Act, as amended, in
order to extend the authorization for
appropriations, and for other purposes,
pursuant to House Resolution 1009, she
reported the bill back to the House with
sundry amendments adopted by the
Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the
previous question 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
i?ngrossment and third reading of the

Steiger, Wis.
Stokes
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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 bill was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. MORGAN. 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. 12799) just passed.

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

There was no objection.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF 8. 628, SURVIVING SPOUSE
CIVIL SERVICE RETIREMENT AN-
NUITIES WITHOUT REDUCTION IN
PRINCIPAL ANNUITIES

Mr. PEPPER. Mr, Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 1010 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution,
follows:

as

H. Res. 1010

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 (8. 628) to
amend chapter B3 of title 5, United States
Code, to eliminate the annuity reduction
made, in order to provide a surviving spouse
with an annuity, during periods when the
annuitant is not married, After general de-
bate, which shall be confined to the bill and
shall continue not to exceed one hour, to be
equally divided and controlled by the chair-
man and ranking minority member of the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service,
the bill shall be read for amendment under
the five-minute rule. It shall be in order to
consider the amendment recommended by
the Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv-
ice now printed in the bill as an original bill
for the purpose of amendment under the
five-minute rule. At the conclusion of such
consideration, the Committee shall rise and
report the bill to the House with such
amendments as may have been adopted, and
any Member may demand a separate vote in
the House on any amendment adopted in the
Committee of the Whole to the bill or to
the committee amendment in the nature of
& substitute. The previous question shall be
considered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to recom-
mit with or without instructions.

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

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
minutes to the able gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. LarTa), pending which I yield my-
self such time as I may consume,

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 1010
provides for an open rule with 1 hour of
general debate on 8. 628, a bill to amend

chapter 83 of title 5 of the United States
Code.
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House Resolution 1010 provides that it
shall be in order to consider the amend-
ment recommended by the Committee
on Post Office and Civil Service now
printed in the bill as an original bill for
the purpose of amendment.

S. 628 provides for an automatic an-
nuity to the surviving spouse of a future
civil service retiree without any reduc-
tion in the retiring employee’s annuity.
It provides for a recomputation of the
annuity of a current retiree so as to
eliminate the reduction in annuity which
the retiree had elected in order to pro-
vide his spouse a survivor annuity. The
bill provides for an automatic annuity to
the spouse of a current retiree who did
not have the opportunity, or failed to
provide an annuity for his surviving
spouse. S. 628 also provides that the basic
annuity of a surviving spouse shall
equal 55 percent of the retiree’s single
rate of annuity.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of
House Resolution 1010 in order that we
may discuss and debate S. 628.

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

Mr. Speaker, I should like to tell my
good friend, the gentleman from Iowa
(Mr. Gross), that this is an open rule
with 1 hour of general debate; so in 2
successive days we have had straight
open rules.

Mr. Speaker, the rule providing for the
consideration of S. 628, the surviving
spouse clvil service retirement annuities
without reduction in prineipal annuities
bill, is House Resolution 1010. This is an
open rule with 1 hour of general debate.
In addition, the rule makes the commit-
tee substitute in order as an original biil
for the purpose of amendment.

This bill, S. 628, does four things:

First, it eliminates the reduction in an-
nuity that a civil service retiree takes in
order to provide a survivor benefit for a
spouse. Under existing law, a retiring em-
ployee must take a reduction in his an-
nuity of 215 percent of the first $3,600,
and 10 percent of the annuity over
$3,600, in order to provide an annuity for
his survivor which is 55 percent of the
amount of the employee’s annuity.

Second, this bill prospectively restores
the full single life annuity for any al-
ready retired annuitant whose benefit
had been reduced to provide survivor an-
nuity for a spouse.

Third, S. 268 provides an annuity te
the spouse of a retiree who did not pro-
vide an annuity for his surviving spouse.

Fourth, this bill provides that the basic
annuity for the surviving spouse will be
55 percent of the retiree’s annuity, even
in cases where surviving spouse is pres-
ently receiving less than 55 percent.

It is estimated that enactment of this
bill will increase the unfunded liability
of the civil service retirement system by
$5,850,000,000. Annual appropriations of
$362,000,000 per year for 30 years would
be required to amortize this amount. This
bill includes Congressmen.

The committee report contains letters
from the Civil Service Commission and
ifrom the OMB opposing this bill because
of its cost and inflationary impact.
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Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Nebraska (Mr, MARTIN) .

Mr. MARTIN of Nebraska. As the gen-
tleman from Ohio has explained, this is
a fiseally irresponsible piece of legisla-
tion. It increases the amount of benefits
paid not only to civil service employees
who are retired at the present time and
who retire in future years, but it is also
retroactive to civil service employees who
have retired in past years and are still
living, and who still have wives, if they
have taken s reduced amount in their
benefits so that their wives could partici-
pate in those benefits.

In these cases—and most retirements
are taken on the basis of protection of
the wife—it will increase the amount of
retirement benefits by almost 10 percent.
It does not provide that the civil service
employees nor the Members of Congress
pay additional amounts into the retire-
ment fund, as should be provided for. It
simply says that the taxpayers of the
United States are going to pay for this
deficit that will exist in the fund over
the period of the next 30 years.

Let me call to the attention of the
Members a couple of other bills which
have passed this body but which fortu-
nately have not yet passed the other
body.

Last September we had hefore us
here on the floor of the House H.R. 9281,
a bill providing retirement benefits for
certain law enforcement and firefighting
personnel. According to the report on
this bill, HR. 9281 would further un-
fund the retirement benefit funds to the
tune of $664 million, and that legislation
provided that $41.1 million would have to
be paid out of the General Treasury of
the United States for the next 30 years
to make up this deficit, or a total over
the 30-year period of $1,233,000,000.

Then last December, Mr. Speaker, we
had another bill here, H.R. 673, a bill to
provide for retirement benefits for cer-
tain law enforcement and firefighting
personnel. The unfunded liability was
$2.7 billion, or $172 million over 30 years,
for a total of $5,160,000 on that bill.

The bill we have before us today is go-
ing to take an appropriation from the
taxpayer’s pockets of $362 million a year
for 30 years to make up the unfunded
balance of $10,860,000,000.

If we add up the three bills that have
come out of the Post Office and Civil
Service Committee since last September
in respect to increasing retirement bene-
fits, we have a total of $17,253,000,000
that are going to have to be made up in
30 equal installments over the next 30
years. That is $17Y4 billion over the next
30 years. There is no rhyme nor reason
why the Congress of the United States
should consider legislation of this type
which is so fiscally irresponsible.

I want to emphasize again, it will af-
fect every single Member of this body
when he or she retires from this Con-
gress. It will increase your retirement
benefits almost 10 percent if a Member
takes the option of providing benefits
for his spouse. That is one of the things
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we are voting for this afternoon. It is
retroactive for every single civil service
employee who has retired in the United
States in past years, providing they have
taken this reduction because they want
additional benefits to their spouse if
something happens to them.

I would like to make one other point,
Mr. Speaker, and that is this, that the
present law provides for increased bene-
fits based on increases in the cost of
living to retired civil service employees
and also to Members of Congress who
have retired; so the increase in the in-
flationary spiral we have had in this
country for many years, these people
who retire are automatically taken care
of, because their retirement benefits in-
crease as the cost of living increases.

I hope this legislation will be defeated
today.

I realize, Mr. Speaker, there is some
sex appeal attached to this bill and that
the Members of the House will probably
go merrily on their way, as they did last
year in both September and December,
in approving two other fiscally irrespon-
sible bills in regard to retirement and will
probably go along that path this after-
noon and vote for this fiscally irrespon-
sible bill.

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

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

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
resolufion,

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

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I demand
a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was refused.

Mr, ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of or-
der 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 363, nays 30,
answered “present” 2, not voting 38, as
follows:

[Roll No. 177]
YEAS—363

Blester
Bingham
Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Bowen
Brademas
Brasco
Bray

Abdner
Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson,
Calif.
Anderson, Ill.
Andrews, N.C.
Andrews,
N. Dak.
Annunzio
Archer
Arends
Armstrong
Ashley
Badillo
Bafalis
Baker
Bauman
Beard
Bell
Bennett
Bergland
Bevill
Blagel

Butler
Byron
Camp
Carney, Ohio
Carter
Casey, Tex,
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Breaux Clark
Breckinridge Clausen,
Brinkley Don H.
Brooks Clay
Broomfield Cleveland
Brotzman Cochran
Brown, Calif. Cohen
Brown, Ohio Collins, Tex.
Broyhill, N.C. Conable
Broyhill, Va. Conlan
Burgener Conte
Burke, Calif. Conyers
Burke, Fla. Corman
Burke, Mass. Cotter
Burleson, Tex. Coughlin
Burlison, Mo. Cronin
Burton Culver
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Daniel, Dan
Daniel, Robert

W., Jr.
Daniels,

Dominick V.
Danielson
Davis, Ga.
Dayvis, 8.C.
Davyis, Wis.
de la Garza
Delaney
Dellums
Denholm
Dent
Derwingki
Diggs
Dingell
Donochue
Dorn
Downing
Drinan
Dulski
Duncan
du Pont
Eckhardt
Edwards, Ala.
Edwards, Callf.
Eilberg
Erlenborn
Esch
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Fascell
Findley

is

Goldwater
Gonzalez
CGrasso
Green, Pa.
Griffiths
Grover
Gubser
Gude
Gunter
Guyer
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Hanrahan
Hansen, Idaho
Harrington
Harsha
Hastings
Hawkins
Hays
Hechler, W. Va,
Heckler, Mass.
Heinz
Helstoski
Henderson
Hicks
Hillis
Hinshaw
Hogan
Holt
Holtzman
Horton
Howard
Huber
Hudnut
Hungate
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jarman
Johnson, Calif.
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn,

Ashbrook
Clancy
Clawson, Del
Crane
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Jordan
Earth
Kastenmeier

McCloskey
MecCollister
McCormack
McDade
McEwen
McFall
McEay
McEinney
Macdonald
Madden
Madigan
Mahon
Mann
Martin, N.C.
Mathias, Calif,
Mathis, Ga.

Mezvinsky

Miller

Mills

Minish

Mink

Minshall, Ohio

Mitchell, Md.

Mitchell, N.Y.

Mizell

Moakley

Mollohan

Montgomery

Moorhead,
Callf.

Moorhead, Pa.

Morgan

Mosher

Moss

Murphy, I11.

Murphy, N.Y.

Murtha

Natcher

Nedzi

Nix

Obey

O'Brien

O'Hara

O'Neill

Owens

Parris

Passman

Patten

Pepper

Perkins

Pettis

Peyser

Pike

Poage

Podell

Preyer

Price, I11.

Price, Tex,

Pritchard

Rallsback

Randall

Rangel

Rees

Regula

Reuss

Rinaldo

Roberts

Robinson, Va.

Rodino

Roe

Rogers
NAYS—30

Dennis

Devine

Dickinson
Flynt
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Roncalio, Wyo.
Roncallo, N.Y.
Rose
Rosenthal
Rostenkowskl
Roush
Roy
Roybal
Runnels
Ruppe
Ruth
Ryan
St Germain
Sandman
Sarasin
Sarbanes
Satterflield
Scherle
Schneebell
Schroeder
Seliberling
Shipley
Shoup
Shriver
Shuster
Sisk
Skubita
Slack
Smith, Towa
Smith, N.Y.
Snyder
Spence
Staggers
Stanton,
James V.
Stark
Steed
Steele
Steelman
Steiger, Ariz.
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stratton
Stubblefield
Stuckey
Studds
Sullivan
Symington
Talcott
Taylor, N.C.
Teague

Thompson, N.J.

Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Thornton
Tlernan
Towell, Nev.
Traxler
Treen
Udall
Ullman
Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Vander Veen
Vanik
Veysey
Vigorito
Waggonner
Waldle
Walsh
Wampler
Whalen
White
Whitehurst
Widnall
Wiggins
Williams
Wilson, Bob
Wilson,
Charles H.,
Calif.
Wilson,
Charles, Tex.
Winn
Wolff
Wright
Wyatt
Wydler
Wrylie
Yates
Yatron
Young, Alaska
Young, Fla.
Young, Ga.
Young, Ill.
Young, Tex.
Zablocki
Zion

Frelinghuysen
Goodling

Gross
Johnson, Colo.

Powell, Ohio
Quillen
Rarick
Rousselot
Stanton,

J. Willlam
Symms
ANSWERED “PRESENT"—2

Sebelius
NOT VOTING—38

Green, Oreg. Patman

Haley Pickle

Hanna Quie

Hansen, Wash, Reid

Hébert Rhodes

Holifield Riegle

Hosmer Robison, N.Y.

Johnson, Pa. Rooney, N.Y.

Eazen Rooney, Pa.

MeSpadden Sikes

Milford Stokes
Gettys Myers Young, 8.C.
Gray Nichols

So the resolution was agreed to.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr. Hébert with Mr. Aspin.

Mr. Rooney of New York with Mr, Rhodes.

Mr. Kazen with Mr. McSpadden.

Mr. Barrett with Mr. Johnson of Pennsyl-
vania.

Mr. Evins of Tennessee with Mr. Brown of
Michigan.

Mrs. Green of Oregon with Mr. Patman,

Mr. Pickle with Mr. Blackburn,

Mr. Sikes with Mr. Myers.

Mr. Stokes with Mr. Hanna.

Mr. Reid with Mr. Buchanan.

Mr. Carey of New York with Mrs. Collins of
Illinois.

Mrs. Chisholm with Mr. Gray.

Mr. Holifleld with Mr. Dellenback.

Mr. Nichols with Mr. Quie,

Mr. Riegle with Mr. Milford.

Mr. Haley with Mr. Hosmer.

Mr. Blatnik with Mr. Robison of New York.

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

Mrs. Hansen of Washington with Mr.
Rooney of Pennsylvania.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

Landgrebe Taylor, Mo.
Latta Ware
Mallary
Maraziti
Martin, Nebr.
Michel
Nelsen

Whitten
Wyman
Zwach

Collier

Aspin
Barrett
Blackburn
Blatnik
Brown, Mich,
Buchanan
Carey, N.X.
Chisholm
Collins, I11.
Dellenback
Evins, Tenn.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 11321, PUBLIC SAFETY OF-
FICERS' BENEFITS ACT OF 1974

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call up
House Resolution 1056 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution as
follows:

H. Res, 1056

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 consideraion of the bill (H.R.
11321) to amend the Omnibus Crime Control
and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amended, to
provide benefits to survivors of certain pub-
lic safety officers who die In the performance
of duty, and all points of order against sec-
tion 4 of said bill for failure to comply with
the provisions of clause 4, rule XXI, are
hereby waived. After general debate, which
shall be confined to the bill and shall con-
tinue not to exceed one hour, to be equally
divided and controlled by the chairman and
ranking minority member of the Committee
on the Judiciary, the bill shall be read for
amendment under the five-minute rule. At
the conclusion of the consideration of the
bill for amendment, the Committee shall
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rise and report the bill to the House with
such amendments as may have been adopted,
and the previous question shall be considered
as ordered on the bill and amendments
thereto to final passage without intervening
motion except one motion to recommit.

The SPEAEKER. The gentleman from
Florida, Mr. PEPPER, is recognized for 1
hour.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr, Speaker, I yield 30
minutes to the able gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. ANDERSON), pending which I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 1056
provides for an open rule with 1 hour of
general debate on H.R. 11321, the Public
Safety Officer’s Benefits Act of 1974.

House Resolution 1056 provides that
all points of order against section 4 of
the bill for failure to comply with the
provisions of clause 4, rule XXI of the
Rules of the House of Represenfatives—
prohibiting appropriations in a legisla-
tive bill—are waived.

H.R. 11321 provides a $50,000 Fed-
eral payment to the surviving depen-
dents of public safety officers who die
as the direct and proximate result of a
personal injury sustained in the per-
formance of duty.

In 1973, a total of 131 local, county,
and State law enforcement officers were
killed in the performance of duty as the
result of felonious criminal action. In
the 12 years between 1961 and 1973, 790
firefighters died in the line of duty.

Mr. Speaker, a similar bill passed the
House of unanimous consent in the sec-
ond session of the 92d Congress. But ad-
Jjournment of the 92d Congress pre-
vented House consideration of a confer-
ence report.

Mr. Speaker, I proudly and earnestly
urge the adoption of House Resolution
1056 in order that we may discuss and
debate H.R. 11321, which offers Federal
aid to the dependents of law enforce-
ment officers and firemen of States,
counties, and local governments who
lose their lives in performance of their
hazardous duties. It will show the appre-
ciation of their country for the noble
sacrifice these men make.

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

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

Mr. BRASCO. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding. I want to
ask the gentleman a question.

First let me say that I certainly sup-
port this measure that the gentleman
from Florida has just described, but the
question that I want to ask is that I
notice that the gentleman from Florida
said that State, county, and municipal
law enforcement officers would be in-
cluded in the bill.

Does that mean that Federal law en-
forcement officers are excluded from
the bill?

Mr. PEPPER. That is correct.

It was brought up before the Com-
mittee on Rules by the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service that the
Federal law enforcement officers by and
large, in the opinion of that committee,
are adequately taken care of so far as
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penefits for the dependents of such Fed-
eral officers are concerned who may lose
their lives in the performance of their
duties. So that this bill does not include
the beneficiaries of Federal law enforce-
ment officers.

Mr. BRASCO. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. PEPPER. They are taken care of
by other provisions of law.

Mr. BRASCO. I might add that they
do not have similar death benefits that
the gentleman has just described, and
I do not know of any other way that
they are taken care of other than by
their retirement benefits. So it just seems
to me that, while I support the measure,
as I indicated before, that we have left
the Federal officers out. I do not see the
difference between a Federal officer who
gets killed during the course of his duty,
or a State, county or municipal law en-
forcement officer.

Mr. PEPPER. It was the judgment of
the commitiee that Congress had made
adequate provision for the survivors of
such Federal officers as may lose their
lives in the line of duty, but that this
was not true insofar as State, county,
and local communities generally provide
for their law enforcement officers.

Mr. BRASCO. I thank the gentleman,
but there is no provision that I know
of for that.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the able gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
Anperson) and I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr, ANDERSON - of Illinois. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such fime as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I would urge the Members
of the House to support the adoption of
House Resolution 1056 that does provide
for an open rule for the consideration
under 1 hour of general debate of H.R.
11321, the Public Safety Officer's Benefits
Act of 1974.

Like the gentleman from Florida, my
distinguished colleague on the commit-
tee (Mr. PerPER) I, too, find a partic-
ular pleasure this afternoon in urging
the adoption of this rule and subse-
quently a favorable vote on the legisla-
tion itself, because this bill, which would
provide a $50,000 Federal payment to the
survivors of certain public safety offi-
cers who die as the direct and proximate
result of personal injury sustained in the
line of duty, is nearly identical to H.R.
1473 which I introduced in this Congress
on the 9th of January 1973, and similar
to another bill which I introduced in an
earlier Congress.

I am not suggesting that this is meri-
torious legislation merely because my
name appears as one of the authors of
comparable legislation, because I know
that many Members of this House have
joined in sponsoring this legislation. But
the necessity for it was driven home to
me in a particularly poignant way.

Just a month ago, last month, very
tragically a 28-year-old sheriff's detec-
tive, Michael Mayborne, was shot to
death by a suspected bank robber whom
he was pursuing, leaving as his survivors
a wife and two small children. He hap-
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pened to be the. second Winnebago
County law enforcement officer, which is
my home county, thus to be killed in the
line of duty in just the last 2 years, the
previous victim having been a 28-year-
old Rockford policeman, Charles J. Wil-
liams, who was shot and killed likewise,
while he was attempting to question a
robbery suspect, and who likewise left a
widow and two small children.

I realize that there are men of con-
science in this House who oppose this
legislation who will argue that this is
properly a function of local government,
and yet, as I have studied the report and
the information available on this bill, I
find that there are almost half of the
States that provide no benefits for sur-
vivors of Public Safety Officers. Even in
those cases where States and municipali-
ties do provide payments or some form
of insurance plan, in many cases those
insurance programs provide as little as
$2,000 in benefits to the widow and the
survivors of police officers and firemen
who are killed in the line of duty.

I think, given the statistics recited a
few minutes earlier by my distinguished
colleague on the committee, the gentle-
man from Florida (Mr. Peprper) calling
attention to the fact that between 1961
and 1973 a total of 1,002 officers died as a
result of injuries sustained during the
performance of duty, there is a clear
moral responsibility that resides in us to
recognize in some appropriate and I
think not extravagant way the responsi-
bility that we have to provide some com-
pensation to the widows and to the fami-
lies of those men who daily risk their lives
for us in protecting and upholding the
laws of our land.

So I would suggest, Mr. Speaker, that
this is meritorious legislation, and I
would urge the adoption of the rule and
the legislation which it makes in order.

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

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I am
pleased to yield to the gentleman from
Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman
from Illinois for yielding.

I was looking for the gentleman from
Ohio, my friend (Mr. LatTa) to remind
him, as he reminded me, that the last
rule we had was one of two open rules in
succession considered by the House.
The string ran out fast, because the third
one to be considered by the Committee
on Rules has waivers of points of order.
I simply wanted to remind him that the
great record of the Committee on Rules
did not last long.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I am sure
that the gentleman from Ohio, were he
here, could adequately answer the gen-
tleman’s question, but in his absence
temporarily from the floor let me sug-
gest that a waiver in this case of clause 4,
rule XXI is necessitated by the fact that
section 4 of the bill does provide author-
ity for the transfer of funds from ex-
isting programs to the new program. As
I understand it this new program, the
Public Safety Officers Benefits Act of
1974, will be administered as a program
under the LEAA, the Law Enforcement
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Assistance Administration, and tech-
nically this particular provision in the
bill does constifute an appropriation of
funds to a new purpose and thereby
necessitate a waiver of clause 4, rule
XXI, but that is the only waiver that is
provided for under this rule.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of
H.R. 11321, the Public Safety Officer’s
Benefits Act of 1974. This bill would
provide a $50,000 Federal payment to the
survivors of certain public safety officers
who die as the direct and proximate re-
sult of a personal injury sustained in the
line of duty. This bill is nearly identical
to H.R. 1473 which I introduced on Jan-
uary 9, 1973, and H.R. 15265 which I in-
troduced in the 92d Congress. In the last
Congress both the House and Senate
had passed such legislation, but time ran
out before the conference report could
be adopted. I am therefore encouraged
by the fact that we are taking early ac-
tion on this bill in this final session of
the 93d Congress.

Mr. Speaker, the record of public
safety officers killed in the line of duty
has been a most tragic one. Last year,
131 officers were killed, an increase of
19 over the previous year. And, in the
first 2 months of this year alone, some
15 law enforcement officers were killed.
In addition, between 1960 and 1970, it
is estimated that some 790 firefighters
have been killed in the line of duty.

Mr. Speaker, the risks which our law
enforcement officers confront daily was
brought tragically home last March 15
in my home community of Rockford,
I1l., when a 28-year-old Sheriff’s detec-
tive, Michael Mayborne, was shot to
death by a suspected bank robber. May-
borne left behind a wife and two chil-
dren. He was the second Winnebago
County law enforcement officer to be
killed in the line of duty in the last 2
years. On June 1, 1972, a 28-year-old
Rockford policeman, Charles J. Williams
was shot and killed while attempting to
question a robbery suspect. He too left
behind a wife and two children.

Mr. Speaker, the bill which we are
considering today recognizes that many
States do not provide death benefits for
the survivors of public safety officers, but
it also recognizes our society’s clear
moral responsibility to provide some
compensation for the families of those
who do daily risk their lives on our be-
half. Under the heading of “public safety
officers,” the coverage of this bill ex-
tends to reserve and professional law en-
forcement officers as well as volunteer
and professional firemen. “Law enforce-
ment officers” under this bill includes
policemen, correctional officers, prison
guards, probation and parole officers, as
well as officers involved in programs re-
lating to juvenile delinquency or narcotic
addiction.

The legislation covers such individuals
if their death stems from exposure to
criminal activity, specifically, from in-
juries sustained while engaged in crime
prevention, as well as apprehending, pro-
tecting or guarding suspects, prisoners
or material witnesses. For volunteer and
professional firemen, the coverage ap-
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plies if their death occurs while actually
and directly engaged in fighting fires.
The legislation is retrocative to October
11, 1972, and the estimated retroactive
cost is $26.2 million. The estimated Fed-
eral cost per fiscal year is $17.5 million.

Mr. Speaker, I urge adoption of this
important legislation.

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

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I yield
to the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
FINDLEY).

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, 10 years
ago I urged the American Legion Con-
vention meeting in Chicago to establish a
fund to aid the survivors of police of-
ficers killed in the line of duty. Later
that same year I urged Federal fund-
ing. The proposal was very similar to
the one before the House today, which
provides $50,000 to surviving depend-
ents of public safety officers who die in
the line of duty.

I spoke to the Legion for 10 minutes,
beginning by stating that during the
course of my speech, 40 major crimes
would be committed, and during the
course of the convention, a police officer
would die in the line of duty.

That, Mr. Speaker, was 10 years ago.

‘We face the cold fact that the number
of law enforcement officers cut down
while protecting their fellow citizens has
more than doubled during the past 10
years. In addition, firemen, as well as po-
lice officers, are under attack.

We have before us a bill to insure that
the families of those men will be given
the help and support of the community
they seek to serve.

The policemen and firemen of our Na-
tion's cities face possible violence each
day they report for duty. As a Nation, we
owe them a great debt of gratitude, for
they form the main buffer between our
personal security and the lawless ele-
ments of society. They stand between
us and fear, vioclence, and death.

The problems public safety officers
face are far greater than they were 10
years ago when I urged the American
Legion to undertake this project. The
likelihood that policemen will die from
injuries sustained has grown substan-
tially over those years. So too has the
need for a commitment from us to the
well-being of their survivors.

It is time for us to reach out to the
public safety officers in this land. Let us
give them support. And let us insure
that the families of these brave men
have a secure financial base, should the
lives they dedicate to our service be
taken.

I am very pleased that this measure
has come to the floor and urge my col-
leagues to support it, as I urged my fel-
low Legionnaires to support a similar
proposal almost 10 years ago.

Mr, ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, I have no further request for time and
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I have no
further request for time.

Mr. r, I move the previous ques-
tion on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.
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The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

SURVIVING SPOUSE CIVIL SERVICE
RETIREMENT ANNUITIES WITH-
OUT REDUCTION IN PRINCIPAL
ANNUITIES

Mr. WALDIE. Mr, Speaker, I move that
the House resolve itself into the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union for the consideration of the
bill (8. 628) to amend chapter 83 of title
5, United States Code, to eliminate the
annuity reduction made, in order to pro-
vide a surviving spouse with an annuity,
during periods when the annuitant is
not married.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
California (Mr. WaLDIE) .

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 consid-
eration of the bill S. 628, with Mr. Evans
of Colorado 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 California (Mr. WaLbie)
will be recognized for 30 minutes and the
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. Gross) will
be recognized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California (Mr. WaLDIx) .

Mr. WALDIE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume
for the purpose of summarizing the
major provisions of the legislation under
consideration.

The civil service retirement law pro-
vides two types of annuity upon a mar-
ried employee’s retirement, a single life
benefit or a reduced benefit with a sur-
vivor annuity payable to the spouse. The
law automatically grants the retiring
employee a reduced annuity with sur-
vivor benefit unless he elects to receive
the full, single life rate without an an-
nuity for the surviving spouse.

While the survivorship option original-
ly required a full actuarial reduction
in annuity, it has been amended over
the years to decrease the annuity re-
duction cost to the retiring employee.
The present reduction formula, which
has been in effect for the past 12 years,
is 2% percent of the annuity which does
not exceed $3,600, plus 10 percent of the
annuity in excess of $3,600, The same
reduction factors apply in the case of
an employee who chooses to use only a
portion of his full annuity upon which
to base a survivor benefit.

The primary purpose of this legisla-
tion is to repeal: First, the existing re-
quirement of reducing a retiree’s annuity
in order to provide a benefit for the
surviving spouse; second, the authority
whereby the retiree may provide a sur-
vivor benefit less than that predicated
upon his full rate of annuity, and third,
the provision whereby he may deny his
spouse any benefit whatsoever.
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This legislation also provides that the
annuity of a person already retired and
receiving a reduced benefit for survivor
purposes will be recomputed to elimi-
nate the penalty imposed at the time of
his retirement. His annuity would be re-
computed, as of the date of enactment,
to restore the full, single life rate, to-
gether with any applicable cost-of-living
adjustments and statutory increases au-
thorized heretofore. Thus, the bill would
extend to those persons presently on the
retirement rolis the same treatment ac-
corded by the bill to those who retire
subsequently to its effective date.

In addition, while the bill does not
change the current provision of law
which grants the surviving spouse a
benefit equal to 55 percent of the re-
tiree’s single life rate of annuity, it does
provide for increasing to the same 55-
percent level the benefit of a survivor
annuitant whose basic annuity is less
than 55 percent of the retiree’s single
life rate. Irrespective of the law in effect
at the time of the employee’s retirement,
the survivor's basic annuity will be re-
determined, if necessary, and paid in an
amount equaling 55 percent of the sin-
gle life rate of the deceased employee's
or retiree’s annuity, plus the applicable
intervening percentage adjustments.
Thus, all surviving spouses’ benefits will
be paid on a uniform percentage basis, in
a manner similar to that proposed by the
bill for future survivor annuitants.

One final significant provision of S.
628 is a provision which vests entitlement
to survivor annuity in a limited number
of spouses who presently have no poten-
tial annuity eligibility. These are the
spouses of individuals who retired a num-
ber of years ago—before October 1, 1956,
in particular—when the law either pro-
hibited them from providing survivor
protection or when the reduction costs
were so substantial as to make it econom-
ically impractical for them to provide
survivor protection. However, such new
survivor rights would be restricted to the
spouses of retirees who die subsequent to
the date of enactment of the bill.

The incremental increase in the retire-
ment system’s unfunded liability created
by this legislation would approximate
$5.85 billion. Under the automatic fund-
ing mechanism of the system, such
amount would be amortized by annual
appropriations of $362 million in each of
the succeeding 30 years after enactment.
The normal cost of the system would be
increased by 0.37 percent of payroll.

Since the current contribution rate ex-
ceeds present normal eost by almost 1
percent of payroll, the added normal
costs of approximately one-third of 1
percent is well within the 1 percent lee-
way we now have, and would not require
any increase in the present contribution
rate.

In fact, the system is currently receiv-
ing inecome from employee-agency con-
tributions of about $270 million per year
in excess of that needed to fully finance
the presently estimated normal cost of
13.14 percent of payroll. These excess
contributions have, over the past 4 years,
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increased the fund’s assets by almost $1
billion.

Notwithstanding the 0.37 percent of
nereased normal cost of this bill, rep-
yesenting $116 million annually, the in-
zome from employee-agency contribu-
tions will still exceed the new normal cost
by almost one-half percent—0.49 per-
cent to be precise—in an annual amount
of $154 million. Thus, the net ecost of
these amendments will be $208 million
rather than $362 million, as estimated.

Mr. Chairman, the amendment to the
Senate-passed bill, S. 628, was approved
by a unanimous vote of the Subcommit-
tee on Retirement and Employee Bene-
fits and ordered reported to the House
by a unanimous vote of the full Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service.
It represents the first major liberaliza-
tion in the civil service retirement law,
affecting the vast majority of Federal
employees and annuitants, to be con-
sidered since 1969. Its merit is demon-
strated by the bipartisan support it
received while under consideration by
the committee.

I urge the entire membership of this
body to join in that unanimous effort by
giving this legislation your overwhelm-
ing support.

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

Mr. Chairman, as the committee re-
port on this bill indicates, it was ordered
reported from committee by a unanimous
voice vote. I did not oppose the motion to
report the bill even though I now intend
to vote against final passage in the House,
I would like to explain my reasons for
both actions.

In the past several Congresses, quite a
procession of bills have left our commit-
tee and come to the floor—several of
which have been enacted—that have
nibbled away in bits and pieces at the
Civil Service Retfirement Act, granting
special benefits to selected classes of em-
ployees.

Hazardous-duty retirement, special
benefits for firefighters, customs and im-
migration inspectors, and air traffic con~
trollers, and the bill to sef up minimum
annuities are just a few.

These bills have all been costly, with
a profound effect both on normal costs
and unfunded liabilities. Yet they have
been of benefit to only the specific, se-
lected groups involved. S. 628, as passed
by the Senate and referred to our com-
mittee, was cast in this same mold. It
would have benefited only those retirees
whose marriages terminated, for what-
ever reason, after retirement.

Over the years I have consistently op-
posed these special interest bills, and on
several occasions publicly urged that a
full and complete study be made of the
Retirement Act with a view toward im-
proving the act in areas where it may
have gotten out of date and where such
additional benefits would inure to all em-
ployees and annuitants who participate
in the system. It 1s my belief that the
improved benefits to be provided by the
committee substitute to S. 628 is such a
liberalization.

Inasmuch as it was evident in the com-
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mittee that either S. 628 as passed by
the Senate or the substitute amendment
would be reported, I did not oppose the
motion to report the substitute amend-
ment which I considered to be the lesser
of two evils.

The committee substitute does indeed
represent a major significant liberaliza-
tion in the Retirement Act. It is one that
has been long sought by employees, by
employee unions, and by the retired em-
ployee associations. It is a liberalization
that would be of significant benefit to the
vast majority of employees cqQvered un-
der the act and to annuitants already on
the rolls.

From an objective point of view, I
firmly believe that the idea of providing
automatic survivor annuities without re-
ductions in principal annuities is one
that will eventually come about.

Interestingly, Andrew Ruddock, who
for many years headed the Bureau of
Retirement at the Civil Service Commis-
sion until he retired at the end of last
year, had predicted the same thing. Tes-
tifying before our committee last June,
when he was asked his views on a bill
similar to the one passed by the Sen-
ate, he made this observation:

I think the ultimate, I think the direction
in which we are going, and I think the point
we will reach will be one in which survivor
annuity after retirement will be without
election, will be without reduction, It will
be as automatic as the payment of survivor
annuity where death occurs in the service,

The House committee substitute cer-
tainly makes much more economic sense
than what is proposed in the Senate-
passed hill, The Senate would propose to
give an annuitant a higher annuity when
he is single with no dependent and then
decrease his annuity when he is married
with the attendant obligations of a de-
pendent. The House committee amend-
ment would permit the annuitant to
have his full earned annuity both during
times of his marriage and during the
times when he may be unmarried, by
whatever reason.

It should also be pointed out that un-
der social security the benefits are
greatly increased for a person who is
married.

Now having said all these things, I will
vote against final passage solely on the
basis of the cost of the improvement,
which I sincerely do not believe we can
afford at this time. By reason of the
Civil Service financing law which we
enacted in 1969, the $5.89 billion incre-
mental increase in the unfunded liability
will have to be paid for in 30 equal, an-
nual installments of $362 million.

‘While some may attempt to rationalize
the cost on the basis that it is a manage-
able increase in the unfunded liability
in view of the benefits to be derived and
that there simply cannot be any changes
in the retirement law without apprecia-
ble increases in unfunded liabilities, the
fact remains that present law requires
that these unfunded liabilities be paid
for, and rightly so.

Perhaps in the future this type of
improvement in the retirement law can
be enacted, if it can be properly financed.
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and if the budgetary situation improves
and the economy of the Nation is not in
the dire straits it is today.

However, in view of our multitude of
economic and financial problems at the
present time, I do not think that it
_sglould be enacted, and I will vote against
10.

Mr, JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman
from Colorado.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman state whether
this might more properly be classified as
a “gratuity” rather than an “annuity,”
since the people who are going to receive
the benefits are not paying into an an-
nuity fund as they do in an insurance
program?

This is something that is coming
strictly out of the taxpayers’ pockets, so
is it not more proper to say that this is
a gratuity rather than an annuity?

Mr. GROSS. I cannot say that it is in
full a gratuity.

Mr, JOHNSON of Colorado. Certainly
not in full, but it certainly is not in effect
an annuity as the term is understood in
my part of the country, They are actu-
ally getting back more than they are en-
titled to, am I not correct, under this
new program?

Mr. GROSS. Yes; in consideration of
present law.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, let me ask the gentleman this:

If this bill passes, how can we avoid do-
ing the same thing for military person-
ne!gand for other Government employ-
ees?

Mr, GROSS. The gentleman poses an
excellent question which will have to be
ginswered by a supporter of this legisla-

on.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Under
equity, it would seem to me that it would
require this same sort of program be
passed for every Federal employee.

Mr. GROSS. Of course, widows of serv-
icemen do receive certain benefits.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Not to the
same extent.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I am not
qualified to speak as to the military re-
tirement system.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Would
that not be something we should bring
up and consider at this time?

It would seem to me that equity would
require that if this bill passes, we should
consider the same benefits for military
people.

Mr. GROSS. Yes; I think it is per-
fectly logical to make a comparison be-
tween the two.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, may I ask the gentleman this: Who
would be qualified to give us that infor-
mation, if the gentleman knows?

Mr. GROSS. I am not qualified, be-
cause I am not a member of the Armed
Services Committee, and I do not know
the facts concerning the military retire-
ment system.

Mr, WHITEHURST. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of 8. 628 which has been
favorably reported by a unanimous vote
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of the House Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service. I commend the com-
mittee for its excellent work and strongly
urge the passage of this important meas-
ure today in order to correct the glaring
inequities in the existing law and to pro-
vide a badly needed increase in income
for our retired Federal employees.

The most important provision of the
bill would eliminate the reduction in an-
nuity that a retired Federal employee
must now take in order to provide a
survivor benefit for his spouse. Under
existing law, a retiree suffers a reduc-
tion in his annuity of 2145 percent of the
first $3,600 and 10 percent of the re-
mainder if he desires to insure that his
spouse will continue to receive a portion
of his retirement income after his death.

As the committee’s report points out,
these reductions amount to hundreds of
dollars each year, with many older re-
tirees having forfeited up to 25 percent
of their annuity payments to guarantee
survivor benefits for their dependent
spouses. In some cases the cumulative
amounts forfeited during the lifetime of
the retiree exceed the total amount of
annuity paid during the remainder of
the surviving spouse’s lifetime.

An even more obvious inequity in the
present law occurs when the spouse pre-
deceases the retiree or the marriage is
terminated by divorce. A Federal em-
ployee must now make an election at the
time of his retirement whether or not to
accept the reduced benefit in order to
providé for his spouse. The election is
irrevocable, so that the retiree continues
to receive a reduced annuity even if his
spouse dies first or their marriaze ends
in divorce. By eliminating the reduction
in annuities altogether, S. 628 insures
against the recurrence of these most un-
fair denials of the full benefits which
Congress intended to confer upon retired
Federal workers and their spouses.

In addition to correcting some of the
more patent inequities in the current law,
S. 628 would also have the effect of sub-
stantially increasing the monthly checks
received by retired civil servants. By
passing several major increases in social
security payments, the Congress has
demonstrated its concern over the ad-
verse impact that the rampant inflation
we have experienced over the past few
years has had on the elderly. Infiation is
felt by all citizens, but it is particularly
harmiful to the retired elderly. Retired
workers are often forced to live on rela-
tively low fixed incomes. This makes
them especially susceptible to the recent
sharp rise in the cost of necessary goods
and services, such as food, transporta-
tion, and housing.

While Congress has attempted to im-
prove the plight of many retirees by in-
creasing social security benefits and by
relating increases in social security pay-
ments to increases in the cost of living,
it has not devoted as much attention to
retired Federal workers who do not par-
ticipate in the social security system. As
a result, the retired Federal employees
are lagging behind social security recip-
ients in the benefits they receive. Even
before the recent 11-percent increase in
social security payments, the average
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monthly income of retirees from social
security was $294 as compared with $277
received each month by the average civil
service annuitant. Additionally, the civil
service annuity is subject to Federal in-
come tax, while social security payments
are exempt from taxation.

Another major advantage of the social
security system is that the recipient’'s
spouse continues to receive benefits after
the recipient’s death, even though there
is no reduction in the social security re-
cipient’s benefits during his lifetime, as
there is for the civil service annuitant.
Thus, S. 628 would place the retired Fed-
eral worker in the same position as the
social security recipient by eliminating
the reduction in his annuity.

Although the social security system
and the civil service retirement system
are not precisely parallel, I believe it is
instructive to compare the benefits of-
fered by both. The Congress has respon-
sibility for the two systems, and I am
sure that the Members of Congress want
to insure that both social security recip-
ients and retired Federal workers re-
ceive adequate benefits. By eliminating
the retired Federal employee’s reduction
in annuity, 8. 628 would help to attain
equal treatment of social security recip-
ients and civil service retirees and would
provide badly needed income to the re-
tired Federal workers.

I have heard from many retired Fed-
eral employees in my district and
throughout the Nation in support of the
House version of S. 628. Most of them be-
lieve that this legislation would be more
beneficial to Federal retirees than any
other civil service retirement proposal
now pending before the Congress. I urge
my colleagues to vote for final passage of
S. 628 today.

Mr. WALDIE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. Brasco).

Mr. BRASCO. Mr. Chairman, as the
author of the committee amendment to
S. 628, I rise in support of this legislation.

Most retiring married employees ac-
cept reductions in their annuities in
order to guarantee continuing retire-
ment incomes to their spouses after their
deaths. In two out of three cases a male
retiree predeceases his wife. However, in
one-third of such cases, where the male
retiree survives his wife, the Civil Service
retirement law requires him to continue
to suffer a reduction in his annuity—
even though a survivor benefit may never
become payable. Acceptance of the re-
duced annuity is irrevocable under exist-
ing law, with the reduced benefit con-
tinuing to be paid, notwithstanding the
fact that the spouse may have prede-
ceased the retiree or that the marriage
may have been terminated by divorce.

As passed by the Senate, the bill would
eliminate, during periods when such a
retiree is unmarried, the reduction in
annuity which he accepted at the time
of his retirement so as to provide his
surviving spouse a monthly annuity ben-
efit. While the Senate-passed bill does
not specifically so state, it is contem-
plated that in the event the retiree sub-
sequently remarries, his annuity would
again become subject to reduction.
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During our consideration of the mat-
ter, it became apparent that the joint
and survivorship provisions of the pres-
ent retirement law contains an anomaly,
and that the Senate proposal would cre-
ate a further anomaly. To correct those
anomalies the committee unanimously
agreed to an amendment to S. 628 which
makes several substantive changes in the
law, as previously summarized by the
gentleman from California (Mr. WaLpIe) .

Under existing law the eligible sur-
viving spouse of a Federal employee
whose death occurs while employed is
granted an automatic survivor annuity.
He is not required to make an election
to provide such a benefit nor to suffer
a reduction in pay in order to provide
that survivor benefit. However, at the
time he decides to retire, or it becomes
necessary that he retire, from active em-
ployment, he is not only in a position of
having to live on but a portion of his
normal earnings, but must suffer a fur-
ther reduction in his income in order to
continue to provide the survivor protec-
tion which the law automatically granted,
without penalty, during his employment.
The committee amendment will correct
this anomalous situation.

In addition, it is the committee's
judgment that the Senate-passed bill
would create a further anomalous situa-
tion. Although it is realized that restora-
tion of the full, unreduced rate of an-
nuity would be a nice benefit for the an-
nuitant whose wife predeceases him, we
recognized that restoration of the full
annuity would result in the payment of
greater benefits to him alone than had
been paid him while he had a dependent
spouse. The resultant anomaly would
grant the retiree more benefits at a time
when his economic need becomes less—
that is, when he would no longer have
the attendant obligations of a depend-
ent.

Your committee believes that its
amendment, which will permit the re-
tiree to receive his full annuity during
periods of marriage as well as during
periods when he may not be married,
makes more economic sense than the
other body’s approach to the problem.

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

I would like to make just one further
comment.

I heard several people get up and falk
about the taxpayers footing this bill.
Well, my friends, the close to 3 million
Government employees who will benefit
by this legislation are also taxpayers and
they contribute very heavily to the
moneys that are being expended around
here,

It seems to me every time we have a
bhill that comes up calling for the ex-
penditure of money for the benefit of
people so they will get some of their own
money back through social security ben-
efits or the Federal retirement system,
somebody starts waving the red herring
of the taxpayers footing the bill. These
people who will be getting these benefits
are also taxpayers, and some of them in
your distriet will not be too happy about
your considering them nontaxpayers.
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Mr. JOHNSON of Celorado. Will the
gentleman yield at that point?

Mr. BRASCO. I certainly yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Let me
ask you, do you feel people who are
among the higher paid employees of the
country have no obligation to save money
as they go along through life? And do
you believe that their retirement should
be funded through the Government pay-
ing for it and not through an annuity or
a forced saving program? Do you be-
lieve that it should be funded, rather,
through contributions by other taxpay-
ers?

Mr. BRASCO, Let me say this: Part
of what a Federal employee contributes
goes to paying off the benefits to some
of the people who are on social security
and vice versa. I do not necessarily agree
that they are the highest paid category
of employee, either, In fact, I think we
do less for our Faderal employees than
most private enterprises do for their
employees.

Let me say this: I agree with what my
good friend from Iowa (Mr. Gross) said.
We are in a situation where there is infia-
tion and economic pressures, but these
people have to eat, also. All of the talking
we do around here does not solve the fact
that notwithstanding economic pres-
sures everybody has to and should eat
at the table. What we are trying to do
here is to provide an adequate annuity
to a man when he has two people to
support; himself and his wife. The sur-
viving spouse gets the same 55 percent as
she gets now. We do not increase that.
We are only saying when there are two
people around to support that he ought
not to be paying a penalty ir. having that
annuity reduced. If just makes economic
sense.

I think it is not just a matter of prac-
ticality but it is a humanitarian approach
to a complicated problem, and I urge all
of my friends to support this legislation.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Will the
gentleman yield further?

Mr, BRASCO. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado, As infla-
tion increases and as prices go up and
the salaries that the individuals get go
up in turn, then do they not contribute
more under the present system and does
not the Government contribute more on
a matching basis? So the inflation that
takes place in the way of salaries and
contributions also covers the rising cost
of living.

Mr, BRASCO. I suspect that that could
be made into an argument, but I would
rather not take this off the backs of
the Federal employees. The gentleman
from Colorado can make that argument
more effectively when we are spending
money on various programs which are
not as worthy.

However, when it comes to basic
necessities that we must give to the
American workers I do not think we
should get involved in the inflationary
argument.

Mr. DERWINSEI Mr, Chairman,
will the gentleman yleld?

Mr. BRASCO. I yleld o the gentleman
irom Illinois.
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Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
just want to point out to my dear friend
ifrom the committee that the gentleman
innocently may have misstated a point.

Mr. BRASCO. I am sure I am innocent
of it.

Mr. DERWINSKI. The gentleman said
that we have not been liberal with the
Federal employees. I think that the gen-
tleman from New York will remember
that when the gentleman helped pass
the Postal Reform Act, we did retain for
the postal employees the Federal retire-
ment system since it is so excellent in
its benefits that it exceeds anything that
could possibly be set up for them. So that
the gentleman from New York can well
correct that statement to say that we are
more than liberal in providing fringe
benefits for our Federal employees.

Mr. BRASCO. I do not necessarily
agree with that. I, along with some other
people, would like to give Federal em-
ployees the opportunity to choose
whether they want a Federal retirement
system or social security. So that that
is an argument, and I guess it is a fair
observation if the gentleman wants to
look at it that way, but I do not.

Mr. DERWINSKI. In principle I do
not object to that sort of an approach.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. HOGAN) .

Mr. HOGAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of S. 628, a Senate bill amended
by our committee to provide for auto-
matic surviving spouse annuities without
reduction in the retired employee's an-
nuity.

This measure was reported out by the
Subcommittee on Retirement and Em-
ployee Benefits on which I am honored
to be the ranking minority member and
by the full committee by unanimous voice
votes.

Through the years, the Congress has
wisely amended the law to where in 1962
the reduction to provide survivor protec-
tion was reduced to 2% percent of the
first $3,600 of the retiree’s annuity, and
10 percent of the remainder. No further
amendments to this law have been made
since 1962.

Today, we are considering a bill which
will further amend the law to provide for
automatic survivor annuity benefits
without a reduction in a retired person’s
annuity. This is a true liberalization—
a liberalization which benefits every
Federal employee, not just a select few.

It is claimed that we cannot afford
this provision. This is incorrect. In fact,
the contrary is true.

According to the Report of the Board
of Actuaries of the Civil Service Retire-
ment System, the estimated normal cost
as of June 30, 1970, that is, the amount
required to be paid and invested at in-
terest, during active service to cover
benefits in retirement, was 12.95 percent
of payroll. This cost is now esfimated at
13.1 percent of payroll. This means that
employee and sgency—Government—
contributions of 74 percent each, or a
total of 149 percent payroll exceed nor-
mal costs by 0.9 percent, almost 1 per-
centage point.

April 24, 1974

Federal employees are, therefore, con-
tributing more to the fund than is ac-
tuarially necessary.

While passage of this bill will increase
the normal cost by 0.37 percent of pay-
roll, contributions will still exceed nor-
mal cost by 0.53 percent.

Mr. Chairman, I believe the time has
come for adoption of such a liberaliza-
tion in the Civil Service Retirement Sys-
tem. Further, as I have explained, it is
affordable.

I urge adoption of the bill, as amended.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
(Myr. DERWINSKI) .

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr, Chairman,
while the proponents of this legislation
make some interesting points in its favor,
I believe there are at least two valid rea-
sons why it should not be approved at
this time.

First, the House Committee substitute
was not the subject of public hearings,
and so we actually have no public record
of the arguments for and against it, or
whether or not this legislation is the
proper approach.

And second, the cost makes it pro-
hibitive at a time when we cannot afford
to stretch Government spending beyond
what it already is.

For example, passage of this bill would
increase the unfunded liability of the
Civil Service Retirement System by $5.85
billion, thereby obligating the Federal
Government to 30 annual payments of
$362 million.

The unfunded liability of the Civil
Service Retirement Fund as of June 30,
1973, is an estimated $68.7 billion, and
rather than increasing this sizable debt
we should be seeking ways to decrease it.

In December 1973, the Civil Service
Commission conducted a survey of 25
large private and public employers on
their respective fringe benefit programs.
The purpose of this report was to indi-
cate how Federal employee programs re-
late to those offered by these other ma-
jor employers.

The results, as they pertain to survi-
vor benefits for spouses and children, are
as follows, and I quote:

Civil Service Retirement requirements for
survivor benefits are comparable to those for
Social Security survivor benefits and much
more liberal than the requirements under al-
most all private plans. Benefits are more li-
beral than those provided under all but one
of the plans studied which provide a survi-
vor annuity to survivors of other than older
employees with long service.

Civil Service Retirement survivor benefits
for widows with children are, on the whole,
smaller than those received under social se-
curity except at the higher earnings and
long service levels or in family situations in-
volving more than two children.

On the other hand, provisions for widows
(or widowers) without children, are much
more liberal under Civil Service Retirement
since benefits are payable immediately rather
than at age 62, In addition, the Social SBecu-
rity benefit payable to a widow and children
temporarily ceases when the last child loses
entitlement while Civil Service Retirement
survivor benefits continue until the widow
dies or remarries (before age 60).
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Mr. Chairman, I support the concept
of comparability in regard to compensa-
tion and fringe benefits for Federal em-
ployees. But, I do not accept the thesis
that the Federal Government should
provide wages and benefits to Federal
employees which are more liberal than
those provided by an employer in the
private sector. This, in my view, is un-
fair competition in the labor market.

In view of this Civil Service Commis-
sion report, I suggest that the bill S. 628
be disapproved and that the Committee
on Post Office and Civil Service conduct
hearings on the specific point of provid-
ing cost-free survivor benefits with the
goal of establishing a complete public
record on this important matter.

Mr. Chairman, noting the informal
atmosphere prevailing this afternoon, I
should like to digress for a moment
from the subject and to ask for the at-
tention of the gentleman from Califor-
nia, (Mr. WaLpie). I am wondering if the
gentleman could advise me as an old
friend how his campaign in California is
coming along?

Mr. WALDIE. If the gentleman will
yield, in response to the gentleman’s
question, not as well as I would wish.

Mr. DERWINSKI. I understand the
gentleman is walking the state, which is
a very effective technique, and I am won-
dering if it has generated the momentum
he needs in the home stretch.

Mr, WALDIE., If the gentleman will
vield, it gives me sore feet; I can tell
the gentleman that.

Mr. DERWINSKI. If taat is the case,
perhaps it would be incumbent upon the
gentleman to return to California for his
stretch drive, so perhaps we will not
kave any more bills coming out of his
subcommittee until at least the end of
June; is that a proper observation?

Mr. WALDIE, It is & good possibility,
although that is largely dependent upon
whether the impeachment of the Presi-
dent is completed by that time. That
probably will keep me here longer than
I anticipated.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Yes, I remember
the gentleman also serves on the Com-
mitfee on the Judiciary, but I was not
aware that any Member other than the
chairman and the ranking minority
member are really privy to any real
information.

Mr. WALDIE. If the gentleman will
yield further, that is not true at all

Mr. DERWINSKI. I should think that
e 2rybody would want the gentleman to
be free to campaign. I do not think this
impeachment debate should hinder his
great effort to serve the people of Cali-
fornia. As the gentleman knows, there
is not & Member on this side of the aisle
who has more respect and affection and
political sensitivity to his future than
I have, and I want the gentleman to con-
sider this comment as a backhanded
endorsement.

Mr. WALDIE. I appreciate the com-
ments of the gentleman, and I stand by
my commitment that in the event success
crowns my efforts that he be appointed
the Fish and Game Commissioner of
California.
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Mr. HOGAN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

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

Mr. HOGAN. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Was the gentleman in his remarks, Mr.
Chairman, alluding to the study by the
U.S. Civil Service Commission entitled
“Comparisons of Retirement, Life In-
surance, Health Benefits, and Other Ma-
jor Employee Benefit Programs” dated
December 1973?

Mr, DERWINSKI That is correct.

Mr. HOGAN. If the gentleman will
yield further, Mr. Chairman, knowing the
gentleman from Illinois’ fetish about
accuracy, I wanted to call to his atten-
tion that his gquote from the report was
not a precise one, I think he was quot-
ing from page 27 of the report, and if my
memory is correct, he quoted it as “Bene-
fits are much more liberal than all other
plans.” What it in fact says, and I am
reading from the report, Mr. Chairman,
is:

Benefits are more liberal than those pro-
vided under all but one of the plans studied
which provide a survivor annuity to sur-
vivors of other than older employees with
long service.

Civil Service Retirement survivor benefits
for widows with children are, on the whole,
smaller than those received under Soclal
Security except at the higher earnings and
long service levels or in family situations
involving more than two children.

Mr. DERWINSKI. And then I will con-
tinue reading the passage which follows:

On the other hand, provisions for widows
(or widowers) without children, are much
more liberal under Civil Service retirement
since the benefits are payable immediately
rather than at age 62.

I believe that is the following para-
graph in the report.

Mr. HOGAN. That is precisely correct.
I just wanted to give the gentleman in
the well the benefit of the exact quota-
tion rather than his paraphrasing of it.

Mr. DERWINSKI. If all Members of
the House were as helpful to me as the
gentleman from Maryland is, we would
indeed be living in a happy world.

Mr, GROSS. Mr, Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia (Mr. ROUSSELOT).

Mr, ROUSSELOT. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to S. 628. This legis-
lation liberalizes an already very liberal
provision of the Civil Service Retirement
System. At this time, it cannot he
justified.

As the Civil Service Commission ex-
pressed in its letter to the Chairman of
the Committee on this legislation:

. . . the present reduction in annuity which
a retiree takes in order to provide survivor
benefits for a spouse represents an equitable
sharing of the costs of survivor protection.

From the time survivor annuity bene-
fits were established in the Civil Service
Retirement System, the Congress has
liberalized the law on four different oc-
casions. Today, a retired employee’s an-
nuity is reduced 2% percent for the first
$3,600 and 10 percent of the remainder.

Incidentally, this represents only a
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fraction of the cost of the survivor pro-
tection. For this reduction, a spouse is
entitled to receive an annuity equal to
55 percent of the amount used as the
survivor base. By any standard, this is
an excellent fringe benefit.

In recent years, Federal salary rates
have been raised substantially because of
the adoption of the comparability prin-
ciple. Accordingly, these salary increases
and retirement law liberalizations have
increased the amount of the primary, as
well as the survivor annuities. In addi-
tion, since 1962 the cost of living provi-
sion has resulted in annuity increases of
61.8 percent for primary and survivor
annuitants.

For example, the 6-month period from
July 1973 to January 1974, produced a
cost-of-living increase of 11.6 percent.
Another increase of at least 4.6 percent
is expected to be triggered in the next 3
months.

This record clearly shows that pri-
mary and survivor annuities have not
only been inereased since 1962, but also
the purchasing power of all original an-
nuities has been maintained.

Mr. Chairman, this legislation will in-
crease the unfunded liability of the Civil
Service Retirement Fund by an esti-
mated $5.85 billion, which will require
an annual 30-year payment of $362 mil-
lion. Therefore, the total cost to the
Government over 30 years amounts to
over $10.8 billion.

At a time when it is imperative for
the Congress to hold down the cost of
Government, and thereby halt the
spread of inflation, it is foolhardy fto
contemplate an expenditure of this
magnitude.

I urge rejection of this proposal.

Mr. WALDIE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. DoMINICK
V. DanieLs) , the former chairman of this
committee and the author of most of the
effective retirement legislation that is
presently on the books.

Mr. DOMINICK V. DANIELS. Mr.
Chairman, I rise to express my full sup-
port of the legislation now under con-
sideration, and to recommend its approv-
al by the House.

In doing so, I would invite the mem-
bership’s attention to the table appear-
ing on page 5 of the committee's report
on S. 628. You will note that when a
survivor annuity option was initially in-
corporated into the civil service retire-
ment law, effective January 1, 1940, it re-
quired a full actuarial reduction in the
retiring employee’s annuity. Reducing the
retiree’s annuity on the basis of full ac-
tuarial considerations imposed penalties
so severe that relatively few retirees could
afford to provide their spouses any degree
of survivorship protection.

In 1948 the reduction factors were
modified and surviving widows and chil-
dren of deceased employees were granted
automatic annuity benefits. It will be
noted that on subsequent occasions the
reduction factors were gradually modified
and that the present reduction formula
has been in effect since 1962.
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The table illustrates the historical di-
rection in which the option has been
progressing toward providing automatic,
cost-free protection for the surviving
spouses of Federal retirees, and demon-
strates the trend toward the ultimate
policy of extending to retirees treatment
comparable to that which the law pres-
ently provided in case of deaths occur-
ring in active employment.

The policy embodied in this legislation
is in consonance with similar develop-
ments in the private sector and will more
nearly parallel the current related fea-
tures of the social security law. Under
the social security program a married
individual not only receives his full pen-
sion benefit, but an additional 50 percent
of that benefit for his spouse—or a total
of 150 percent of his own entitlement—
whereas, a married civil service retiree
must accept an amount of up to 10 per-
cent less than his earned benefit, with no
dependency allowance.

Further, when the social security re-
cipient dies his spouse is entitled not to
the amount of the dependency allow-
ance, but the deceased retiree’s indi-
vidual benefit; that is, 6625 percent of
the total family benefit as opposed to a
civil service survivor benefit of 55 per-
cent of her deceased husband's earned
annuity.

However, the bill does not propose

granting the retired Federal employee
such a dependent’s “allowance,” nor does
it propose awarding his surviving widow
the same annuity benefit to which he
was otherwise entitled. It merely allows
him to receive his full annuity, regard-

less of his marital status.

The vast majority of married retirees
prudently accept substantial reductions
in their annuities in order to furnish
their surviving spouses a continuing re-
tirement income. During their retirement
years they give up thousands of dollars
of needed income, so as to assure that
subsequent to their deaths their depen-
dents do not end up bereft of any means
of financial support. Actually, in years
past, when the reduction rate was more
severe than it is today, the cumulative
amounts forfeited during some retirees'
lifetimes exceeded the total survivor
benefits received by the surviving spouses
during their remaining lifetimes. As a
matter of fact, even under existing law,
the widow of the average retiree must
outlive him by at least 2 years to re-
cover just the amounts of annuity he re-
linquished during his years of retire-
ment. This legislation will remedy such
an unfortunate circumstance.

There is a limited number of retirees
still on the retirement rolls whose separa-
tions from Federal service occurred quite
a few years ago—particularly prior to
1956—whose spouses will have no entitle-
ment to survivor benefits when they
eventually die. The reasons therefor are
hecause the law then in effect either pre-
cluded their acceptance of reduced an-
nuity for survivor purses, or their full
annuities were so low and the penalty
factors so substantial that they could
not economically afford to accept further
reductions in their retirement income.
The bill would grant future survivor
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benefits to their spouses, most of whom
are, or will be, well advanced in years.

Mr. Chairman, I urge the adoption of
this worthwhile legislation.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Maryland
(Mr, HoGAN).

Mr. HOGAN. Mr. Chairman, I sought
recognition so I could ask a question of
my good friend, the gentleman from
California, because I felt slighted. Know-
ing that I am considering running for
Governor, I wonder why he did not in-
clude me in his criticism of the gentle-
man from California for being a cham-
pion of Government employees.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr, Chairman, if
the genfleman will yield, I will be glad
to include the gentleman from Maryland
(Mr, Hocan) because I know he has even
more Federal employees in his district.
The gentleman from Maryland is even
a greater champion for Federal employ-
ees than my colleague from California.
Mr. Hoeaw has, indeed, been a major ad-
vocate of Federal employee benefits.

Mr. HOGAN. I feel much better that
h_e has included me in the same criti-
cism.

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman.

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, this
bill will, I understand, cost $362 million
each year for 30 years. It adds £5.85 bil-
lion to the unfunded liability of the civil
service retirement system.

I further understand that present
survivors’ benefits under ecivil service
are comparable now to social security
and far better than private plans.

This bill will improve the lot of a re-
latively few, but worthy, survivors or
retirees, but its inflationary impact on
everyone in the country leads me to be-
lieve it should not pass.

Mr. NIX. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support for the committee bill,
which will provide an automatic annuity
to the surviving spouse of retiring civil
service employees without any reduc-
tion in the retiree’s annuity. The bill
will pertain to current as well as future
retirees.

Very simply, this bill represents the
culmination of a long-term trend of re-
ducing the annuity reduction cost to a
retiree to provide a survivor annuity. As
the committee report notes, the new sys-
tem of antomatic, cost free survivorship
protection parallels trends in both pri-
vate pension plans and the social secu-
rity plan.

I have always believed that if we are
to attract and retain first-rate employ-
ees in the civil service, we must provide
a first-rate and progressive retirement
system. This bill makes a logical and
important improvement in that system.
With today's high inflation, employees
are more and more considering their
evenfual retirement benefits as an im-
portant factor in their career decisions.
The bill before us today is a sound and
forward looking measure, and I am
happy to support it.

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Chairman,
I support S. 628, which eliminates cer-
tain inequities in the civil service re-
tirement system. I have many retired
Federal workers in my congressional
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district, and they all agree with me that
this legislation is desirable and fair.

Under existing law, the annuity a re-
tired Federal employee receives is re-
duced by 21, percent of the first $3,600
and 10 percent of the excess unless the
retiree expressly elects not to provide
a survivor benefit for his or her spouse.
If the spouse predeceases the retiree or
the marriage is terminated by divorce,
the retiree continues—inequitably—to
receive the reduced annuity.

8. 628 would eliminate the reduction
in annuity during the periods when the
retiree is not married. Furthermore, the
bill provides that any surviving spouse
shall receive an annuity equal to 55 per-
cent of the maximum annuity to which
the deceased retiree would be entitled
if he were alive.

Mr. Chairman, I know this Congress
is concerned about fairmess in retire-
ment programs. Here is an effort to im-
prove fairness in the Government’s own
system. I urge my colleagues to support
this legislation.

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

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

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the rule,
the Clerk will now read the committee
amendment in the nature of a substitute
printed in the reported bill as an original
bill for the purpose of amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Ee it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That (a) sec-
tion 8339 of title 5, United States Code, 1s
amended as follows:

(1) Subsection (J) is repealed.

(2) Subsections (k) to (n), inclusive, are
redesignated as subsections (J) to (m),
respectively.

(3) The redesignated subsection (J), for=-
merly subsection (k), is amended to read as
follows:

“(§) (1) At the time of retiring under sec-
tion 8336 or 8338 of this title, an unmarried
employee or Member who Is found to be In
good health by the Commission may elect a
reduced annuity instead of an annuity com=
puted under subsections (a)—(1) of this sec-
tion and name in writing an individual hav-
ing an insurable interest in the employee or
Member to recelve an annulty under section
8341(c) of this title after the death of the
retired employee or Member. The annuity of
the employee or Member making the election
is reduced by 10 percent, and by 5 percent
for each full 6 years the individual named
is younger than the retiring employee or
Member. However, the total reduction may
not exceed 40 percent.

*“(2) An employee or Member, who at the
time of retiring under section 8336 or 8338
of this title elects a reduced annulty under
paragraph (1) of this subsectlon and later
marries, may Iirrevocably elect, in a signed
writing received in the Commission within 1
year after the marriage, an annuity computed
under subsections (a)-(i) of this section.
Such latter annuity is effective the first day
of the month after such election is received
in the Commission. The election volds pros-
pectively any election previously made under
paragraph (1) of this subsection.™.

(4) The redesignated tlon (k), for-
merly subsection (1), is amended by deleting
“subsections (a)—(k)" and inserting in place
thereof “subsections (a)—(j)".

(b) Bectlon 8341 of title 5, United States
Code, is amended as followa:

(1) by deleting paragraphs (1) and (2) of
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subsection (a) and inserting in place thereof
the following:

“(1) ‘spouse’ means the surviving wife or
husband of any employee, Member, or an=
nuitant who—

“(A) was married to the employee, Mem-
ber, or annuitant for at least 1 year immedi-
ately before the death of the employee, Mem-
ber, or annuitant; or

“{B) is the parent of issue by that mar-
riage; and™ ;

(2) by redesignating paragraph (3) of sub-
section (a) as paragraph (2) of such sub-
section;

(3) by deleting paragraphs (1) and (2) of
subsection (b) and inserting in place thereof
the following:

“(1) When an annuitant, except an an-
nuitant who did not elect an annuity as
provided in paragraph (2) of section 8339(])
of this title, dies and is survived by a spouse,
the spouse is entitled to an annuity equal to
65 percent of an annuity computed under
section 8339(a)—(1) of this title as may apply
with respect to the annuitant,”;

(4) by redesignating paragraph (3) of sub-
section (b) as paragraph (2) of such sub-
section;

(5) by deleting *“, widow, or widower”
wherever oceurring in paragraph (3) of sub-
section (b) redesignated as paragraph (2) of
such subsection;

(6) by deleting “8339 (k)" in subsection (¢)
and inserting in place thereof “8339(j) (1)";
and

(7) by deleting in subsection (d) “widow
or widower"” wherever occurring therein and
inserting *“‘spouse” in place thereof.

(c) Section 8344 (a) of title 5, United States
Code, is amended by deleting—

“If the annuitant is receiving a reduced an-
nuity as provided in section 8339(j) or sec-
tion 8389(k) (2) of this title, the increase in
annuity payable under subparagraph (A) of
this subsection 1s reduced by 10 percent and
the survivor annuity payable under section
8341(b) of this title is increased by 55 per-
cent of the increase in annuity payable under
such subparagraph (A), unless, at the time
of claiming the increase payable under such
subparagraph (A), the annuitant notifies the
Commission In writing that he does not de-
sire the survivor to be increased.”

and inserting in place thereof—

“When an annuity is increased under para-
graph (A) of this subsection, then the survi-
vor annuity payable under section 8341(b)
of this title is increased by 556 percent of that
ac)r?’asa payable under such subparagraph

Sec. 2. (a) The annuity of a retired em-
ployee or Member who, immediately before
the date of enactment of this Act, was receiv-
ing a reduced annuity in order to provide an
annuity for a surviving spouse under sub-
chapter IIT of chapter 83 of title 5, United
States Code, or any prior applicable provi-
slon of law, shall be recomputed and pald as
if the annuity had not been so reduced.

(b) The annuity of an employee or Mem-
ber who separated under section 8338 of title
5, United States Code, or any prior applicable
provision of law, prior to the date of enact-
ment of this Act which has a commencing
date on or after such date of enactment shall
be pald as if the amendment made by para-
graph (1) of subsection (a) of the first sec-
tion of this Act had been in effect at the time
of the employee's or Member's separation.

(c) The amendments made by paragraph
(3) of subsection (a) of the first section of
this Act shall apply to annuities commencing
before, on, or after the date of enactment of
this Act.

(d) The amendment made by paragraph
(1) of subsection (b) of the first section of
this Act shall apply in the cases of em-
ployees, Members, or annuitants who die on
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or after the date of enactment of this Act,
except that such amendment shall not apply
to a spouse to whom an annuitant was
married at the time of a retirement which
occurred prior to such date of enactment.

(e) The annuity of a surviving spouse who,
immediately before the date of enactment
of this Act was receiving a survivor annuity
under subchapter III of chapter 83 of title 5,
United States Code, or any prior applicable
provision of law, shall be recomputed, if
necessary, and paid in an amount equal to
55 percent of the maximum annuity to which
the former employee or Member was entitled
at the time of his retirement or separation
plus any annuity cost-of-living adjustments
applicable to such survivor annuity which
were authorized by law prior to the date of
enactment of this Act.

(f) The spouse of an annuitant who retired
or separated prior to the date of enactment
of this Act and who dies on or after such
date of enactment shall be entitled to an an-
nuity in an amount equal to 55 percent of
the maximum annuity to which the former
employee or Member was entitled at the time
of his retirement or separation plus any
annuity cost-of-living adjustments appli-
cable to the former employee's or Member's
annuity which were authorized by law prior
to the date of enactment of this Act. For the
purpose of this subsection “spouse” means
the surviving wife or husband—

(1) to whom an annuitant was married at
the time of his retirement;

(2) to whom an annuitant was married for
at least 1 year immediately before his death;
or

(3) who is the parent of issue by the
marriage to the annuitant.

(g) No annuity or increase in annulity
resulting from the application of this section
shall be paid for any period before the date
of enactment of this Act or the commencing
date of annuity, whichever is later.

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

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DANIELSON TO THE

COMMITTEE AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF

A SUBSTITUTE

Mr, DANIELSON. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment to the committee
amendment in the nature of a substitute.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. DaNIELSON tO
the committee amendment in the nature of
a substitute: On page 3, line 20, strike the
word “or". On page 3, after line 20, insert
the following:

“4(B) was married to the employee, Mem-
ber, or annuitant at the time of the retire-
ment of the employee, Member, or annuitant,
and at the time of the death of the employee,
Member, or annultant: Provided, That such
surviving wife or husband was married to
the employee, Meniber, or annuitant for any
period or perfods of time totalling at least
one year; or".

On page 3, line 21, strike out “ “(B)"” and
insert in lieu thereof * *“(C)".

Mr. DANIELSON. Mr. Chairman, the
amendment which I have offered adds to
the bill at the point designated on page
3, after line 20, a further clause to define
{ﬁlﬁ term “current spouse” as used in the
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Mr. Chairman, I would like to point
out, first of all, that this amendment
does not change in any respect the bene-
fit that anyone would otherwise receive
under the bill. It imposes no new quali-
fications. It grants no additional bene-
fit. What it does do is provide for a
rather rare and unusual, but not unique,
situation in which a marriage of a per-
son who would otherwise be qualified as
an annuitant is interrupted following re-
tirement and then is restored hefore
death.

Mr, Chairman, a number of years ago
I had an occasion, in a lawsuit in which I
was involved, to meet exactly this situa-
tion. I found, to my surprise, that al-
though the situation was a little unusual,
it had happened from time to time, and
it will happen again.

Unless this provision is put in the bill,
inevitably we are going to have situations
in which we are going to have private
legislation or special legislation to cure
what is otherwise an inequity.

Mr. Chairman, here is how the situa-
tion arose: A public employee had been
married to the same spouse for approxi-
mately 30 years at the time of retire-
ment. After retirement, when the an-
nuitant remained at home most of the
day, he and his wife found that they
quarreled quite frequently. The inevi-
table happened. They got divorced.
Thereafter they became lonely for each
other. I imagine they found they were
happier fighting together than they were
in not being together, so they remarried.
Shortly thereafter, the annuitant died,
but he died within less than the period
of time necessary for a second marriage
to qualify the surviving spouse for a sur-
vivor's benefit.

Mr. Chairman, in researching the law
onn the subject, I found, to my amaze-
ment, that this happens every once in a
while. I think we ought to provide for it
in this legislation. My amendment simply
provides that the spouse, within the
meaning of the law, is a person who is
married to the employee, member, or an-
nuitant at the time of retirement and
also at the time of death of the em-
ployee, member, or annuitant, provided
that the surviving wife or husband has
been married to the employee, member,
or annuitant for periods of time totaling
at least 1 year. Therefore, there is no
difference in the ultimate effect of this
bill. All I have done is provide equity in
an unusual type of situation.

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

Mr. DANIELSON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. WALDIE, Mr. Chairman, we on
the majority side have examined the
amendment. We believe it to be worth-
while, and we, therefore, accept the en-
actment.

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

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

Mr., DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
just wonder if any of the Members could
answer this question for the Recorp. Cer-
tainly we are not objecting to the amend-
ment, but I wish to ask this:
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Does the gentleman have any idea as
to how many people might be covered,
how many unique cases of this nature
might exist?

Mr. DANIELSON. Mr. Chairman, I
can give the genfleman no statisties. I
do know that it happens from time
to time.

Mr. DERWINSKI. This, in effect, pre-
cludes the need of some exceptional work
on a private bill?

Mr. DANIELSON. Yes; it would, and
also the great delay that accompanies
that sort of thing.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Basically, at the
time of retirement, if a person is mar-
ried and there is a subsequent divorce
and then that same couple remarries,
this amendment covers just that kind
of human problem?

Mr. DANIELSON. That is exactly cor-
rect.

Mr. Chairman, I call it an interrupted
marriage. There is a marriage; it is
then stopped, and then it is started up
again.

Myr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, if
the gentleman will yield further, at the
risk of seeming facetious, is it true that
these kinds of things happen more often
in California than they do in the other
49 States?

Mr. DANIELSON. Well, we find a lot of
people move out to California from the
Midwest, and so, therefore, on occasion
we find this does occur frequently.

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

Mr. DANIELSON, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Iowa.

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

It is certainly true that Illinois can be
considered as a State in the Middle West?

Mr. DANTELSON. Yes, sir, Illinois, and
there are some surrounding States. I will
state to the gentleman from Iowa that I
am not referring particularly to Black
Hawk County in Iowa.

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

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

Mr. GROSS. Mr, Chairman, I do not
believe this amendment will do any harm
to an otherwise unacceptable bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from California (Mr. DANTELSON) tO
the committee amendment in the nature
of a substitute.

The amendment to the committee
amendment in the nature of a substitute
was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the committee amendment in the nature
of a substitute, as amended.

The committee amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute, as amended, was
agreed to.

The CHATIRMAN. Under the rule, the
committee rises.

Accordingly the committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. Evans of Colorado, Chairman of the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union, reported that that
committee having had under considera-
tion the Senate bill (8. 628) to amend
chapter 83 of title 5, United States Code,
to eliminate the annuity reduction made,

in order to provide a surviving spouse
with an annuity, during periods when
the annuitant is not married, pursuant
to House Resolution 1010, he reported
the bill back fto the House with an
amendment adopted by the Committee
of the Whole.

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

Is a separate vote demanded on the
amendment to the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute
adopted by the Committee of the Whole?

If not, the question is on the amend-
ment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
third reading of the Senate hill.

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

The SPEAEKER, The question is on the
passage of the Senate 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 296, nays 102,
answered “present” 3, not voting 32, as
follows:

[Roll No. 178]
YEAS—206

Cochran
Cohen
Collins, 111,
Conlan
Conyers
Corman
Cotter
Coughlin
Cronin
Culver
Daniel, Robert
W., Jr.

Abdnor
Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson,

Calif,
Anderson, Ill.
Andrews, N.C.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Annunzio
Aspin
Badillo
Bafalis
Baker
Bell

Hays

Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass.
Heins
Helstoskl
Henderson

H
Hillis
Hogan
Holt

anlels,
Dominick V.
Danielson
Davis, 8.C.
de 1a Garza
Delaney
Dellums
Dent
Diggs
Dingell
Donohue Holtzman
Drinan Horton
Duncan Hosmer
Eckhardt Howard
Edwards, Calif. Hudnut
Ellberg Hungate
Esch Hunt
Eshleman Johnson, Calif,
Evans, Colo. Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn.,
Jordan
Karth

Forsythe
Fraser
Frey
Froehlich
Fulton
Fugus
Gaydos
Glaimo

Gillman
Goldwater
Gonzales
Grasso

Green, Pa,
Grifliths
Grover

MecCollister
McCormack
McDade
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McFall
McEay
McEKinney
Macdonald

Martin, N.C.
Mathias, Calif,
Mathis, Ga.

Mayne

Mezvinsky
Mills

Minish

Mink
Mitchell, Md.
Mitchell, N.X.
Mizell
Moakley
Mollohan
Moorhead, Pa.
Morgan
Mosher

Owens
Parris
Passman,
Patten
Pepper
Perkins
Pettis
Peyser
Podell
Preyer

Archer
Arends
Armstrong
Ashbrook
Ashley
Bauman
Beard
Bennett

Bray

Broyhill, N.C.
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.

Evins, Tenn.
Findley
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Price, 111,
Pritchard
Quillen
Railsback
Randall
Rangel
Rees
Regula
Reuss
Rhodes
Rlegle
Rinaldo
Rodino
Roe

Rogers
Roncalio, Wyo.
Roncallo, N.Y.
Rose
Rosenthal
Rostenkowskl
Roush

Roy

Roybal
Ruppe
Ruth

Ryan

Bt Germain
Sandman
Sarasin
Sarbanes
Schroeder
Seiberling
Shipley
Shoup
Shriver
Bisk

Slack
Smith, Towa
Snyder
Spence
Staggers
Stanton,
James V.
Stark
Steed
Steele
Steelman
Stelger, Wis.
Stephens

NAYSE—102
Flynt

Jones, Okla.
Eemp
Eetchum
Euykendall
Landgrebe
Landrum

Latta
Lott
McClory
McEwen
Mahon
Mallary
Ma.

nn
Martin, Nehr.
Michel
Miller
Minshall, Ohlo
Montgomery
Moorhead,

Calif.

Nelsen

Stubblefield
Stuckey
Studds
Sullivan
Symington
Talcott
Taylor, N.C.
Thompson, N.J.
Thone
Thornton
Tiernan
Traxler
Udall
Ullman
Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Vander Veen
Vanlk
Veysey
Vigorito
Waggonner
Walsh

Wampler
Whal

O'Brien
Pike

Poage
Powell, Ohlo
Price, Tex.
Rarick

Ro

Smith, N.Y.
Stanton,

J. Willlam
Stelger, Ariz,
Stratton
Symms
Taylor, Mo.
Teague
Thomson, Wis.
Towell, Nev,
Treen
Ware
Whitten
Wyatt
Wrylie
Wyman

ANSWERED “PRESENT"—3

Chamberlain

Dulski

Bebelius

NOT VOTING—32

Barrett
Blackburn
Blatnik
Brown, Mich.
Buchanan
Carey, N.X.
Conable
Dellenback
Fountain
Gettys
Gray

Green, Oreg.
Haley
Hanna
Hansen, Wash.
Hébert
Holifleld
Johnson, Pa.
Eazen
McSpadden
Milford
Myers

Patman
Pickle

Quie

Reld
Rooney, N.Y.
Rooney, Pa.
Sikes

Stokes
Waldie
Young, 8.C.
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So the Senate bill was passed.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr. Hébert with Mr. Blackburn.

Mr. Rooney of New York with Mr. Waldle.

Mr. Holifield with Mr. Blatnik,

Mr. Rooney of Pennsylvania with Mr.
Conable.

Mr. Barrett with Mr. Hanna.

Mr, Carey of New York with Mrs. Hansen
of Washington.

Mr. Fountain with Mr. Brown of Michigan.

Mr, Stokes with Mr. Gettys.

Mrs. Green of Oregon with Mr. Quie.

Mr. Haley with Mr. McSpadden.

Mr. Young of South Carolina with Mr,
Dellenback,

Mr. Sikes with Mr. Milford.

Mr. Pickle with Mr. Buchanan.

Mr. Reid with Mr. Patman.

Mr. Eazen with Mr. Johnson of Pennsyl-
vania.

Mr. Gray with Mr, Myers.

The result of the vole was announced
as above recorded.

The title was amended so as to read:
“An Act to amend title 5, United States
Code, to provide for annuities for sur-
viving spouses under the civil service re-
tirement system without reduction in
principal annuities, and for other pur-
poses.”

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. WALDIE. Mr. Speaker. I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks and in-

clude extraneous mafter on the Senate
bill S. 628.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

PUBLIC SAFETY OFFICERS
BENEFITS ACT OF 1974

Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 11321) to amend the
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets
Act of 1968, as amended, to provide bene-
fits to survivors of certain public safety
omtcers who die in the performance of
duty.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
Pennsylvania.

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 consid-
eration of the bill HLR. 11321, with Mr.
Nepz1 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 CHATRMAN. Under the rule the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr, EmL-
BERG) will be recognized for 30 minutes
and the gentleman from New York (Mr.
Fisu) will be recognized for 30 minutes.
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The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

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

Mr, Chairman, the general outline and
purpose of HR. 11321 will be familiar
to my colleagues since similar legislation
passed both Houses of Congress during
the last Congress. In fact, a conference
report was filed on October 17, 1972, but
its consideration by the House was pre-
vented by the adjournment of the 92d
Congress. Related legislation has already
passed the Senate this Congress in the
form of S. 15.

The purpose of HR. 11321 is to pro-
vide a $50,000 Federal payment to cer-
tain surviving dependents of public
safety officers who die from injuries sus-
tained in the line of duty. Its primary
intent is to tide over the officer’s survivors
until they are able to economically adjust
to the death of the family’s breadwinner.
Eligible public safety officers include re-
serve and professional law enforcement
officers and firemen. The term “law en-
forcement officer” is defined broadly to
include policemen, correctional officers,
prison guards, probation and parole offi-
cers, and officers involved in programs
relating to juveaile delinquency or nar-
cotic addiction. While the range of oc-
cupations encompassed here is broad,
eligibility for coverage is limited to those
officers actively engaged in potentially
hazardous activities at the time of the
fatal injury.

As we state in the committee report,
this legislation is predicated on the fact
that there are ceriain dangerous, high-
risk activities associated with law en-
forcement and firefighting. It is to these
hazardous duties that this legislation is
addressed. In the case of law enforce-
ment officers, coverage is provided in the
event of death in the course of dutfies
relating to criminal activity, such as
crime prevention, the apprehension of
criminals, or the guarding of suspects,
witnesses or prisoners. In the case of
firemen, coverage is provided in the
event of death in the course of fire-
fighting. These activities are carefully
delineated in the legislation, with the
additional proviso that benefits will be
provided to both law enforcement officers
and firemen who sustain a fatal injury
while engaged in other activities deter-
mined to be potentially dangerous pur-
suant to regulctions issued by the ad-
ministering agency, LEAA. The bill does
not provide benefits in the case of acci-
dental death occurring during the course
of normal patrol activities of policemen
or routine Arehouse activities.

I would like at this point to comment
briefiy on the philosophy underlying this
lezislation and at the same time to briefly
respond to some objections raised by op-
ponents of this bill. The authors of the
minority views on H.R. 11321 recognize—
and I quote—

“Without doubt, America owes a debt of
gratitude to police and firemen who risk thelr
lives for our comfort and safety.

In their opinion, however, “There is no
good reason to single out police and fire-
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men for special benefits and to neglect all
others.”

I disagree and firmly believe that the
time has come to repay with more than
words the debt of gratitude we as a na-
tion owe to public safety officers who
daily risk their lives for our protection.
Insofar as this legislation does single
them out for special benefits, it is in
recognition of the uniqueness of, and the
invaluablé services provided by, the pub-
lic safety professions. Unlike other State
and local employees, public safety officers
risk life and limb on a regular basis in
order to preserve peace and protect
society. It is precisely that aspect of the
public safety profession which makes
them unique in civilian life.

Law enforcement officers are charged
with the difficult and awesome responsi-
hility of maintaining our social order and
firemen face the equally challenging task
of protecting our citizenry from the haz-
ards of fires. As a result of the dedica-
tion and vigilance of these officers, each
of us is able to feel more safe and secure
in his home. Consequently, it is cerfain-
1y in the national interest to encourage
the recruitment of quality personnel for
these professions and most witnesses be-
fore the committee were in agreement
that a uniform death benefit would
greatly contribute to the accomplish-
ment of that objective .

It should be noted that Congress has
recognized the singular nature oi these
professions on several occasions in the
past. For example, in 1968 Congress ap-
proved legislation to extend Federal Em-
ployees Compensation benefits to State
and local law enforcement officers who
are killed or injured while enforcing
Federal laws. In addition, in 1970 Public
Law 91-509 was enacted providing a
$50,000 lump sum payment to policemen
and firemen in the District of Columbia
who die in the performance of duty. It is,
therefore, apparent that there is ample
legislative precedent for singling out the
public safety profession for special treat-
ment.

Furthermore, the 1973 report of the
National Advisory Committee on Crimi-
nal Justice Standards and Goals recom-
mended special statutory benefits for
State and local law enforcement officers
killed in the performance of their duties.

I am prompted to make this point by
those who argue that the Federal Gov-
ernment should not assume any respon-
sibility in this area. Supporters of this
legislation too have been sensitive to
the possible implications of providing
Federal payments to State and local em-
ployees, and this is an area which we
have explored in some detail in the
course of our hearings. I, for one, am
fully satisfied that HR. 11321 will not
establish a precedent for similar treat-
ment of other non-Federal employees,
especially in view of the fact that the
functions performed, and the dangers
encountered, by public safety officers are
distinguishable from other professions.

I am also convinced that the bill in no
way endangers the autonomy of State
and local public safely agencies. The
lump sum gratuity approach embodied




11692

in this bill is carefully designed to pre-
vent any Federal interference with local
public safety programs. Likewise, the bill
will be easy to administer and, therefore,
will not require the creation of an on-
going, complex Federal mechanism to
implement the program. Since the ad-
ministrative costs will be minimal, it will
allow the major portion of the Federal
funds to be expended for the welfare of
the officers’ survivors.

‘We are not breaking new ground with
this legislation. Congress has acted many
times in the past to provide assistance
where States and localities have been un-
able or unwilling to respond or where
emergent or tragic situations arise. I
have in mind, for instance, the Federal
assistance provided sufferers of black
lung disease or the provision of unem-
ployment benefits to workers displaced
by national disasters as just two of many
possible examples.

That there are compelling reasons for
assuming responsibility in this area, I
have no doubt. There is no question that
those men and women who risk their
lives for our protection should be pro-
vided with a certain minimum security
regarding the future of their dependents
in the event of their untimely death. The
fact is that this minimum financial se-
curity is not being provided to many
police and firemen across the country.
This point was made repeatedly in hear-
ings held by the committee in both the
92d and 93d Congresses. It was also made
by the National Advisory Commission on
Criminal Justice Standards and Goals
which noted:

Present benefits for non-Federal law en-
forcement officers killed, injured or contract-
ing disease in the performance of police
duties having no connection with Federal
jurisdiction are, in many cases, severely re-
stricted. Frequently, officers rendering as-
sistance to other nearby jurisdictions lose
their eligibility for local benefits by mere-
1y crossing their own city or county lines.
Smaller communities often lack the financial
resources to provide a reasonable level of
service-connected death, injury and illness
benefits.

As a result, the Commission recom-
mended “high priority Congressional at-
tention” to extending uniform benefits
“4rrespective of jurisdictional considera-
tions".

In conclusion, this is an important bill
which allows us to discharge some little
part of the debt we owe to the Nation's
public safety officers. In the last Con-
gress, similar legislation was umnani-
mously approved by the House and I urge
your favorable action again.

Mr. BRASCO. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Chairman, I yield
to the gentleman from New York (Mr.
Brasco).

Mr, BRASCO. Mr. Chairman, I notice
that page 5 of the report specifically in-
dicates that Federal public safety officers
are not included in this legislation, and
it says that the reason for this is that
under the benefits provided by the Fed-
eral Employees Compensation Act, they
are generally aedquate and in many in-
stances exceed the $50,000 payment au-
thorized by this legislation.

Mr. Chairman, my gquestion is this:
I do not have the statistics or the facts
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with respect to that observation, but is
it the gentleman’s intention that if that
particular statement in the last para-
graph on page 5 is refuted, the commit-
tee will then entertain legislation to in-
clude at a future date the Federal law
enforcement officers and firefighters?

Mr, EILBERG. Mr. Chairman, of
course it is possible that we might con-
sider some benefits for Federal agents,
but it is the impression of the committee
that the benefits are already substantial
so far as Federal employees are con-
cerned.

Mr. BRASCO. Mr. Chairman, I am
talking about special circumstances. If
the statement is ultimately refuted,
would it be the gentleman’s position that
the Judiciary Committee would consider
future legislation to cover those who
might be inadequately covered?

Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Chairman, indeed
it would. Again I say, it is our impression,
frankly, that in many cases the bene-
ficiaries, widows or families, would get
more than $50,000 under the provisions
of the Federal Employees Compensation
Act.

But obviously we have not thorough-
ly studied the benefits to Federal em-
ployees.

Mr. BRASCO. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman, and I wish to commend
him. I certainly support the legislation
as it stands.

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to join
my colleague from Pennsylvania, Chair-
man EiLBercé in support of H.R. 11321,
the Public Safety Officers Benefits Act
of 1974, as reported by our Subcommit-
tee on Immigration, Citizenship and In-
ternational law, and which I am pleased
to have cosponsored.

This bill is the result of long and care-
ful consideration by our subcommittee.
As has already been mentioned, the
House passed similar legislation during
the 92d Congress, and the Senate also
passed its version during the 92d Con-
gress and again early in this Congress. I
believe the bill that we have reported
represents the best means to provide as-
sistance to those widows and children
left by public safety officers killed while
protecting the lives and property of our
citizens.

This bill would provide a $50,000 Fed-
eral payment to the surviving depend-
ents of State and local law enforcement
officers and firemen who are killed as a
result of the performance of hazardous
duties. The bill broadly defines “law en-
forcement officer” and then restricts the
eligibility for benefits to those members
of that group, and firemen, who are en-
gaged in specified hazardous duties—
apprehension or guarding an alleged
criminal, crime prevention, firefighting,
or those other duties which LEAA—the
administering agency—determines to be
potentially dangerous.

The record speaks for itself. Over 200
policemen and firemen are killed an-
nually while engaged in the public’s busi-
ness., Truly, they lay their life on the
line each day, not knowing whether they
will ever return to their families. This
bill would provide some assistance to
those loved ones who survive.
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Law enforcement officers in this coun-
try have never been among the highest
paid of our public servants. At the pres-
ent time, dependents of most public
safety officers killed in the line of duty
must rely on a patchwork system of in-
demnification consisting of life insur-
ance, whose premiums are quite often too
high for the policeman or fireman to af-
ford, and voluntary contributions by lo-
cal citizens to a support fund. Indeed,
though communities have responded
often in the past to death of a public
safety officer, there is absolutely no guar-
antee that a decedent's family will re-
ceive any contributions from any support
fund. In addition, LEAA figures indicate
that 30 to 40 percent of all salaried fire-
men and policemen are not covered by
insurance either partially or completely
funded by their employers. This lack of
financial security for one’s family may
keep many otherwise enthusiastic can-
didates from entering this area of public
service. This bill we hope, will a#id in the
recruitment of future public safety offi-
cers as well as improving the morale of
those presently serving in these positions.

We have witnessed in recent years an
increase in assault on police. Police
deaths as the result of felonious erimi-
nal action rose from 37 in 1961 to 131 in
1973. We, the beneficiaries of the risks
these individuals take to protect lives
and property, should ensure that they
are able to face their jobs knowing that,
if anything happens to them, their fami-
lies will not be left destitute.

All agree that crime is a national prob-
lem needing national solutions. This was
the rationale for the enactment of the
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets
Act in 1968. Congress reaffirmed its com-
mitment to this all-out battle against
crime when it renewed the authority of
the Law Enforcement Assistance Ad-
ministration earlier in this Congress.

In response to those who argue that
this bill is an unwarranted intrusion
into an area outside proper Federal re-
sponsibility, I submit that we have al-
ready joined with the States and mu-
nicipalities in a cooperative effort to con-
trol erime in our country. During this
93d Congress, through the mechanism of
LEAA, we authorized Federal funds to
be used to assist in the recruitment,
training and equipping of law enforce-
ment and criminal justice personnel. We
have already committed ourselves to as-
sist in the upgrading of local law enforce-
ment in this country. This bill is con-
sistent with these efforts. HR. 11321
carries out the concept of extending Fed-
eral benefits to local law enforcement of-
ficers killed in the line of duty, recom-
mended in the recent report of the Na-
tional Advisory Commission on Criminal
Justice Standards and Goals.

It should be noted that title 5, United
States Code, section 8191 now provides
Federal benefits for State and local law
enforcement officers killed while enforc-
ing the Federal criminal statutes. The
death benefit requires no complex Fed-
eral bureaucracy to administer if, as, for
instance, a disability insurance plan
would need. Rather, the program is de-
signed for a minimum of Federal involve-
ment in the State system of public safety.
Section 7 of the bill permits delegation of
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LEAA of administrative functions to
State and local agencies.

The comm’ttee’s amendments were
drafted after discussion with representa-
tives of LEAA, the agency that would
administer this program, and are de-
signed to facilitate the prompt payment
of benefits.

To avoid development of a so-called
“bar association™ of lawyers who file
questionable claims for benefits, with a
high percentage of the $50,000 as their
contingent fee, one committee amend-
ment provides that LEAA may, by regu-
lation prescribe the maximum fee allow-
able for representing claimants.

The bill has bipartisan support. It was
cosponsored by members of the Judiciary
Committee from all parts of the coun-
try from both parties,

I urge my colleagues to support this
bill as amended.

Mr. GILMAN. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. FISH. I am happy to yield to the
gentleman from New York.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from New York for yield-
ing.
Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of this
measure and I am pleased to join my col-
leagues in supporting this bill, the Public
Safety Officer's Benefits Act of 1974,

This proposal, providing a $50,000 Fed-
eral payment to the surviving dependents
of State and local law enforcement offi-
cers and firemen killed in the line of duty
is long overdue and is justifiable recog-
nition by our Nation of the severe oc-
cupational hazards and risks confront-
ing our dedicated policemen, firemen, and
correctional officers and other public
safety officers who daily risk their lives
in the preservation of peace and public
safety.

In 1973, our 130 police officers were
killed and in the years between 1960 and
1970, close to 800 firefighters lost their
lives. During the past year, three police-
men in my district were killed, leaving
fatherless children and struggling
widows. This bill will immeasurably help
to meet the financial needs of the surviv-
ing families of the public safety officers
who are killed while courageously per-
forming their duties protecting society.
It will eliminate the existing disparity in
survivors benefits which exists from State
to State.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues to
support this worthy legislation.

Mr. FISH. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the distinguished gentleman
from New Jersey, the chairman of the
full Committee on the Judiciary (Mr.
Ropino) .

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Chairman, I rise to
express my ardent support for H.R.
11321, a bill which provides benefits to
the surviving dependents of public safety
officers who die in the performance of
duty.

I sincerely believe it is most appro-
priate and necessary for the Federal
Government to compensate the grief-
stricken widows and children of public
safety officers when their provider is
suddenly slain in the line of duty.

As a result of the dedicated services
of these individuals, we are able to live
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a little more peacefully, safely, and com-
fortably in today’s turbulent society. We
constantly expect an immediate response
from a public safety officer whether it
be the rescue of a drowning child or the
capture of a fleeing felon. Yet litile
thought is given to the numerous in-
stances when this response to the call of
duty brings about a tragic death. Such
a tragedy is too often forgotten the day
after the funeral.

In many cases, the officer's dependents
are left fo rely on private and public
charities or welfare. Indeed, our Gov-
ernment should not allow surviving de-
pendents of a slain officer to rely on
these avenues for assistance when that
public safety officer gave his life preserv-
ing order and protecting society.

The legislative history of similar bills
in the 92d Congress indicates that both
the House and Senate are in basic agree-
ment as to the desirability and necessity
of this legislation. Similar legislation
passed the House by unanimous consent
on October 11, 1972. This legislation was
similar to a Senate-passed bill (S. 2087)
and a conference was held to resolve the
differences between the Senate and
House bills. A conference report was filed
on October 17, 1972, but the adjourn-
ment of the 92d Congress prevented
House consideration of the conference
report.

In this Congress, after several days of
additional hearings and mark-up ses-
sions, the subcommittee and full com-
mittee has again favorably reported this
legislation.

The Senafe version and the adminis-
tration’s bill limit coverage to death in
the line of duty as the result of a criminal
act. I vigorously opposed such a proposal
last year and believe that the firefighting
profession should also be covered. The
bill before us covers firemen if they are
actually and directly engaged in fighting
a fire or if otherwise engaged in the per-
formance of this duty where the activity
is determined by the administration to
be potentially dangerous to the fireman.
I am pleased that the committee bill has
retained this broad scope of coverage.
Now the Government can adequately
compensate the surviving dependents of
firefighters who bravely risk their lives
in the protection of our communities
from the disaster and tragedy often
caused by fire.

My primary purpose in sponsoring this
legislation is to discharge in a practical
manner society’'s special obligation to
public safety officers and their families
when financial need oceurs due to a sud-
den death of the breadwinner. Unfor-
tunately, many States have not made any
attempt to provide death benefits and
where States do have compensation pro-
grams, they are usually inadequate.
Many times public safety officers are
underpaid or are otherwise unable to
provide for the finanecial security of their
families in the event of their untimely
death. The many letters I have received
and the testimony received by the com-
mittee reflect the truly sad financial
situation confronting the survivors of
public safety officers.

The public support for this legislation
has been made evident to all Members.
This bill is premised on the fact that law
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enforcement and fire fighting are in-
herently dangerous activities and that it
is in the national interest to upgrade and
improve employment opportunities in the
public safety field. Most witnesses before
the committee in the last 2 years agreed
that passage of this legislation will sub~
stantially improve the morale of public
safety officers, enhance recruitment ef-
forts, and provide some measure of secu-
rity to the dependent survivors of those
who gave their lives while safeguarding
society.

I urge my colleagues to support this
urgently needed legislation.

Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from South Dakota (Mr. DEN-
HOLM).

Mr, DENHOLM, Mr, Chairman, I
commend the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. ExLeerc) the chairman of the
subcommittee and all of the members of
the subcommittee and the full committee
for perfecting this proposed legislation
for enactment. This is historic and land-
mark legislation. Our Government, all
levels of governmment, spend billions of
dollars in preserving the rights and the
imprisonment of the wrongdoers and it
is time that we enact public law for peo-
ple who do things that are right.

Policemen are our first defense of our
freedoms. They enforce, execute, and de-
fend the laws of freedom—laws enacted
by the elected representatives of the
people. They protect the innocent and
pursue all wrong. They do the dirty work
that others often avoid. They are targets
of the enemies of decency, democracy,
and society. The principle of the pending
legislation is right. It is equally right for
firemen. It is right for all citizens and
it is right for our country. I urge the
enactment of the legislation without
amendment and without delay.

Mr, EILBERG, Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. PEPPER).

Mr, PEPPER. Mr, Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Pennsylvania for
yielding to me.

Mr. Chairman, I wish warmly to com-
mend the able gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. Erreerc) the chairman of the
subcommittee, and all of the members
of the Committee on the Judiciary, for
bringing this bill to the floor of the
House.

This bill proposes to amend the Omni-
bus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act
of 1968, and is simply in furtherance of
the objectives of that act, so as to try to
provide for better and more effective law
enforcement and fire prevention and
control in this country by the assistance
of the Government of the United States.

We are not taking over the total police
and fire control responsibilities of this
country, we are simply trying to help the
States, the counties, and the local com-
munities to provide better police protec-
tion, and better fire protection for all the
people in this cdiintry including those
who travel from State to State and from
community to community. For instance,
the citizens of Florida may travel to the
State of Oregon, and they want to be
protected in their lives and property by
the police and firemen of that area. All
the Federal Government is trying to do
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in this legislation is simply to show a
measure of its gratitude for those like
the 131 law enforcement officers and
firemen who died in 1973 performing
their duties for the protection of the lives
and property of the people of this coun-
try. I hope to see the time when we will
extend this act to provide the benefits
provided in this bill to those law enforce-
ment personnel and firemen who become
totally and permanently disabled in the
performance of their duty, but this bill
is a magnificent step in the right direc-
tion, and I hope the House will approve it.

Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. ANNUNZIO) .

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the distinguished gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr, EiLeere) for yielding
to me, and I wish to congratulate the
gentleman and the entire subcommittee
on this long overdue legislation.

Mr. Chairman, as one of the original
sponsors in the 93d Congress of the pub-
lic safety officer’s benefits measure be-
fore us today, I rise to express my full
support for this just and compassionate
legislation as amended by the Judiciary
Committee.

H.R. 11321 will provide a $50,000 Fed-
eral payment to the surviving depend-
ents of policemen, correctional officers,
prison guards, probation and parole of-
ficers, and officers involved in programs
relating to juvenile delinquency or

narcotic addiction who die as the direct
result of a personal injury sustained in
the line of duty.

I believe that it is only right and fair,

indeed—only decent, that we consider
the changing times—from the early
sixties when crime, though a problem,
had not yet reached epic dimensions to
become one of the most demanding is-
sues on the domestic scene today. We
must admit that the public safety officer
is a target for grievances against the
shortcomings in our system of govern-
ment, and in so doing, provide decent
benefits for the men we expect to cope
with these changing times.

Though this is small compensation,
and certainly will not solve the major
problem of crime or the unprovoked at-
tacks on the police, it is the very least we
can offer for the protectors of our society.

We must realize while considering H.R.
11321 that first-year salaries for all pub-
lic safety officers range from $4,575 to
$11,112. And benefits, such as they are,
are poorly administered and weak.

In many cases, administrative redtape
and procedures will tie up funds for years
before any actual benefits are realized.

A question has been raised as to
whether it should be the Federal respon-
sibility to provide such death benefits to
survivors of State and local law enforce-
ment personnel killed in the line of duty.

I believe it is wise to establish a Fed-
eral standard for these benefits that sur-
vivors of public safety officers have a
right to receive, since several States of-
fer virtually no financial assistance and
other States have only spotty programs
in this regard. Testimony hefore the
committee also indicated that this legis-
lation will significantly increase the
morale of law enforcement personnel
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and greatly assist State and local gov-
ernments in their recruiting efforts.

On April 19, 1968, Congress passed
Public Law 90-291 authorizing depend-
ent’s compensation for police officers
killed in the line of duty while enfore-
ing Federal laws.

On June 16, 1968, Public Law 90-351
amended the April law to allow compen-
sation for non-Federal officers killed in
the line of duty if the crime was even
suspected of being a Federal offense.

Although Federal legislation for pub-
lic safety officers has heen commendable,
when we talk about providing benefits to
only those State officers who happen to
be injured while pursuing a Federal of-
fender we are not covering a very broad
spectrum of the dedicated men who serve
so ably in the enforcement of our laws.

Consider the fact that in 1973 a total
of 131 local, county, and State law en-
forcement officers were killed in the per-
formance of their duty to protect their
communities. With no comprehensive
benefit program provided to the sur-
vivors of these young men, many wid-
ows and young children of the slain of-
ficers have suffered very real financial
hardships. That is not to minimize the
factor of fear that must be felt by all
those related to a man who has chosen
law enforcement as his profession. His
family must live with the realization
that every time he dons his uniform
and leaves his home to report for his
shift, he runs the risk of becoming an-
other statistic.

Mr. Chairman, I strongly urge the fa-
vorable action of my colleagues on H.R.
11321 which would provide more security
and peace of mind for all public safety
officers who must take risks in the pur-
suit of a safer society. We must not and
cannot, in good conscience, turn our
backs on the anguish and poverty suf-
fered by the survivors of law officers
slain while protecting our rights and
liberties.

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield such
time as he may consume to the gentle-
man from Wisconsin (Mr. FROEHLICH) .

Mr. FROEHLICH. Mr. Chairman, I
rise to express my strong support for
H.R. 11321, the bill to provide benefits
to the survivors of certain public safety
officers who die in the performance of
duty.

Law enforcement and public safety are
hazardous professions. The American
people have been shocked by the sharply
increasing numbers of law enforcement
officers killed in the line of duty, and
they would be shocked if they realized
the number of firefighters who die each
yvear protecting our lives and property.

The Committee has found that, “Not-
withstanding the severe occupational
hazards which confront policemen, fire-
men, correctional officers, and other
public safety officers, many States have
failed to provide sufficient death benefits
for their survivors” when they die sud-
denly in the line of duty. Under these
circumstances, Government has an obli-
gation to provide reasonable compensa-
tion to the survivors of public safety
officers who die in action. This bill seeks
to accomplish that objective.

In recent years, the Federal Govern-
ment has poured millions—indeed, bil-
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lions—of dollars into the effort to im-
prove law enforcement in the United
States. Assuring reasonable death bene-
fits for men and women who are killed
in law enforcement is one small, un-
pleasant, but essential means of en-
couraging good people to enter this field.
Hence, I am not impressed by the argu-
ment that the payment of these death
benefits “is not a Federal responsibility.”
If it is proper for the Federal Govern-
ment to finance the recruitment and
training and outfitting of policemen in
order to improve the quality of law en-
forcement, I think it is also proper for
the Federal Government to assist the
families of those same individuals if they
are killed in the line of duty.

This bill is long overdue, and I sup-
port it wholeheartedly as a desirable and
necessary measure.

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

Mr. FROEHLICH, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Mississippi.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Wisconsin for yield-
ing to me,

Mr. Chairman, I am happy to speak
in support of this legislation, and I am
particularly pleased that firemen have
been included under the provisions of
the bill.

Mr, Chairman, I rise in support of this
bill to provide a $50,000 Federal payment
to the surviving dependents of public
safety officers who die as the direct and
proximate result of personal injury sus-
tained in the line of duty.

A quick review of the rationale behind
the introduction of this measure per-
suades us to take a long, hard look at
the situation facing us today. Between
1961 and 1973, a total of 1,002 police offi-
cers died as a result of injuries sustained
during the performance of their duty.
Since the figure for 1961 was 37 service=
connected law enforcement officers killed
and the figure for 1973 was substantially
higher at 131, it is readily apparent that
members of this profession are being
singled out by militant individuals as
symbolic targets for demonstrating their
dissatisfaction with society.

A mention of statistics on this matter
would not be complete without including
the number of deaths among firefight-
ers. During the period from 1960 to 1970
and estimated 790 firemen died while
fighting fires. It has been indicated that
the number killed while fighting fires
in 1971 was 170. One has only to observe
these facts to easily surmise why the
Department of Labor has officially deter-
mined that firefighting is now the most
hazardous profession in the United
States.

Because of the ever-increasing num-
ber of police killings, the administration
originated the death gratuity concept in
the late spring of 1971. The Attorney
General was directed at that time to sub-
mit legislation to the Congress which
would provide financial protection for
the survivors of law enforcement officers
killed as a result of their duty. This was
found to be the most appropriate Fed-
eral response to these killings from meet-
ings with police officials from across the
country.

From the discussions with these offi-
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cials it was evident that great disparity
exists between the States as to the death
benefits provided by each for survivors
of public safey officers. In fact, many
States provide no benefits whatsoever;
and the insurance coverage allowed is
inadequate more often than not. So it is
apparent that this situation obviates the
need for the benefits which this legisla-
tion will provide.

Looking to yet another favorable im-
pact which H.R. 11321 will have, we can
certainly envision the improvement in
the morale of public safety officer per-
sonnel. This bill will upgrade employ-
ment opportunities in the dangerous,
high-risk activities that are so vital to
the national interest. Recruitment of
young men and women into the law en-
forcement field will be enhanced greatly
if those potential employees are hired
with the knowledge that if they die in the
line of duty, their dependents will be
protected from financial hardship. Thus,
the passage of this legislation today will
offer substantial assistance to State and
local governments in their efforts to ob-
tain competent, motivated individuals.

With respect to the effective date in
the bill, October 11, 1972, there is ample
justification for maintaining this date.
‘When we review the legislative history of
the act, we find that this legislation
passed the House by unanimous consent
on October 11, 1972. Since the Senate also
had passed a similar bill, the two ver-
sions went to conference. A conference
report was filed, but the adjournment of
the 92d Congress prevented House con-
sideration of the conference report.
Realizing now that the death benefits
afforded in this measure were to have
been allowed those survivors of public
safety officers who died while on duty
after October 11, 1972, but for the ad-
journment of Congress, it seems abso-
lutely imperative that we Members of
the 93d Congress maintain that same
effective date. Mr. Chairman, I feel we
are morally committed to the dependents
directly affected to make this act retro-
active to October 11, 1972, the date pres-
ently in the hill.

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield such
time as he may consume to the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. RONCALLO).

Mr., RONCALLO of New York. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in strong support of this
legislation. I thank the gentleman for
yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong support
of the Public Safety Officer’s Benefits
Act of 1974. This bill will assure that
when the supreme sacrifice is made by
those who day in and day out risk their
lives on our behalf, their survivors will
not suffer undue financial deprivation.

In the last 10 years 862 law enforce-
ment officers have been killed as a result
of felonious criminal action. Last year
was the highest ever at 133 killed. Simi-
larly, between 1960 and 1970, fires took
the lives of 790 firemen. At least 170 of
these heros lost their lives in 1972, lead-
ing the Department of Labor to deter-
mine that firefighting is the most haz-
ardous profession in the United States.

I am particularly pleased that this
legislation recognizes unpaid volunteers
serving their communities in an official
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capacity as well as those who have made
our protection their profession. Our vol-
unteer firemen, for example, leave their
homes and businesses at all hours of the
day and night to risk their lives with
no thought in mind except to render
service to their neighbors.

There is no way we can adequately
compensate the families of these brave
people for the loss of their loved one.
Since their untimely deaths are incurred
for the benefit and protection of so-
ciety, however, we have the moral duty
to do what we can to ease the financial
burden of those who have been depend-
ent on them, In these inflationary times,
$50,000 is not much when spread over the
years during which the officer would
otherwise have been supporting his fam-
ily, but it is the least we can do.

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield such
time as he may consume to the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. LENT).

Mr. LENT. Mr. Chairman, as one of
the original cosponsors of this legislation
back in 1972, I rise in support of the
Public Safety Officers Benefit Act of
1974,

This important bill, which is long over-
due in coming before us for action, would
provide a $50,000 Federal payment to
surviving dependents of policemen, and
both volunteer and salaried firemen who
die as the result of personal injury sus-
tained in the line of duty.

Mr. Chairman, during the past several
years an ever-inereasing number of po-
licemen have died as a result of violent
action at the hands of criminals who
have made them symbolic targets for
their dissatisfaction with society. Last
year alone, 131 policemen were killed in
criminal assaults, many of them unsus-
pecting officers carrying out routine
patrol.

Likewise, hundreds of firefighters are
killed each year while engaged in fight-
ing fires. Seventy-nine percent of all our
firemen are volunteers, who receive abso-
lutely no compensation for giving of
their time and effort protecting the
homes and business establishments of
their neighbors. We in Nassau County
are almost entirely served by volunteer
fire departments that perform their
duties in an exemplary manner. Every
year, several of our volunteers are tragi-
cally killed in the line of duty—most of
them leaving grieving widows and small
children. Existing death benefit pay-
ments for these volunteer firemen do not
even cover burial expenses,

It is indeed gratifying that we are to-
day recognizing that Government has an
obligation to the families of these poli-
lice and firemen who daily risk their
lives to preserve peace and to protect
the lives and property of others. This
legislation has my wholehearted support,
and I urge its passage without amend-
ment.

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield such
time as he may consume to the gentle-
man from California (Mr, MOORHEAD) ,

Mr. MOORHEAD of California. Mr.
Chairman, I rise to support H.R. 11321.
This bill, the Public Safety Officers Bene-
fit Act, provides for a $50,000 gratuity
payment to the survivors of a public
public safety officer who dies from in-
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juries sustained in the performance of
his duties, I favor the enactment of this
legislation for a number of reasons.

First, I think this is a small price fo
pay for the years of dedicated service
which the public receives from these offi-
cers. Neither erime nor fires take holi-
days, and it is these public safety officers
who spend their holidays and weekends
seeing that the rest of us are protected.

Second, I believe this payment will en-
able the officers to serve more efficiently.
Their minds will be free from some of the
worries they must have as they think of
the dangers they constantly face and
wonder how their families would sur-
vive if they should fail to return from a
mission.

Third, it will give the officers’ families
themselves a sense of being protected.
Because of the high-risk jobs, a public
safety officer is often prohibited from
carrying an insurance policy that would
provide education for his children, as well
as security for both his wife and his chil-
dren. At the very least, this gratuity pay-
ment will assure that their basic needs
will be met,

In addition, the payment will allow
the officer’s family to be independent.
The money they receive will be theirs to
spend. They will not be forced to look to
the county or to the State for their fi-
nancial support. Their self-respect will
remain intact,

All of these things should add up to
“peace of mind” for the officer. I believe
we owe him that much.

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield such
time as he may consume to the gentle-
man from New York (Mr, GROVER).

Mr. GROVER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from New York for yield-
ing me this time.

Mr. Chairman, I too rise in support of
this legislation. As the son of a man who
was a policeman for 33 years, and a
man who knew law and order firsthand,
I am happy to support this measure.

Mr. Chairman, I may say that I, along
with the gentleman from New York (Mr.
Bracer), am a cosponsor of another
piece of legislation which I think de-
serves the early attention of the Con-
gress. It is the national law enforce-
ment heroes monument legislation. I
hope that the committee and the Mem-
bers will get behind that legislation so
that we can pass it to do true justice to
the heroes in blue.

Mr. FISH, Mr, Chairman, I yield such
time as he may consume to the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. SMITH).

Mr. SMITH of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yielding.
I probably should not be speaking at this
time. There seems to be a rush of people
who have a lot of friends among their
local police and firemen. However, when
the time for amendment comes, when the
bill is read for amendment, I am going
to offer as an amendment H.R. 6449,
which was one of the original bills in-
troduced, Briefly, it differs from H.R.
11321 which we are now considering in
that H.R. 6449, which I shall offer as an
amendment, would pay the $50,000 gra-
tuity to any public safety officer, includ-
ing firefighters, who have been killed in
the line of duty and the proximate cause
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.of such death was a criminal act or .ap-
parent criminal act.

HR. 11321 which we are now consid-
ering would pay the $50,000 gratuity to
an eligible public safety officer who has
died as a direct and proximate result
of persondl injuries sustained in the per-
formance of duty. I suspect that, since
‘there has been a considerable show .of
support for the gratuity, the Federal gra-
tuity provided in H.R. 11321 io the local
police and firemen, the chances of ac-
cepting my amendment are not very
good; but at least T will offer it as a fall-
back position to some of those who may
feel that the present bill goes too far.

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, will
‘the gentleman yield?

Mr. FISH. 1 yield to the genfleman
“4rom Illinois.

Mr, McCLORY. I thank the gentleman
Tor yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I wish to ‘indicate my
support Tor the amendment that will be
-offered by the gentleman from New York
(Mr, Smrre) . 'The general and original
intent and purpose of this legislation was
and is very good. Through the amenda-
tory process and by broadening the whole
scope of this legislation we have gone
‘beyond the original purpose. I think we
‘have Tun ‘the risk of not having any leg-
islation at all.

Mr. Chairman, T intend to support the
gentleman's amendment and hope, in-
deed, that the amendment will be
adopted by the committee. If it is, 1
think we will have .a good piece of legis~
lation which will survive in ‘the other
body and also survive a possible veto. 1
urge the Members to give very thought-
ful and careful consideration fo it.

WIr. Chairman, I was pleased to sponsor
HTR. 6449, one of the several proposals
that the Judiciary Committee considered
when reporting the bill now before .us.
The purpose behind the bill which T in-
froduced was to provide a $50,000 Fed-
eral payment to the survivors of State
and local public safety officers “killed in
the Tine of duty as a result of a criminal
act.” Such legislation is needed, because
of the growing risk of death that public
safety officers, including firemen, face
while carrying out their duties. In spite
of the severe occupational hazards which
cvonfront policemen, firemen, correctional
officers, and other public safety officials,
many States have failed to provide suffi-
cient death benefits for the survivors.
For example, a study conducted in Oc-
‘tober 1970 reported only 18 States pro-
vided such financial assistance, and even
some .of those were inadequate.

Violent street crimes increased at an
glarming rate during the decade of the
1960's. In addition, more deaths of safety
afficers have resulted from the pre-
meditated design of viclent dissenters
who have chosen public safety officers as
a Symbolic target for demonstrating
their dissatisfaction with society.

Mr. Chajrman, while I have supponted
this legislation fully in the past, recently
the scope of the legislation .has -beem
broadened considerably to .apply fo vir-
tually all activities of public .safely offi-
cers. In its broadened form, fhe legisla-
tion is bound to encounter serious oppo-
sition. “The purpose of my hill was te
provide payment in the form of a gratu-
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ity to survivers of public safety officers
who died in the performance.of.a duty as
the direct and proximate result of a
criminal act. Criminal act as contem-
plated in HR. 6449, would mean any
crime under the laws of the United
States, a State or unit of lecal govern-
ment. Performance of duty contemplates
all service within the :scope .of employ-
ment. On the other hand, the measure
which I have sponsored was limited to
an officer who is killed in the line of duty
.as the proximate result.of a criminal act
ar apparent criminal .act before eligi-
bility aftaches.

The bill we have before us today, how-
ever, adopis the “hazardous .duty con-
wcept.” This provision may be too broad
and is not what was .originally contem-
plated. It is not.incenceivable that in this
broadened form, individuals met asso-
ciated with public safety may become
eligible for benefits originally intended
for o limited class of peeple.

Mozreover, the effective date.of October
11, 1972, might be questioned, particu-
larly in wiew of the report that retro-
active payments would cost approxi-
mately $26 million.

Mr. Speaker, I question the wisdom of
this legislation in its broadened form
both in ferms eof its retroactivity and
future costs, even though I am in general
agreement with the principle of this
legislation. In supporfing the amend-
ment to be offered by the genfleman
from New York (Mr. Smate), I intend to
act in & manner consistent with the
orviginal concept—to protect police offi-
cers against the hazards originally
intended.

Mr. EILBEERG. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time.as he may consume to the gen-
fleman from Hawail (NMr. MATSUNAGA) .

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support.of the measure.

Mzr. Chairman, as a sponsor of similar
legislation in the 92d Congress, I am
pleased to express my support for H.R.
11321, the propesed Public .Safety Offi-
cers’ Benefit Act of 1974. The purpose
of the bill issimply to provide widows of
children of lecal police and firemen a
measure .of compensation for the tragic
loss of their fathers and husbands in
the line of duty. The $50,000 lump-sum
payment authorized by the bill would
be a small recegnition of the acknowl-
efged Federal respensibility to these
survivors.

This is a familiar subject, Mr. Chair-
man. In 1971, I joined with mere than
a hundred other Members «of the House
in sponsoring legislation similar to H.R.
11321, The result in 1972 was House pas-
sage, by unanimous consent, of legisla-
tion providing benefits essenfially identi-
cal to these in the pending bill. Cen-
ferees resolved differences between
House and Senate versions of the bill,
but due to insufficient time final aec-
tion in the House wasnot taken.

The need for this legislation is seen im
the statistics previded by the commitiee
report: In 1973, a total of 131 lecal,
county, and State law enforcement offi-
cers were killed in the performesmnce wof
their duty as.a.consequence of felonious
criminal action. This represented an in-
crease of 19 over the mumber killed in
1972. In the first 2 months of this year,
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15 law enforcement officers were killed.

In recent years, more and more violent
dissenters have chosen public safety of-
ficers as symbolic targets for demon-
strating their dissatisfaction with so-
ciety.

Likewise, firefighters have been sub-
jected to the wiolence sof felons. In the
10 years between 1960 and 1970, it has
been estimated that 790 firefichters died
in Jine.of duty.

Because of the increasing hazards
which face public safety officers, and
bacause many States have failed to pro-
vide praperly for the dependent survivers
of those killed in line.of «duty, morale and
recruiting have become serious problems,
with which the States meed Federal as-
sistance to cope. A Federal payment of
$50,000 to the officer's survivors, as pro-
vided in the pending legislation should
help to mlleviate these problems. While
money can never fully compensate any-
one for the loss .of life itself, it can ab
least help to ease the practical financial
problems of the survivors. This prospect
could in tmm serve as an inceative for
prospective wzecruits.

Inordinately high life insurance pre-
mium rates make it-almost impossible for
law enforcement :and public safety offi-
vers o provide for their .own private in-
BUrRNCE.

Mr. Chairmen, H.R. 11321 would £fill an
existing void at minimal cost, and I unge
its passage.

Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Chairmam, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr, DoNOHUE).

Mr. DOGNQHUE. Mr. Chairman, I rise
insupoprt-of HR. 11321.

Law enforcement and firefighting are
24-hour-a-day responsibilities.

At one time in the .early <development
of this Nation, there was little doubt that
crime was essentially a local problem and
law enforcement was 2 local function,
but today criminals and felons travel
from city te city, from one State to an-
other, with remarkable speed.

The function .of law enforcement per-
sonnel is to help maintain the social or-
der of our society, thereby insuring
peace and tranguility fer the citizen of
this .country. It is imperative, therefore,
that we strongly support HR. 11321.

I believe, Mr. Chairman, that when a
State or local public safety wofficer is
killed doing a job that is essential to
the well-being of the whole country, the
Federal Government has a responsibility
to the survivers -of that deceased person
who died performing his essenrtial duties.

The increasing rate of senseless crimes
in recent years has aroused public opin-
jon and bas .ceused @ reorganization of
the tremendous responsibility assumed
daily by public safety officers. Bven to-
day, published reports in the mewspapers
«demonstrate that their already hazard-
ous work is made even mere difficult with
new threats to their lives. Demands for
mare police protection are causing State
and local govermments to increase their
recruitment programs.

Recruitment preblems are aggravated
by eccupational dangers, low :salaries,
minimal benefits and long worlking hours.
Law enforcement and firefighting are
difficult and eften frustrating and dis-
couraging fields, but fortunately there
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are men and women who will undertake
these occupations which serve the gen-
eral welfare.

H.R. 11321 provides a $50,000 lump
sum to the surviving dependents of a law
enforcement officer who is killed as the
proximate result of an injury sustained
in the line of duty. Since the salaries of
many police and firemen or individuals
employed in crime prevention activities
are not adequate, they fail to acquire the
necessary life insurance to provide for
their families should they face an un-
timely death. I reiterate that it is be-
cause of their unique value and the im-
portant services they provide that this
minimal compensation should be pro-
vided to their surviving dependents.

Even in those States that have com-
pensation programs, there is wide dis-
parity in coverage and an individual of-
ficer may or may not be covered.

The men and women who put their
lives on the line each day for the protec-
tion of society deserve no less than the
assurance that their dependent survivors
will be taken care of financially.

This is a good bill and I urge all my
colleagues to rise in support.

Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. RANGEL) .

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of this bill. I recognize the very
high test in personal courage that is re-
guired by so many members of the police
and fire department. Coming from an
area that is known for many of the fires
because of the dilapidated housing, as
well as an area that has been classified
as a high-crime area, I cannot help but
think about what must be running
through the minds of the wives as very
often their husbands leave, not knowing
when they will return.

I know that all of us must have per-
sonally experienced in campaigns or in
going back and forth from our districts
to Washington many times when our
children and our wives, or for the lady
Members of Congress their husbands,
have asked us: “When are you coming
home?” And because of the campaign or
because of our political responsibilities
we cannot always give an answer fo
them. I do not know how it is handled by
the wives of the dedicated people who are
involved in firefighting and crime fight-
ing, but it seems to me there must al-
ways be a heavy burden and a heavy
worry as to whether or not the bread-
winner will return,

There is no question in anybody’s mind
that the money we are providing for in
this bill can replace the loved one who
has given his life.

It seems to me all of us whether in the
military or indeed in politics from time
to time do have to display on occasion
great courage. Fortunately for all of us
those moments do not come very often.
But we are asking these public servants
to take on this responsibility on a basis
of 24 hours a day duty, to go into places
where crime is prevalent or to go into
flaming buildings where children may be
saved perhaps at the cost of one’s own
life. It is not asking too much to give that
family some security so they will not
need to go on welfare if they suffer a loss.

Some people believe we should restrict
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the method by which we pay as a result
of death, but if the New York City rules
were applicable in other areas of this
country those people who are on duty 24
hours a day and who mus; respond would
be covered. The firemen in the great city
of New York endanger their lives by
duties other than just firefighting.

I think this type of thing will encour-
age people engaged in these duties, so
their widows will be protected, and it will
give their families the type of security
that all of us have to provide for our
families, but this only goes a short way
toward providing some of that security.

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 6
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. WIGGINS).

Mr. WIGGINS. Mr. Chairman, first, I
too would like to pay my respects and
extend my congratulations to the chair-
man of the subcommittee for taking a
bad bill and making it a little bit better;
but unfortunately it remains a miserable
piece of legislation which is unworthy of
the support of the Members of this body.

I am told that an “aye” vote is good
politics and I judge by the Members who
have rushed to the well to support the
bill that there may be some validity to
that observation; but in the long run,
this is very bad legislation for the people
of the United States and I urge the Mem-
bers to swallow their political instincts
and in this case vote for what is right.

This bill provides a $50,000 gratuity—
a gift—to the survivors of State and local
public safety officers who are killed in
the performance of their duties. With-
out question survivors’ benefits are part
of the normal compensation package
which an employer may owe to an em-
ployee. But we are not the responsible
employers for State and local public
safety officers. Our responsibility does not
extend to these people and we should not
instigate a brand new program, which at
the outset is going to run only $17 mil-
lion but which I assure Members will
run a great deal more in the long run,
unless there is ample justification for
our intrusion into this area of local re-
sponsibility.

In doing for the State and local em-
ployees what is provided for in this bill,
we are going far beyond what we do for
our own employees. Take the military. I
hope the Members will agree they are
engaged in or may be engaged in hazard-
ous activities. Do we give the survivors
of our servicemen a $50,000 gratuity? We
certainly do not. They have to pay for
their insurance. They pay for it out of
their meager pay. They can get national
service life insurance if they buy it.
Maximum benefits are $15,000.

We do not provide this gratuity to our
FBI men. We do not provide this gratuity
for our Secret Service men. Why in the
world do we accept this responsibility
with respect to others and deny bene-
fits to our own employees?

Let me give you some of the rational-
ization for the bill. These are not reasons;
these are rationalization. First of all, it
has been alleged here this afternoon that
this will in some way affect our fight
against crime. Now, that is a totally
specious reason. A bill that provides for
death benefits for survivors has nothing
to do with the prevention of crime. We
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ought to reject such a rationalization
right at the outset.

It has been alleged that State and local
governments are unable to take care of
their employees in this regard. The cost
of group life insurance which would pay
a gratuity to the survivors of a police
officer who is killed for the narrow rea-
sons defined in this bill would be
minimal.

We are talking about a pittance, not
a significant sum, and well within the
capability of every city and hamlet in
this Nation.

It has been alleged that we owe this to
the survivors of police officers out of sym-
pathy for them. To pay benefits to such
a category of survivors is a grossly irra-
tional classification. Can we say that the
family of a post office worker who dies
of a heart attack in his bed, is entitled to
any less sympathy than the family of a
police officer? The widow of a deceased
postal worker has all the problems of any
other widow. The occupation of the de-
ceased is irrelevant to the issue of sym-
pathy or need.

Moreover, this bill is irrational in that
it is unrelated to need. $50,000 is laid on
the line in a lump sum to the widow of
a police officer, even if there are no chil-
dren, and even though she may remarry
the next day, even remarry the man who
shot her husband. It has nothing to do
with the need of the beneficiary. That is
an irrational classification.

It has been alleged that this will aid
in morale and recruitment. We have had
some experience with recruitment in this
Congress. We have been trying to recruit
an all-volunteer army and yet we have
rejected an increase death benefits as an
aid to recruitment. In fact, we have
recognized that the best way to recruit
firemen, policemen, soldiers and sailors,
is to give them more pay.

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

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield the
gentleman 1 additional minute.

Mr. WIGGINS. Mr. Chairman, that
explanation is also irrational and, I
might say, unsupported by the record.

When asked during the hearings
what the State and local communities
would do with the money if it were made
available without strings, they did not
say they would put it into death bene-
fits; dquite to the conirary, they said
they would spend the money in a differ-
ent way.

Now, having said that none of these
rationalizations can explain this bill,
what then is the reason for it? Well, it
ought to be obvious. This is 1974. This
is an election year. This is simply pure
politics. That is the only reason for this
bill. It was promised in 1972 by President
Nizon and it is an illustration of gross
over-promising by a candidate in an
election year. To the extent that a com-
mitment has been made to these peo-
ple, it was a commitment that should
not have been made and one that this
Congress should not honor.

I urge a “no” vote on this unsound
legislation.

Mr, EILBERG. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Ala-
bama (Mr. FLOWERS).

Mr. FLOWERS., Mr. Chairman, I re-
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luctantly follow the gentleman from
‘California ‘who ‘makes sound arguments
all the time. His arguments on this might
be persuasive, indeed, except for one
thing, that is ‘the good that will be done
by this bill.

I cosponsored this legislation, and I
strongly support it. T ask my colleagues
to support it as well.

Some of the arguments against this
bill suggest that it is contrary to State’s
rights. Tt is said that we have the Fed-
eral ‘Government invading ‘what should
‘be the province ‘of State and local gov=
ernments.

I would say to that argument, from
whatever source it might come, that this
‘is mot an invasion of States’ rights, that
this is carefully drawn legislation which
merely establishes, as has been said, a
Federal gratuity to the surviors of law
enforcement and fire officers who are
killed in the line of duty.

It should mot, in my judgment, Mr.
Chairman, be restricted to those who are
killed by criminal ‘act ‘in line of duty
‘because there would create too much
arbitrariness. The line of duty is ‘the
Testriction that we have written inte the
bill, and the one that should prevail.

Mr. ‘Chairman, ‘the -other main argu-
ment that has been advanced against
‘the bill is that it is a terrible precedent
and that we are opening an age-old Pan-
dora’s box to other legislation of this
sort.

Mr. Chairman, it may be a precedent,
but we break precedent here im ‘this
chamber almost daily, Tf we must break
precedent in -order to do a great good
‘that we will do by passing this bill and
putting it into the law, then let us break
precedent in this instance.

Mr. Chairman, the great thing about
#his legislation is what cam 'be accom-
plished with a small amount of money
in terms of what we spend daily on a
“Pederal scale. T am told that some 300
to 350 deaths occurred in the last fiscal
year ‘that would be covered by this bill.
This would cost the Federal Govern-
ment somewhere in the neighborhood
«of $17 million on an annual 'basis. I say
that this is small payment indeed for
Taiging ‘the 'morale of public safety of-
‘ficers Throughout our country.

Mr. Chairman, ‘this is'a chance for the
Pederal Government to «do something
+to upgrade morale &t that level. It is
something that I do mot think can be
-done by the local .and State governments
and probably would not ever be done.
A Pederal standard should be set by us
here today in fhis way, by passing HR.
11821.

During hearings in both ‘the 92d and
98d Congresses, 1 was extremely moved
by the extensive bestimony received by
thecommittee regarding the difficult eco-
nomic situation confronting the depend-
ent suwrvivors of public safety officers
-who are killed in ‘the line of duty. Often
the grief-stricken widows ‘and children
of these officers .are forced to rely upon
public and private charities or ‘even wel-
fare following ffthe tragic .death of tle
family breadwinner.

Law enforcement officers regularly en—
counter human vielence and -danger and
firefighters are continuslly engaged in
extremely hazardous duties. As ‘a result,
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these occupations certainly deserve Fed-
eral support and testimony before the
committee established that -a death
gratuity would not only raise the morale
of public safety officers but ‘also assist
in recruitment efforts.

‘Some have argued that the Federal
Government should not ‘be in the business
of providing dezth benefits to State and
local employees.

In response, T wish to state my firmbe-
Tief that this legislation will not, in any
manner, interfere with State and local
affairs nor affect the operation -of non-
Federal public safety programs. The
gratuity approach embodied in this bill
‘has been carefully drafted to preclude
any unwarranted intervention into loeal
matters, In fact, it is intended to supple-
ment, rather than displace or preempt,
Tocal efforts to solve this serious, human
problem. ‘I wish to emphasize that the
committee has given careful and detailed
consideration to this legislation—includ-
ing mumerous days of hearings and
markup sessions—in order ‘to perfect the
Janguage of this hill.

The primary purpose of this Tegislation
is to meet the immediate financial needs
of the officers’ survivors and to assist
them until they .are able to economically
adjust to the death of the breadwinner
in the family. The needs of these indi-
viduals are not presently being met by
‘State and local programs and I ‘believe it
is most appropriate that the Federal
Government provide this measure of as-
sistance. The commitiee has reported
this legislation after considering several
other proposals—group life insurance,
disability benefits, extension of Federal
employees compensation benefits—and T
am convinced that the bill is the most
equitable and workable system that could
have been devised.

This bill represents a partial payment
of the great debt which we owe to public
safety officers for the invaluable services
and protection they provide.

While detailed consideration has been
given to the inadequacies of the process
by which our legal system deals with
criminals, too often little attention is fo-
cused on the men and women who are
responsible for enforcing our laws and
preserving public safety. As a result of
the dedicated services of these individ-
uals, we are all able to live .a little more
peacefully, safely and comfortably in to-
day’s turbulent society.

The difficult job of a public safety offi-
cer requires that ceridin duties be per-
formed without regard to his own per-
sonal safety and this officer deserves to
know fhat his family will ‘be provided
forin the event of his death. In short, if
we expect these hard-working and loyal
men and women to put fheir lives .and
safety on the line, day after day, then
fhe least we can do is to provide some
degree of financial security to their fam-
ilies.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my collaagues to
suppert this werthwhile legislation which
recngnizes in a practical mannerour-ap-
preciation for theseindividuals who daily
risk life:and limb in order toenforce our
laws, protect our homes and businesses
from Fires, and maintain order in society.

Vir. EILBERG. Mr. Chairman, I yield
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3 minutes to the gentleman from New
Fork (Mr, BIAGGT) .

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Chairman, T appear
as a cosponsor of this legislation. It has
‘been a piece of legislation that I have
been working for 'during the last sev-
eral years. It is one that T am grateful
to have heen part and parcel of.

Mr. Chairman, I offer not simply my
‘experience as a Member of the Congress,
but my experience of 23 years as a police
‘officer. It astounds me that here we are
on the floor of the House of Representa-
‘tives with our.collengues articulating op-
position to a bill that could produce so
much gratuity, if yeu will, compensation,
if you prefer to use that term, or what-
ever name you choese to call it.

Mr. Chairman, ‘it is the satisfaction
of ‘& moral compulsion. T have attended
funeral after funeral which public of-
ficials have attended, and they wept
those crocodile tears and they voiced
those ‘sermonlike mouthings. They have
given condolence to the widow and the
Family and walked ‘away todo'their daily
work.

Mr. Chairman, they had opportunity
through their own local legislative bodies
to provide assistance. They chose not to.
Here ‘we are: For whatever reason, the
localities are unable, or the localities are
unwilling, it is of ne moment.

Jurisdiction—hogwash. We have tran-
scended jurisdiction in this Congress
since time immemerial. In ‘the field of
¢ivil rights—every Biate should have
«lone it; every locality should have done
it. They -did not. The Federal ‘Govern-
ment ‘interceded. As for the minimum
wage, the local governments should have
‘done it. They did not. The Federal Gov-
ernment did it.

LEAA, the Law Enforcement Assist-
snce Act, ‘does it every day. There was
an illustration that really does disservice
to the gentleman from California, al-
though I respect him greatly—that the
widow may well marry the man who
killed her husband.

Mr, Chairman, that is hardly an argu-
ment to -offer against a 'bill that deals
with so grave a situation. And it is a
‘grave situation. If that be the case and
+we must refer to such an isolated in-
cident, it is mot sufficient reason to kill
this bill.

The bill is a good bill. Is it good
politics? Bure, it is good politics.

Is it good human relations? Sure, it is.

“The gentleman from California im-
pugns my colleagues who Tose in support
of this bill, He said, “That is the reason
‘they rose. It is good politics.”

Mr. ‘Cheirman, it is good sense, it is
‘humanity, it is -compassien, it is jude-
ment, and it is justice at ladgt arrived &t
here in the House -of Representatives,
the greatest forum in the United States.
I ‘urge each snd every one ‘of the Mem-
bers to vobe Tor pessage 'of this bill as
itis, with no amendments.

T will say to the Members that T rep-
resent ‘the will and the sentiment of
policemen, of fivamen, of correction of-
ficers, «of parcle - officers. ¥es, Twould like
%0 talk ‘about auxiliary police, too. T pre-
dicted one day that auxilary police
would 'be killed. Two ©f them were killed
a morth sge in Wew York City. Whoe are
they? They are citizens who give their
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time to law enforcement. They are given
uniforms by the city, and they go out
hour after hour and patrol without guns.

To say the job of the public safety
officer in this Nation is a hazardous one,
is almost a crude understatement. Statis-
ties in their cold way bear out the true
extent of this fact. So far in the short
time 1974 has been upon us, 34 law en-
forcement personnel have already been
killed, the most recent being a policeman
killed over the weekend in Flint, Mich.
These tragic figures come on the heels
of the 1973 figures, which showed the
largest number of law enforcement per-
sonnel, 131, killed in the line of duty.
Overall, our law enforcement deaths have
risen over 200 percent in the last 10 years,

While these statistics point out the
extent of the problem numerically, they
do not even begin to explain the suffering
and anguish endured by the families of
these men. They cannot explain how a
happy and proud wife and family sud-
denly—by virtue of an assailant’s bullet
or knife, find themselves perched at the
brink of poverty with no assistance forth-
coming. T have seen it happen, and often-
times feared what might have happened
to my own family, had I been murdered
while a policeman. I carried this con-
cern with me when I entered the Con-
gress, and this legislation today repre-
sents the culmination of this personal
commitment and concern. This legisla-
tion goes right to the heart of the prob-
lem. No longer is it enough for us to
bestow awards on the grief stricken
wives and children of these men. Rather,
we need to express our appreciation in
more practical terms, and this we can
do by passing this legislation which will
provide financial security to these indi-
viduals,

What this bill will do is provide a
$50,000 lump-sum death benefit to the
surviving dependents of public safety of-
ficers killed as a result of personal in-
juries sustained in the line of duty. This
represents the kind of realistic financial
commitment we need to provide these in-
dividuals if they are to survive this dif-
ficult time.

The issue of what constitutes a public
safety officer was a subject of intense
controversy during the hearings which
were conducted on this legislation this
past summer. I am pleased that the
final bill which emerged covers the prob-
lem most comprehensively by providing
benefits for the following: policemen,
correctional officers, firemen, volunteer
firemen, prison guards, probation and
parole authorities.

It astounds and offends me personally
that there are so many objections being
leveled at this bill. To quibble over ques-
tions of jurisdiction, and retroactivity
represents an inexcusable insult to the
thousands of public safety officers who
have so patiently awaited our actions on
this bill. Do we act responsibly on this
bill, or let it die in a maze of frivolous
technicalities?

How can this same Federal Govern-
ment which is willing to assist those in
this country who would rather be welfare
parasites than contributors, be reluctant
to provide the widows and children of
men who risked their lives working to
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enforce the laws of this land, with fi-
nancial assistance? Let us not again
demonstrate our sense of distorted
priorities.

I have long been outraged at the “sec-
ond class ciitzenry” status which law
enforcement personnel are afforded in
this country. They find themselves denied
the same rights which they are supposed
to protect for other citizens. A good case
in point can be seen in the following
example,

Several days ago, I was honored by the
International Conference of Police As-
sociations for my work on behalf of
policemen, as a conferee on the minimum
wage bill—which recently was signed in-
to law by the President. I was literally
stunned at the level of gratitude and ap-
preciation expressed to me by these men,
on an issue which I feel should never
have been a source of controversy, name-
ly including policemen in the overtime
provisions of the bill. I was both appalled
and disheartened at the struggle which
took place over this issue in conference,
especially in light of the fact that other
segments of the population were unques-
tionably granted this protection under
the law.

My {fellow colleagues, we are con=-
fronted today with a challenge, a chal-
lenge aimed at correcting years of ne-
glect and injustice to our public safety
officers. It is time for action on the part
of those in the House who are willing to
heap high praise on law enforcement
personnel as they are being lowered into
the ground, but grown strangely silent
when given an opportunity to provide a
meaningful show of gratitude.

Mr. Chairman, I wish to take this op-
portunity to commend the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. Emserc) for
his outstanding work on behalf of this
bill. Thousands of policemen are grate-
ful for his efforts. I have enjoyed the op-
portunity to speak on behalf of my
brothers in law enforcement. I salute
them, I praise them, and I thank them
for the excellent work they do. While it
is true that not all of you will have the
opportunity to speak, there is one way in
which you can make your voices heard in
support of law enforcement, that is by
voting for passage of this bill. Let us
make this a banner day for public safety
officers across this great Nation. I im-
plore you to vote for this bill not only
for the sake of those it will benefit, but
also for the millions of Americans who
feel it is high time that we in the Con-
gress begin to meaningfully support and
assist the brave dedicated men and wom-
en of law enforcement who so ably serve
the interests of this Nation.

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr, HOGAN) .

Mr. HOGAN. Mr, Chairman, while the
fight to halt crime is being waged,
something must be done to protect the
families of those who daily risk their
lives in the line of duty.

Recognizing the above situation, I
have cosponsored the bill before this
body, H.R. 11321, which provides bene-
fits for the survivors of public safety of-
ficers killed in the line of duty. The
legislation is premised on the fact that
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there are certain dangerous, high-risk
activities associated with law enforce-
ment and firefighting and it is in the na-
tional interest to compensate the widows
and children of police and firemen killed
in the line of duty.

As a member of the District of Co-
lumbia Committee during the 91st Con-
gress, I supported a measure which in-
stituted a similar benefit for the depend-
ents of District of Columbia police of-
ficers killed in the line of duty. The pro-
posal for the District of Columbia is now
a provision of Public Law 91-509.

Because of the disparity in survivors’
benefits throughout our 50 States, I
think it is fitting that the Federal Gov-
ernment provide this payment to the
families of these police officers who have
made the supreme sacrifice for their fel-
low men. This stipend would serve as a
floor for survivors' benefits and would
be in addition to any other benefits due
the family. Because the security of the
United States is involved in attacks on
police officers, I think there is ample
justification for Federal legislation in
this area.

The public safety officers of this
Nation are in dire need of a boost of
morale and there is no better way that
this could be accomplished than by hav-
ing the Congress enact the legislation
presently before this body.

I am sure that this would bring back
to the firefighter and police officer the
feeling of being needed and of bheing
appreciated by those people whose lives
and property they strive daily to pro-
tect. I feel positive that the benefits de-
rived by the people of this Nation from
the enactment of such legislation would
far offset the cost factor involved.

The $50,000 benefit legislation is, I
think, necessary to encourage people to
come into police work and fire work. It
would give assurances that his or her
survivors would be adequately protected
in the event of his death.

I am hopeful that this legislation would
indicate to these families and officers
that most Americans do care and that,
as a society, we are grateful that there
are men and women who will take the
ultimate risk in order to protect our soci-
ety from criminals.

Mr. Chairman, the dangerous situation
that exists for public safety officers is a
national crisis which calls for congres-
sional action to provide for some type of
compensation for those who are called
upon, by us, to sacrifice both life and
limb. Most of the attacks and injuries
occur against local and State public
safety officers. Bullets do not discrimi-
nate. The irrational, misguided individu-
als who, in their blind hatred or fear lash
out at public safety officers, do not dis-
criminate between Federal and non-Fed-
eral officers in their assaults. The time
has come for this Congress to reflect the
feelings of the people of this Nation by
providing compensation for the families
of these courageous protectors of our
society.

Mr. Chairman, I wish to associate my-
self with the remarks of the gentleman
from New York (Mr. Bracer). The gen-
tleman very eloquently answered some
of the arguments made against the legis-
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lation and fostered by the gentleman

from California (Mr. WiceIns). I would

like to address myself to some of the
others.

The gentleman from California said
that we do not do this for FBI agents or
for other Federal officers. Although this
is not completely erroneous, it does, I
think, confuse the issue because under
the existing law, in the event of the death
of a Federal public safety officer, the of-
ficer’s widow receives 45 percent of the
deceased officer’s monthly pay as long as
she lives, that is, if she has no children.
If there is a child or if there are children
eligible for benefits, she would receive 40
percent of the monthly pay and each
child would receive an additional 15 per-
cent. The possible benefit that she could
get is 75 percent of her husband’s salary
with no limit on the number of years she
would receive this money. This is far
more generous than what we are pro-
posing in this legislation today.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
California said that this would not aid
in recruitment. Although I do not mean
in any way to degrade the gentleman'’s
knowledge of police or fire work, the sub-
committee did receive substantial testi-
mony during its hearings that this would
in fact aid in recruitment and would
provide a lift in morale for officers
throughout the country. If the potential
publiec safety officer knew that he or she
would be protected in the event of his or
her death, and that their survivors would
be protected, it seems only logical that
this would help in recruiting.

I think that is only commonsense.

The gentleman from California also
asked, “Why do we not use insurance as
we do with our military personnel?”
Well, the fact of the matter is that legis-
lation is pending before the Congress
which would set up such a plan, but the
cost of administering an insurance pro-
gram would exceed the payments an-
ticipated under this bill.

Mr. Chairman, this very week the ad-
ministration wrote a letter to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary opposing enact-
ment of the Senate bill, S. 83, which
would assist the States in providing group
life insurance for public safety officers.
In that letter the administration re-
affirmed its support for a $50,000 gratuity
as a more acceptable alternative. The
administration does not specifically sup-
port this bill in its present form, but it
does favor the $50,000 payment.

Mr, Chairman, at this point I include
the letter, dated April 22, 1974, from the
Assistant Attorney General to the chair-
man of the Committee on the Judiciary:

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE,
Washington, D.C., April 22, 1974.

Hon, PETeR W. RopiNo, Jr.,

Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary,
House of Representatives, Washington,
DC.

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in response to
your request for the views of the Department
of Justice on 8, 33, the proposed “Public
Safety Officers’ Group Life Insurance Act of
1973.”"

The purpose of this legislation is to estab-
lish & group life insurance program for State
and local law enforcement officers with the
major risks being assumed by compensated
commercial insurance companies, Under the
terms of the bill, the Administrator of the
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration
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may determine the amount of the Federal
contribution to the program, but not in ex-
cess of one-third of the cost for each officer’s
coverage.

There is presently no Federal insurance
program for local law enforcement person-
nel. However, in March, 1973, the Attorney
General submitted to the Congress draft leg~
islation to provide for a $50,000 death bene-
fit for families of police officers killed in the
performance of duty. This was introduced as
H.R. 6449,

We are strongly opposed to enactment of
8. 33. The lump sum provision of HR. 6449
would be easier and less expensive to ad-
minister. Studies have indicated that the
annual cost of administering 8. 33 would be
in excess of 20 million dollars. Moreover, there
are existing group life insurance plans avail-
able to police officers, and there is no exist-
ing impediment to the expansion of this con=
cept at the State and local level. The Ad-
ministration’s bill would provide a type of
compensation that is not always available
from other sources. The $50,000 death bene-
fit would establish a floor, on & national basis,
to the benefits which would accrue to the
survivors of these public safety officers.

The Office of Management and Budget has
advised that there is no objection to the sub-
mission of this report from the standpoint of
the Administration’s program.

Sincerely,
W. VINCENT RAKESTRAW,
Agsistant Attorney General.

Mr. WIGGINS. Will the gentleman
yield?

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

Mr. WIGGINS. Is it not a fact that the
benefits payable to the survivors of an
FBI agent are paid for in part by the
agent himself?

Mr. HOGAN. That is only partially
true. I think we are talking about two
different things. There is an insurance
plan——

t,eMr' WIGGINS. To which he contrib-
utes.

Mr. HOGAN. Yes, for which he pays
premiums, but all Federal employees re-
ceive under the Federal Employees Com-
pensation Act a certain percentage of
their salaries are continued to their
widows and surviving dependents for
life.
thMr. WIGGINS. But they pay in for

at.

Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. SEIBERLING) .

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in strong support of this legislation.
I want to commend the distinguished
chairman of the Subcommittee on Im-
migration, Citizenship and International
Law (Mr. ExLeerc) for his excellent lead-
ership in the field of public safety officers’
benefits. His grasp of the complex issues
has been a source of satisfaction and in-
spiration.

I also want to commend the distin-
guished chairman of the Judiciary Com-
mittee (Mr. Ropmnvo) for his continued
commitment to this legislation and to im-
proving the life of public safety officers
and their families whenever possible. A
vear and a half ago, I served with the
gentleman from New Jersey on the Con-
ference Committee which approved a
public safety officers benefits bill in the
final days of the 92d Congress.

That bill should be law today. The
House overwhelmingly had approved a
version of the bill, as had the other body.
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Unfortunately, there was an objection
raised to bringing up the conference re-
port in the House on the last day of the
92d Congress, so the bill was not finally
approved.

Since that time in October 1972, at
least 189 policemen have been killed in
the line of duty, and at least 123 firemen
have been killed fighting fires. Just 4
days after the adjournment of the 92d
Congress, a patrolman in my district was
shot to death in a struggle with a traffic
offender who was being sought in con-
nection with another crime. That police-
man left a pregnant wife. Altogether,
Ohio has lost 8 policemen and 10 firemen
since October 1972. I can show every
Member how many public safety officers
in his State have died since that date.

That's why this bill has a provision
making the coverage retroactive to the
date the House originally passed the
predecessor to this bill. Both Houses had
clearly expressed their wills, and I think
that it would be very unfortunate for
Congress to turn its back on the families
of those policemen and firemen who
have died in the line of duty since Octo-
ber 1972.

Now, Ohio, unlike some States, pro-
vides for survivors of slain policemen
and firemen, because it awards work-
men's compensation. In Akron, we have
a “Blue Coat” organization, which is
similar to the “100 Clubs” which some
other cities have. These organizations
receive periodic contributions in the
form of dues of the members, and when-
ever a policeman is killed or wounded
they assist his family immediately. They
do what they can to make sure that fi-
nancial problems are not part of the
personal tragedy the family faces. The
work of these organizations is highly
commendable, but many cities and
smaller communities do not have such
an organization. And that points to one
of the major reasons for the legislation—
the fact that there is no uniformity and
that some families are left out in the cold
world without any help, despite the will-
ingness of the policemen and firemen to
risk their lives daily to help other people.

But we should not leave to the possi-
bilities of private charity the provision
of essential incentives for effective law
enforcement. When we passed the Om-
nibus Crime Control and Safe Streets
Act, we recognized that crime and ef-
fective law enforcement are national
problems.

There have been threats of urban
guerrilla warfare for several years, and
the fears have been renewed by a note
claiming to be from a member of the
“Symbionese Liberation Army” threat-
ening the lives of policemen. Whether or
not that note reflects the views or tactics
of the SLA, it does remind us that po-
licemen are prime potential targets of
urban violence. While they may be will-
ing to risk their own lives, the lack of
adequate protection for their families
will certainly cause many law enforce-
ment officers to reevaluate their situa-
tion to decide whether to remain on the
force or seek other employment. If there
ever are renewed killings of policemen
and firemen, as occurred in the troubled
yvears of the late 1960’s, there are likely
to be wholesale resignations by law en-
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forcement officers, caused in part by the
inability of policemen and firemen to ad-
equately provide financial security for
their families in the event of their
death,

The Subcommittee on Immigration,
Citizenship, and International Law heard
testimony to that effect by several wit-
nesses. Mr. John Cassese, president of
the National Union of Police Officers,
AFL-CIO, had this to say:

Would such a bill increase the recruiting
of policemen? The answer is “yes". However,
it is difcult to say to what degree, When
an applicant decides to become a policeman,
you can rest assured that he looks at all as-
pects of the job (Le. salary, working condi-
tions, fringe benefits, etc.). Years ago, a
young recruit wasn't concerned with death
benefits because he was young and healthy,
and death was the furthest thing from his
mind. However, today, the policemen’s job
is much more dangerous what with am-
bushes, snipers, etc. Thus, a meaningful
death benefit would make & substantial dif-
ference In recruiting a potential policeman.

I have been told by Lt. Robert George,
national trustee for the Fraternal Order
of Police for Ohio, that young people con-
sidering a career in the police are very
concerned about the pension programs
and about any programs to take care of
their families in the event they are killed
in the line of duty. Lieutenant George
believes that a Federal survivors' bene-
fits program would be an important fac-
tor in the recruitment and retention of
policemen.

Accordingly, while one purpose of the
legislation is to assist the families of pub-
lic safety officers who die in the line of
duty, a second purpose is fo assist our
State and local governments in recruiting
and retaining highly qualified personnel.
Only a small percentage of the families
of policemen and firemen will ever re-
ceive the gratuity under this program,
but the program tells every policeman
and every fireman that the Federal Gov-
ernment will protect his family from fi-
nancial disaster in the event of his death.

Every American has an interest in hav-
ing our police and fire departments man-
ned by the best personnel possible. With
top notch public safety officers, State and
local governments will be able to fight
crime more effectively and they will be
able to minimize the loss of life and prop-
erty as a result of fires.

_The importance of this bill was recog-
nized last year by the National Advisory
Commission on Criminal Justice Stand-
ards and Goals. The Task Force on Police
recommended that Congress enact legis-
lation authorizing benefits to the sur-
vivors of State and local law enforcement
officers killed in the performance of duty.

Mr. Chairman, the bill is intended to
apply to all policemen and firemen,
whether paid or volunteer, and whether
regular or reserve, It is intended to cover
prison guards, corrections officers, and
certain other public safety officers, as
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
Emeere) has indicated. I think that
there would be & very strong presumption
of coverage whenever a public safety offi-
cer dies as the result of a eriminal act.
It is my belief that National Guardsmen
would be covered if they die in the line
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of duty while acting as a State law en-
forcement arm. But in every case there
is an important limitation; that is, that
the law enforcement personnel must be
engaged in a dangerous or potentially
dangerous activity in line of duty.
Clearly, the mere fact that a person is
a public safety officer on duty is not such
an activity. His particular duty must be
more than usually hazardous,

Certainly it is entirely appropriate for
LEAA to make deferminations of eligi-
bility in specific cases within the guide-
lines laid down in the act.

This is a carefully drawn bill. It will
serve the national need for more effective
law enforcement. Two years ago the
House expressed its will and passed the
predecessor bill. It is time we made good
on our expression of intent and passed
this bill.

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr, DENNIS) .

Mr. DENNIS. Mr. Chairman and mem-
bers of the Committee, it so happens that
I spent 4 years as a State’s prosecuting
attorney, approximately 1 year as a mili-
tary prosecutor, and I have also done
some criminal defending, and in all these
cases I have worked closely with police
officers, and I like police officers, and I
respect police officers, and I have every
admiration for the type of work they do.
So I hope that nobody will say that be-
cause I am opposed to this bill, which
I think is completely unsound legislation,
that I am opposed to police officers. I am
not. They are great people.

But that does not have a great deal to
do with what we are talking about today.

Paying the survivors of local police
officers benefits is not the proper job of
the Federal Government. The local and
State governments which employ those
police officers ought to take care of that,
and they can take care of that. Any
State or city that is entitled to have a
police force at all has got money to take
care of that, and they ought to do it. If
they do not do it, it is a reflection on
them, and the police people ought to go
to those local people and see to it that
they do do it.

There is no excuse, really, for coming
in here for what is properly a State and
a city responsibility

The danger of this is that it is a step
toward—although not maybe a big step—
but it is a step toward the federalization
of our police, because when you hold the
purse strings you are the boss. That is
something I am opposed to. Every Mem-
ber of this body, liberal or conservative,
ought to be opposed to it, too.

In addition to that, Mr. Chairman,
this is far too broad a bill. It does not
confine it to death from fighting crime or
death from fighting fire; it includes any
death in the performance of a duty
which the Administrator has determined
is potentially dangerous—whatever that
means.

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

Mr. DENNIS, Not just at this minute,
because of the briefness of the time that
has been allotted to me. Otherwise I
would yield to the gentleman.
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Further, Mr. Chairman, there is no
sta_.dard in here to guide the Admin-
istrator. I question if that is even a
constitutional provision. The bill is dis-
criminatory because, as it has been
pointed out here, the policeman who
dies in bed, that man’'s wife is just as
entitled to help anc' sympathy as the wife
of a man who dies fighting crime or
fighting a fire.

The soldier or the Federal official is
more our responsibility than the local
policeman.

Finally, and most unusually, this is
not prospective like legislation usually
is, and ought to be—it iz retroactive to
October 11, 1972, for some reason. Look,
I have lots of policemen who were killed
in my State early in October 1972, and
in September, 1972, or in 1971, What in
the world is the excuse of taking an ar-
bitrary date like that, and giving every-
body thereafter $50,000, and then ex-
cluding the people who died before?

That is the kind of bill that this is.

It is an unsound bill. It is unsound in
political theory, in economies, in logie,
and because it is preferential and unfair.
Therefore I am against the legislation.

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield such
time as he may consume to the gentle-
man from Illinois (Mr. RAILSBACK).

Mr. RAILSBACK. I would just like to
add how pleased I am the House is now
considering H.R. 11321, legislation I
have sponsored to provide a $50,000 death
gratuity to the survivor of public safety
officers killed in the line of duty. This
bill is based upon the premise there are
inherent dangers in being a public safety
officer, and these officers should not be
asked to run the ulfimate risk of so-
ciety’s security if that same soclety is
not genuinely concerned about them and
their families.

Between 1961 and 1973, more than a
thousand police officers died in the line
of duty. In 1973 alone, 134 police officers
lost their lives while fighting erime. Most
of these individuals were in their mid-
20’s at a time when family responsibili-
ties are great and savings are low.

Between 1960 and 1970, nearly 800 fire-
men died while fighting fires, The De-
partment of Labor now lists firefighting
as the most hazardous profession in our
country. Social strife and civil disorders
have also created new hazards for fire-
fighters. In recent years, these men have
become the targets of sniper fire and the
victims of physical violence and harass-
ment while trying to do their jobs.

Correctional personnel are still an-
other group of public safety officers who
are exposed to dangers in the perform-
ance of their duties. The violent out-
breaks at Attica and San Quentin all too
well dramatize the risks such men must
take. In 1971 and 1972, 20 correctional
officers were killed.

The families of these professional men
and women are left heartbroken and
virtually alone with all the major finan-
cial problems which tend to snowball
when the breadwinner dies. Since pub-
lice safety officers are often underpaid,
their families are seldom assured of fi-
gancial security if they meet an untimely

eath.
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Despite this fact, many States do not
provide sufficient death benefits to the
survivors of public safety officers. Eight-
een States provide no financial assist-
ance at all, and the benefits that are ex-
tended in other States are woefully in-
adequate.

I believe we must demonstrate our ap-
preciation for the services the public
safety officer renders, and must take up
our responsibility to his family who will
be so tragically affected if he should die
while performing his duty. Passage of
H.R. 11321 will assist in fulfilling our
obligation to those brave men and women
who daily risk their lives in order to do
something meaningful about crime and
safety in our country, and to their fam-
jlies who provide them with such vital
support. I urge immediate enactment of
H.R. 11321.

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from New Jer-
sey (Mr. HunT).

Mr. HUNT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of HLR. 11321. I believe I can
say at the outset that I am the senior
member of the former law enforcement
group that is sprinkled throughout this
House when all our Members are pres-
ent. I have put in some 30-odd years in
the field of law enforcement, and I just
simply cannot understand some of the
statements that have been made here
today.

I rose from the ranks of a young
trooper in the New Jersey State Police
to the commanding officer of the best
criminal investigation section the State
ever had, in my estimation, and with
some of the greatest fellows I ever worked
with. I wonder how some of my col-
leagues would feel today if they were me
in 1932. My partner, a young gentleman
by the name of Francis O'Brien, a mem-
ber of the New Jersey State Police with
2 years of service, married, with a young
son, went into a dwelling fire, sustained
injuries, and as a result died a few years
later, leaving a widow with his child to
raise. The insurance was Very meager.
Insurance in the State police comes at a
high premium in a group form. That was
very shortly exhausted because from that
meager insurance money that she re-
ceived, she had to bury her husband.

As a result, a fund was formed in the
New Jersey State Police by troopers on
the road who still contribute to the ex-
penses of the widows and children so that
their children might receive a compara-
ble education with that of the ladies
and gentlemen who are Members of this
House.

We contribute to it personally. We
have no other way of performing an act
of financial assistance to the family of
the deceased trooper.

How many of the Members here have
ever ridden in a police car and had a
partner killed alongside of them, and
had to go tell his wife with three chil-
dren what happened, and then help to
buy food for those kids for the next 2 or
3 months until the insurance check
came?

My colleagues simply do not know
what they are talking about. They are
speaking of $50,000 as though they are
speaking of the foreign aid bill, as though
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they are speaking of something in a
budget. They come to this Chamber and
vote for a Federal ceiling of $380 billion,
and keep on raising the price by spending
more money for incidentals so they can
pay out next year $29 billion in interest
for the money they spent. And then they
begrudge the widow of a policeman or a
fireman who has given his life in the
service of his community or his State a
mere pittance of $50,000. They should be
ashamed of themselves,

Some call this a miserable bill. I do
not call it a miserable bill. Let me tell
the Members there about other people in
this world. There are two kinds of pe-
culiar people I have met. One kind are
the men who get up early in the morning
and go duck hunting hoping for rough
weather. The others are those men who
get up all hours of the night, who work
all hours of the day in all kinds of
weather, to fight fire in their neighbors’
homes and communities, who are known
as volunteer firemen, who do not get 10
cents remuneration for their jobs nor for
the way they sacrifice themselves for the
general public. Yet there are firemen in
this country who are volunteer firemen.
They are a strong breed—they deserve
more credit than they get.

The Members talk about getting a vol-
unteer Army. Try to get a volunteer fire-
man today. My colleagues must be out. of
their cotton-picking minds to deprive
their families of $50,000 in case of their
death while performing an official duty.

I cannot think of anything better than
this particular bill today. I intend to fight
any and all amendments on this floor,
from personal knowledge as to what has
occurred in the ranks of policemen and
law enforcement officers and firemen.
Today I intend to fight any change any-
one tries to make.

How many Members in this room, ex-
cept a few of us, have ever faced a man
with a knife or been shot off of a ladder
with fire? Think carefully and support
the bill, HR. 11321,

Mr. Chairman, I cannot further indi-
cate how strongly I feel about this bill.

The CHAIRMAN., The time of the gen~
tleman has expired.

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield one-
half minute additionally to the gentle-
man.

Mr. HUNT. I thank the gentleman for
yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I cannot tell you how
strongly I feel about this measure. I am
the sponsor of a bill exactly the same as
this with a different number. I could not
testify before the committee because
they moved their quarters for the meet-
ing of their hearings and did not notify
me. But today I have had my say on the
floor and I urge all Members to support
the bill in its entirety without any
amendments.

Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Chairman, I yield
to the gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. Burke) such time as he may con-
sume.

Mr. BUREKE of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in support of this legis-
lation that recognizes the great sacrifices
made by our law enforcement officers in
our Nation and also our firefighters. In
1973, a total of 131 local, county, and
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State policemen were killed in the per-
formance of duty as the result of felon-
ious criminal action. These men and
women put their lives on the line every
day. During recent years an increasing
number of public safety officers have died
as a result of the premeditated design of
violent dissenters who have chosen them
as symbolic targets for demonstrating
their dissatisfaction with society. The
policeman is in the front lines protecting
the lives and property of the American
people.

During the year 1972, 170 firefighters
died in the line of duty. Furthermore, it
has been officially determined by the
Department of Labor that firefighting is
now the most hazardous profession in the
United States.

I support the commitiee’s recom-
mendation that the sum of $50,000
should be provided to meet the immedi-
ate financial needs of the officers’ survi-
vors. I also support the committee’s rec-
ommendation upon a showing of need
and in a case where a benefit will proba-
bly be awarded, that an interim benefit
payment not exceeding $3,000 be
awarded to assist the individual during
this time of hardship. Such an interim
payment will be deducted from the final
amount if and when awarded.

In gddition to providing direct financial
compensation to the families of deceased
officers, testimony before the committee
indicates that this legislation will also
significantly increase the morale of law
enforcement personnel and will greatly
assist State and local governments in
their recruiting efforts.

This is no time for our Federal Gov-
ernment to be serimping in the area of
Federal expenditures., When one stops
and thinks of the billions of dollars that
are spent in foreign aid, when one stops
to think about the billions of dollars that
mulitinational corporations save through
tax loopholes, then in all good judgment
we should do something for those in
America who lay down their lives for
their fellowman.

I respect and honor the law enforce-
ment officials in our Nation. I hold in the
highest esteem our firefighting forces of
our country. I support this legislation and
conclude by saying it is long overdue.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Pennsylvania has 1 minute remaining.

Mr, EILBERG. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the final 1 minute to the gentleman
from California (Mr. DANIELSON).

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Chairman, as a co-
sponsor of this legislation for the 92d
and 93d Congress I would like to express
my gratification over the fact that the
House is going to vote on the matter
today. This day has been long in com-
ing and is, for me, most of our col-
leagues, and the public safety officers
and their families of this Nation, most
welcome.

On this occasion I will make my re-
marks brief because I believe this legis-
lation speaks for itself in justification
of need while human understanding
really obviates the necessity for explicit
justification at all.

In reporting out this legislation the
Judiciary Committee stated society has
a moral obligation to compensate the
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families of those individuals who daily
risk their lives to preserve peace and
protect the lives and property of others.
What more need be said.

Hopefully the benefits offered by this
legislation might never be drawn upon.
Realistically, however, we know that
there are tragically too many widows
and surviving children who desperately
require them right now.

Mr. Chairman, nothing can compensate
these unfortunate survivors for the loss
they have suffered, a loss which is felt
and shared by society at large. How-
ever, this bill can and will provide at
least some monetary compensation for
these persons and I respectfully urge its
passage.

Mr. STEELE. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to join in supporting H.R. 11321, leg-
islation providing authority to LEAA to
make $50,000 payments to surviving de-
pendents of certain public safety officers
slain in the line of duty. As & cosponsor
of almost identical legislation, I feel this
bill is of particular importance to our
Nation’s dedicated servants who daily lay
their lives on the line to protect the pub-
lic from the dangers of crime and fire.

Specifically, the bill would cover po-
licemen, correctional officers, prison
guards, probation and parole officers, and
officers in programs dealing with juve-
nile delinquency and narcotic addiction,
as well as full-time and volunteer fire-
fighters. In the event of death while in
the performance of their duties, the fam-
ily of a slain officer would receive an in-
terim benefit payment of $3,000 with a
final awerd of $50,000 to meet the im-
mediate financial needs and cushion the
hardships sustained by the dependents.

As my colleagues have so clearly dem-
onstrated, this legislation is of great im-
portance to the thousands of law en-
forcement officers who place their lives
in jeopardy regularly as part of their
dedication to public service, and I want
to wholeheartedly endorse this viewpoint.
At the same time, I believe the extension
of the bill’s benefits to include firefight-
ers deserves special mention.

All of us know instinctively Jow great
the dangers of firefighting are. The sta-
tistics clearly show that firefighting is
the most dangerous profession in the
country. For example, during 1972 fire-
fighting took the lives of 170 men. This is
a rate of 87 accidental work deaths per
100,000 workers—the highest rate of any
occupation.

Yet all too often Congress has over-
looked our Nation's fire service. While
our afttention has been focused on the
crime rate, with Congress generously
providing needed financial assistance to
law enforcement agencies amounting to
$1.6 billion from 1969 through 1972, we
have tended to neglect the sacrifices and
unselfish dedication members of the
fire service have shown. However, with
this bill and with the Fire Prevention and
Control Act, which is scheduled for House
actlon tomorrow, we are about to turn
the corner.

Since I infroduced the first compre-
hensive fire prevention and safety legis-
lation in February 1972, I have fre-

quently spoken out about the need for the
Federal Government to use its resources
to help our Nation’s fire service keep

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

pace with the dramatic and rapidly
changing nature of the fire problem. To
meet the new challenges, the fire service
needs new, innovative equipment as well
as special training and educational pro-
grams, and these are the goals behind
my fire package and the major fire bill
we will consider tomorrow.

However, the most exotic equipment
and advanced training programs are not
enough. What the fire service needs most
of all is men. Men dedicated to preserv-
ing life. Bold, imaginative men to main-
tain the “esprit de corps’ and pride so
essential to the fire service. This is where
the bill before us now—the Public Safety
Officers Benefits Act—is so important.
I am confident that, by showing our fire-
fighters how concerned Congress really
is about their welfare, this bill will build
morale among firefighters and will serve
to assist greatly in recruiting efforts.

Moreover, we should not overlook the
needs of rural and volunteer fire de-
partments and the increasing difficulty
they experience in attracting volunteers.
Many volunteer fire departments are
hard pressed to obtain adequate operat-
ing funds. Yet, because of continuing
urban expansion, these fire departments
are having to use the bulk of their funds
for purchasing new equipment or en-
larging existing stations, With a new
pumper costing at a minimum of $30,000,
many volunteer fire departments simply
cannot afford the additional financial
burden of providing group life insurance.
This bill provides a solid backstop in
cases such as these.

I feel strongly that Congress does have
a responsibility to provide incentives
needed to maintain strong, responsive
firefighting organizations—and strong
crime detection and prevention agencies.
This bill is a sound step in that direction.

Let me also point out that legisla-
tion similar to the Public Safety Officers
Benefits Act has already been approved
by the House. On October 11, 1972, by
unanimous consent, we accepted a simi-
lar bill, only to see our efforts short-cir-
cuited when Congress adjourned before
considering the conference report.

I urge my colleagues to join me in vot-
ing for this important and meaningful
bill.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, as a co-
sponsor of H.R. 11321 and a member of
the Judiciary Committee, I urge my col-
leagues fo join me in support of the Pub-
lic Safety Officer’s Benefit Act of 1974.
This legislation provides a $50,000 Fed-
eral payment to the surviving dependents
of public safefy officers who die as the
direct and proximate result of personal
injury sustained in the line of duty.

In 1961, a total of 37 local, county, and
State public law enforcement officers
were killed in the performance of their
duty as a result of felonious eriminal ac-
tion. In 1973, 131 officers were killed. It
has been estimated that 790 firefighters
died in the line of duty between 1960
and 1970.

Public safety officers are expected to
possess a broad range of attributes. They
are required to endure long periods of
monotony in routine patrol and admin-
istrative duties, yet react immediately to
serious problem situations. They are as-
sumed to know the physical and social

11703

characteristics of the area they serve.
They must exhibit initiative, problem-
solving capacity, effective judgment, and
imagination in coping with the numerous
complex situations they are called upon
to face.

Public safety officers must make
prompt and effective decisions, sometimes
in life-or-death situations, based on their
ability to size up a situation quickly and
take appropriate action, They must dem-
onstrate critical awareness in discerning
signs of out-of-the-ordinary conditions.
They must possess a number of complex
psychomotor skills, such as driving a ve-
hicle in an emergency situation, show~
ing facility in self-defense, and main-
taining strength, agility, and endurance,

Public safety officers must be able to
perform the communications and rec-
ordkeeping funections of the joh. It is
essential for them to act effectively in
extremely divergent interpersonal situa-
tions. They must endure verbal and
physical abuse from citizens and offend-
ers and be capable of restoring equi-
librium to social groups., They must
possess leadership qualities, and be able
to work under both loose and strict
supervision.

Public safety officers must tolerate
stress in a multitude of forms, exhibit
courage in the face of dangerous situa-
tions, maintain objectivity, and demon-
strate a high level of personal integrity
and ethical conduct.

Where is society expected to find such
demi-gods?—Ifor an average of less than
$8,000 a year?

In the first place, the failure to pay
adequate salaries has a direct effect on
recruitment of public safety officers. Low
salaries and allowances are interpreted
by public safety officers as evidence of
the contempt in which police are held by
the public and politicians. One dimen-
sion of this problem is that policemen,
firemen, correctional officers, and other
public safety officers work under severe
occupational hazards, and many States
have failed to provide adequate death
benefits for their survivors.

The quality of the entire criminal jus-
tice system depends on the qualitr of
the police. In addition to providing di-
rect financial compensation to the fami-
lies of deceased officers, this legislation
will also assist State and local govern-
ments in their recruiting efforts and will
increase the morale of law enforcement
personnel.

Mr. Chairman, the work of public
safety officers is an inestimable social
benefit to all citizens. These men per-
form for the public the dangerous, high-
risk activities associated with law en-
forcement and firefighting, It is clearly
appropriate for the Congress to provide
a measure of security for the families of
those public safety officers who lose their
lives while pursuing public duties. We
must enact this legislation today for the
men who provide one of the most sensi-
tive and important functions in our
society.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Chairman, the Public Safety Officers
Benefits Act, HR. 11321, is one of the
most important bills to come before the
House of Representatives in the 93d
Congress in the field of law enforcement.
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Unfortunately, we have not acted early
enough on this legislation, for the needs
of our law enforcement officers are well
known to many of us.

The American public depends heavily
on its law enforcement officers. These
officers are besieged however with a
growing number of problems. Their mo-
rale is low. Recent court decisions have
protected the rights of the accused, but
at the same time, have made the law en-
forcement officer’s job much tougher. To
further compound the problem, the offi-
cer’s rights are not similarly protected.
This legislation which we have before us
today, Mr. Chairman, would go a long
way to correct this inequity.

Today the policemen's rights are pro-
tected in official court hearings. How-
ever, the case is guite different in ad-
ministrative and grievance hearings.
This is the primary scene of the trouble
we seek to correct today.

New grievance procedures would be
established to insure the rights of police-
men. Policemen would be assured the
right to have their peers sit on various
judgment panels. A law enforcement offi-
cer’s rights while off duty would also be
outlined. Other rights would be better
defined so that not only the policemen
but also his supervisors would be guided
in their relationships with one another.

Whether they are patrolmen on the
local beat or specialized Federal agents,
we can be proud of the job being done
by our law enforcement officers. They
are regularly called on to make sacri-
fices to insure the protection of us—the
citizens. I think they deserve to have
the same guaranteed rights shared by
the rest of the population. Therefore, I
urge my colleagues to join in supporting
this legislation.

This bill has the expressed support of
over one-fourth of the Members of this
body. It is also widely supported by the
various law enforcement associations
around our great Nation.

QOur helping the law enforcement offi-
cers will help them to do a better job
for us. With the assurances that they
will receive fair and just treatment for
all they undertake, their behavior, atti-
tude, and performance will all improve,
bringing us improved service and pro-
tection. This bill, today, will give us the
opportunity to make those assurances.

Mr. EASTENMEIER. Mr. Chairman,
as a cosponsor of HLR. 11321, I rise in
support of this legislation which provides
benefits for surviving dependents of pub-
lic safety officers who die as the direct
and proximate result of an injury sus-
tained in the line of duty.

The quality of our law enforcement
personnel is a reflection of our Nation's
attitude toward the meaning and en-
forcement of our laws. When consider-
ing a career in the law enforcement or
firefighting professions, a highly quali-
fied person with dependents might be
more inclined to consider this area as a
career knowing that, if a death occurs,
this benefit will be of assistance. This
bill would have the effect of improving
recruitment efforts and would be a sym=-
bol of the respeet that our Federal Gov-
ernment has for its laws and the men
and women who enforce them.

I am particularly pleased that the Ju-
diciary Committee adopted an amend-
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ment to this bill which I first offered back
in 1972 to specifically include corrections
officers, and probation and parole per-
sonnel within the definition of public
safety officers whose families are eligible
for benefits under the provisions of this
measure.

There are many who feel that it is
the State’s responsibility to adopt com-
pensation programs for law enforcement
officers. However, for whatever reasons,
the majority of State legislatures have
not created compensation programs.
Further, the efforts of the small private
charities that exist throughout the coun-
try to assist the struggling families of
slain public safety officers are clearly in-
sufficient. Crime knows no State boun-
daries and, therefore, the economic
plight of the dependents of public safety
officers ought to be a national concern.

There is a real need for some initia-
tive and response from the Federal Gov-
ernment to provide in a minimal way for
the financial security of the dependents
of public safety officers who meet sudden
deaths. HR. 11321 will meet that need
and I urge its adoption.

Mrs. GRASSO. Mr. Chairman, today
the House has the opportunity to com-
plete some unfinished business from the
92d Congress.

During the closing hectic days of the
last Congress, the House passed a bill to
provide certain benefits to the survivors
of public safety officers killed in the line
of duty. Unfortunately, the Congress ad-
journed without taking final action on
the proposal.

In the interest of justice and fairness,
the House must pass HR. 11321, the
Public Safety Officers Benefits Act. The
bill would provide a $50,000 payment
to the survivors of public safety officers
such as policemen, firemen, corrections
officers, and prison guards, killed in the
line of duty.

Each day these men and women risk
their lives for the rest of us. Far too
often, however, they receive neither the
respect nor the gratitude which their
hazardous professions merit.

Last year 131 local and State law en-
forcement personnel were killed as a re-
sult of criminal action. An estimated 170
volunteer and professional firemen also
lost their lives in the line of duty. Each
one died while protecting homes, fam-
ilies, and businesses.

Nevertheless, adequate compensation
is not provided to the families of these
officers who have paid the supreme price
for the public welfare. Daily the families
of public safety officers worry about the
safety of their loved ones and, if tragedy
strikes, they face the trauma of putting
together their lonely lives which may
bring with them the additional burdens
of mortgages, medical, and education
expenses. Unfortunately, the finanecial
resources needed too often are not avail-
able.

Mr. Chairman, this is not a local prob-
lem. The policeman or fireman does not
protect the inhabitants of his town or
city alone—he is responsible for the
safety of every person who might be in
danger in his area of jurisdiction. Con-
sequently, the compensation for his
death goes beyond the responsibility of
the locality.
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These dedicated officers who daily risk
their lives should be provided with the
assurance that certain compensation
will be provided to their families if
hazardous duty results in their death.

Yesterday, I received a communica-
tion from various police, fire and cor-
rections leaders in Connecticut support-
ing HR. 11321. The bill has also been
endorsed by the Conneeticut VFW and
other groups who recognize that the
morale of our public safety officers is en-
hanced by the assured welfare of their
families.

As a cosponsor of this legislation in
both the 92d and 93d Congresses, I sup-
port the bill and urge its approval by the
House.

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of H.R. 11321, the Public
Safety Officers Benefit Act, legislation
which I am convinced is badly needed
and in fact well deserved by our Nation’s
public safety officers. As a practicing at-
torney handling a number of criminal
cases, as a member of the Maryland Leg-
islature, and now as a Member of Con-
gress, I have come to appreciate the ex-
cellent service being rendered to our
States and the Nation by the men and
women who work in police, fire, and pub-
lic safety service.

This particular bill is especially needed
in view of the fact that it grants assist-
ance to the families of those public safe-
ty officers who die in the line of duty. In
the last decade the instances of attacks
upon police and firemen have increased
alarmingly, adding to the already dan-
gerous nature of their everyday duties.
As our society has evidenced greater dis-~
respect for law and order, the public
safety officers have had to fight a battle,
often alone, against the criminal element
in society.

The very least we in Congress can do
is support this legislation which is bad-
ly needed, and I am pleased to be able to
do that today.

Mr. KARTH. Mr, Chairman, I rise in
support of H.R. 11321, a bill to provide
a $50,000 death benefit to the survivors
of certain peace officers and firefighters
killed in the performance of duty. We
can no longer ignore the hardships faced
by the families of those killed while
carrying out functions basic to the safety
and well-being of society, often at ridic-
ulously low wages.

The statistics supplied to us point out
the increasing dangers peace officers and
fire fighters face. In 1961 only 37 law
enforcement officers were killed as the
result of felonious criminal action. That
number more than tripled between 1861
and last year, when 131 officers were
killed. In the first 2 months of 1974 an-
other 15 were slain. And, according to
estimates, 790 firefighters died in the line
of duty between 1960 and 1970,

This bill has passed both the House
and Senate before, but in the press of
time the conference committee report
failed to pass before the 92nd Congress
adjourned in 1972. So we move today not
in a panic reaction to a senseless kiliing
or fragic fire—although we have had
enough of those in recent years. We are
acting today rather out of a long felt
concern and a recognition after lengthy
deliberation that this area is one of Fed-
eral responsibility.
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In some States there is no compensa-
tion in these cases, and, survivors must
depend on the uncertain benevolence of
the community. Minnesota, happily, is
no longer one of these. The 1973 Min-
nesota Legislature passed legislation to
provide a $25,000 death benefit to police
and fire officers killed in the line of duty,
as well as to good Samaritans killed while
assisting them. Several payments have
already been approved under this new
law.

I support the bill before us today al-
though it does not go as far as I think it
should. I originally proposed in the 91st
Congress legislation that would provide
benefits similar to pensions to the sur-
vivors of peace officers and firefighters
killed in the line of duty and to officers
totally disabled in the line of duty.

My bill would have provided surviving
spouses with a benefit equal to 45 per-
cent of the slain officer’s monthly wage,
with an additional 15 percent for each
dependent up to 2 maximum of 75 per-
cent. Any officer totally disabled in the
line of duty would have received two-
thirds of his monthly wage under my
bill. Officers with dependents would have
received three-quarters of their monthly
wage.

H.R. 11321 falls short of addressing
the long range problem faced by peace
and fire officers’ survivors, but it will go
a long way toward meeting their needs
in the years immediately after the fam-
ily breadwinner is struck down in violent
tragedy.

Another beneficial effect of this legis-
lation, in my opinion, is that it should
improve morale and improve recruiting
of top flight personnel. Certainly, no one
takes a job with the thought in mind
that he or she will be killed, but anyone
considering a job should take account of
benefits, such as life insurance that it
offers. And in the case of peace officers
and fire fighters, where the increased
dangers are obvious, I can’t help buf be-
lieve that this $50,000 benefit will be con=-
sidered by potential recruits.

This legislation does not go far enough,
but it is & good beginning. Let us ap-
prove it now so that the fears of peace
officers and firefighters that their death
will leave their families destitute is
erased.

Mr. McKINNEY, Mr. Chairman, this
week, the attention of hundreds of
thousands of the Nation's public safety
officers is focused on the House of Rep-
resentatives in the hopes that we will
respond to a need which has existed for
many years, but which, until recently,
has gone almost completely unacknowl-
edged.

In considering H.R. 11321, the Public
Safety Officers Benefits Act, we are dis-
cussing an issue which must be faced as
part of the harsh reality of life in the
1970's.

I would readily admit, that it is not a
pleasant task to discuss legislation aimed
at compensating the widows and families
of public safety officers killed in the line
of duty, but consideration of this legis-
lation at least serves as an acknowledg-
ment of the fact that each time a public
safety officer puts on his uniform, he
puts his life on the line,

Personally, I cannot speak for what
goes on in the mind of a public safety
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officer, but I think that in quoting a re-
cent letter I received from Mr. Edward
Kiernan, president of the International
Conference of Police Associations, my
colleagues will be able to get an idea of
just what the life of a public safety offi-
cer entails. Mr. Kiernan wrote:

Most young men become police officers be-
cause they want & job that is interesting,
active and unigue. They are aware of the
dangers involved and are ready to accept
them. They dedicate themselves and their
lives to the protection of the public and the
maintainence of what we know as law and
order. Historlcally, they are family men and
their love of children, their own as well as
others, is well known to all of us. If there Is
one thought in their minds, while they en-
gage in their dangerous work, it is the con-
stant worry about what will become of their
wives and children if and when they are
called upon to make the supreme sacrifice.

Perhaps there are those who would
disagree with me, but I do not believe
the enactment of this legislation will
serve as an effective enticement in the
recruitment of new public safety officers.
Benefits or not, we are fortunate to have
men and women in this Nation whose
respect for the law, whose desire for
order, and whose concern for their fellow
citizen motivates them to turn to the
profession of public safety work.

To the contrary, this bill speaks di-
rectly to the hazard which is very much
a part of their daily lives, a risk they ac-
cept willingly so that they can continue
to serve the people.

In point of fact, there is little this Con-
gress, or anyone for that matter, can
adequately do to compensate the survi-
vor’s of a slain police officer. We can,
however, with the enactment of H.R.
11321, make life a little more bearable
and in some cases, continued existence
possible.

As I am sure you know, Mr. Speaker,
the average age of a policeman killed in
the line of duty in the last 10 years is 30.
At the age of 30, most men are assuming
their first mortgage, are burdened with
the costs of raising children, and are
probably more in debt than they ever
will be in their lives again. A half-pay
pension plan can strap a widow and chil-
dren for life. This is not the price a fam-
ily should pay whose breadwinner has
chosen as a life work, the maintenance of
the law and the protection of fellow
citizens.

In some cases, the dollar figure in this
bill, $50,000, may not be enough; in
others, it may be too much. On balance,,
however, I think it is to be an equitable
amount and as with the spirit of the bill,
the least we can do. If enacted at that
level, the total cost to the Government
can only be approximated. I know that
it would please me as much as it would
you, Mr, Chairman, if on enactment we
never had to pay a penny. Realistically,
and unfortunately, however, we must
face the reality that that will never be
so. Public safety officers will continue to
fall as they try to do their job. What next
year’s figure will be, no one knows. The
best and only projection we can offer is
the fact that in the decade of the sixties,
an average of 100 policemen were killed
in the line of duty each year.

‘With a $50,000 benefit payment to each
family, that would have come to $5 mil-
lion payment annually, a small sum, Mr.
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Speaker, in terms of the Federal
Treasury.

Mr. Chairman, I know that I speak for
all of the public safety officers of Con-
necticut’s Fourth District, as well as the
Nation, in calling on my colleagues to
enact swift passage of this legislation.
In so doing, the Congress will be taking
the major step of finally acknowledging
the plight of the public safety officer’s
widows and families. No amount of
money can ever compensate entirely for
the loss of a loved one, but passage of
H.R. 11321 will hopefully go a long way
towards easing the hardships which fol-
low such a loss.

Mr. MINISH. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of H.R. 11321, a bhill to provide
benefits to survivors of public service of-
ficers who die in the performance of
duty.

As a longtime cosponsor of this most
meritorious legislation, I am pleased that
the Judiciary Committee once again has
brought the measure to the House floor
for consideration. Members may recall
that similar legislation was approved by
the House in October 1972, but did not
clear the Senate prior to the adjourn-
ment of the 92d Congress.

In summary, Mr. Chairman, HR. 11321
amends the Omnibus Crime Control and
Safe Streets Act of 1968 to provide a
$50,000 Federal payment to the surviv-
ing dependents of local and State pub-
lic safety officers who die from a per-
sonal injury sustained while in the per-
formance of duty. Those covered under
the provisions of the bhill include State
and local policemen, correctional officers,
prison guards, and both volunteer and
professional firemen.

Benefits would be awarded to depend-
ents of law enforcement officials killed
while engaged in the prevention of crime,
and to firemen who lose their lives while
engaged in fighting fires. In addition,
benefits would he retroactive to October
11, 1972, the date the bill originally
passed the House.

Mr. Chairman, I urge an overwhelm-
ing vote of approval for HR. 11321. Its
passage will serve as a partial and long-
overdue payment for the debts we owe
policemen and firemen for the protection
they so selfiessly provide for all citizens
and it would emphasize the Nation's de-
termination to support law enforcement
in deeds as well as in words.

Mr. STAREK. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to express my opposition to this
bill and explain why I hope we will de-
feat it.

First, it has been adequately demon-
strated that death benefits do not pro-
vide an additional recruitment incen-
tive for new officers. This bill cannot
strengthen the fight against crime,

Even more important, however, is the
fact that this compensation is not a
Federal responsibility. Surviving de-
pendents should absolutely receive gen-
erous compensation, but the Federal
Government should mot assume a re-
sponsibility that lies elsewhere. The em-
ployer must bear these costs. Any town,
city, or State that has the funds to em-
ploy police officers can afford a group
life insurance policy for these officers
that provides generous death benefits.

This country—and the Federal Gov-
ernment—do indeed owe tremendous
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gratitude to the officers who risk their
lives for our safety. But if we provide
their death compensation we must ex-
tend the same gratitude to the FBI,
the Secret Service, and Armed Forces
personnel who perform the same duties.
We cannot, as the Federal Government,
single out police for these special bene-
fits and neglect the others equally
deserving.

This bill would create an unfairness
that would only later have to be cor-
rected. Instead of supporting it, we
should require State or local govern-
ments to provide insurance policies that
will give these much-needed benefits.

Mr. Chairman, I believe, as do my col-
leagues, that a police officer killed in
the performance of duty deserves com-
pensation now sorely lacking. But this
is bad legislation, and I therefore urge
my colleagues to join me in pressing
for a different solution.

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Chairman,
I support H.R. 11321, which would pro-
vide tax-free benefits to survivors of cer-
tain public safety officers who die in the
performance of duty.

The rate of law enforcement officers
killed in the line of duty is continually
increasing. Likewise, the Department of
Labor has officially determined that fire-
fighting is the most hazardous profession
in the United States. Despite the most
severe occupational hazards of these two
professions, there remains to be estab-
lished in most instances sufficient death
benefits for the survivors of the deceased
officers.

The Judiciary Committee in its re-
port on H.R. 11321 noted that—

[b]lecause of this fact [increasing deaths
from occupational hazards] and in recogni-
tion of soclety’s moral obligation to compen-
sate the families of those individuals who

dally risk their lives to preserve peace and
to protect the lives and property of others,
the Committee is of the opinion that a Fed-
eral payment of $50,000 should be provided
to meet the immediate financial needs of the
officers’ survivors,

Mr. Chailrman, I agree with the com-
mittee and hope that my colleagues in
the House will agree also.

Firemen would be covered only while
directly engaged in fighting fires, and
authority would be granted the Law En-
forcement Assistance Administration to
determine which specific hazardous ac-
tivities are in line of duty for police of-
ficers.

Because similar legislation was not
successful in the Congress previously,
this bill's effective date is October 11,
1972, at which time the similar legisla-
tion passed the House in the 92d Con-
gress.

I urge my colleagues to vote again to
pass this legislation and upgrade these
noble but dangerous professions.

Mr. MAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of H.R. 11321, the Public Safety
Officers Benefits Act of 1974, and urge its
passage by the House. I cosponsored in-
troduction of HLR. 11321 and voted in
the House Judiciary Committee to report
it favorably. I had also joined in the
introduction of the bill on which this
was based, H.R. 9139, the Police Officers
Benefits Act of 1971, on June 15, 1971,
As a member of the House Judiciary
Committee's Subcommittee No. 1 during
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the 92d Congress. I participated in the
hearings and executive sessions on this
subject. Those hearings as well as my
correspondence and conversations with
public safety officers and others from my
Sixth Congressional District of northwest
Iowa all served to strengthen my con-
viction regarding the need for Federal
death benefits for the survivors, not only
of police officers but also firemen killed
in the line of duty.

In the 12 months ending June 30, 1971,
there were 110 police fatalities resulting
from criminal assaults with weapons
against this Nation's police officers.
Twenty of these murdered policemen
were the fatal victims of ambush attacks
while on routine patrol, 13 were killed
in the process of making felony arrests,
and 11 police deaths occurred while the
officer was responding to a felony-in-
progress call. These statistics have con-
tinued to increase annually, as have also
the fatalities of firemen through sniping
and other criminal assaults. Yet the vast
majority of States and many smaller
cities and towns still provide no death
benefits to the victims’ survivors. What
is needed is a minimum payment that
assures substantial benefits to the fam-
ilies of murdered public safety officers.

There is already considerable prece-
dent for this in Federal law. The Con-
gress has authorized the payment of
$50,000 to the survivors of police and
other public safety officers killed in the
line of duty here in the District of Co-
Iumbia. And in Public Law 90-291, we
amended the Federal Employees Com-
pensation Act to provide Federal bene-
fits to survivors of local police officers
killed while enforcing a Federal law or
guarding a Federal prisoner.

Mr. Chairman, the present bill is a
logical extension of those laws. It is
urgently needed, in order to make public
safety officer careers more acceptable
and attractive to qualified citizens, We
cannot ask decent, hard-working men
and women to go ouf into the night as
law-enforcement officers or firemen and
face the constant risk of murder and
mayhem while we ignore their rightful
request that their families be protected
irom financial calamity. We owe enact-
ment of this law and its implementa-
tion at the very least to the scores of
police and firemen’s families who lose
husbands and fathers each year in this
country. I again urge all Members to join
in supporting approval of this legisla-
tion.

Mr. DORN. Mr. Chairman, our bill
would cover policemen, highway patrol-
men, deputies, sheriffs, State law-en-
forcement officials, firemen, and volun-
teer firemen.

Mr. Chairman, every day the urgent
need becomes more obvious for the legis-
lation now before us that would provide
$50,000 benefits to survivors of public
safety officers who lose their life in line
of duty. The Nation is shocked and dis-
gusted by a new wave of cruel and bizarre
killings, kidnapings, and holdups. Lo-
cal and State law officers and firefighters
are our front line defense against this
and all anarchy, subversion, insurrection
against government, terror and inter-
state crime. Our local law-enforcement
officials combat interstate and yes, even
international drug pushers. Every single
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day firemen and law officers risk their
lives to preserve the peace and protect
the life and property of others. Theirs
is the most dangerous and demanding
of all professions. Those covered by this
bill have been officially determined to be
the most hazardous profession in the
United States.

The bill now before the House would
provide a tax-free $50,000 Federal pay-
ment to the surviving dependents of pub-
lic safety law officers who lose their life
as & result of injuries sustained in line
of duty. I am proud to be a cosponsor,
and urge its overwhelming approval. I
am especially pleased to support the pro-
vision making benefits retroactive to
October 11, 1972.

South Carolinians are second to none
in support for law enforcement officers
and for equal justice under law. South
Carolinians have, in recent years, been
deeply saddened by the tragic deaths oi
law officers lost in line of duty.

We have received tremendous support
for this bill, as a means of demonstrating
public support for those who protect
the safety and well-being of our people
at such heavy personal sacrifice and risk.

It is entirely fitting and proper that
the National Government provide the
$50,000 survivor benefits to local and
State firefighters and law officers. These
courageous and dedicated men and wom-
en are the Nation's primary defense
against a criminal and terrorist element
that operates across State lines. Our bill
will increase the morale and enhance
the prestige of the entire law enforce-
ment profession. It will assist local and
State government in encouraging our
maost talented and dedicated young peo-
ple to enter the public safety officer field.
It would provide a measure of security to
the widows and orphans of public safety
officers.

Mr. Chairman, now is the time. As one
of its sponsors, I urge overwhelming ap-
proval of the Public Safety Officers Bene-
fits Act of 1974.

Mr. DRINAN. Mr. Chairman, Ben-
jamin Cardozo, when he was chief judge
of the New York Court of Appeals, once
wrote:

Danger invites rescue. The cry of distress
is a summons for relief.

When the fire bell sounds or when the
police siren wails, joy and fear, delisht
and sadness, hope and despair well up in
the victims of tragedy. Trapped in events
over which they have no control, the in-
nocent victims of crime or fire turn to
public safety officers for help. And they
respond; it is their sworn duty.

Far from the place of the incident,
others wait in safety, filled with the same
emotions. They are the parents, the
spouses, and the children of the rescuers
who daily risk their lives that others
might survive. These dependents are not
yet victims, though victims they may
soon be. When public safety officers go
forth on their missions of merecy, they
leave behind relatives who may soon need
the aid of others. When an officer dies
in the line of duty, little assistance is
offered to the surviving family. The Pub-
lic Safety Officers Benefit Act of 1974,
H.R. 11321, which is now before us, seeks
to provide that aid.

There should be little disputation over
the need for this legislation. The num-
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ber of deaths of public safety officers
while protecting citizens has risen in the
past several years. From 1961 to 1973,
the number of police killed has more
than doubled. In the decade of the 1960s,
it is estimated that almost 800 fire-
fighters died performing their duties.
The evidence indicates that these figures
are increasing annually. Furthermore,
as the report of the Judiciary Committee
points out:

It has been officlally determined by the
Department of Labor that fire fighting is
now the most hazardous profession in the
United States.

Opponents of the bill raise three prin-
cipal objections. First, they argue that
the proposal will do nothing to reduce
the crime rate since the bill among other
things, will not affect recruitment of
public safety officers. Apart from the ab-
sence of compelling evidence one way
or the other on that matter, the argu-
ment misses the point. This is not a
crime-fighting bill. Firefighters, one of
the principal beneficiaries of this legis-
lation, have nothing to do with crime
reduction. The bill rather is directed at
a narrow, but important gap in State
and local programs for compensating em-
ployees of criminal justice agencies and
fire departments. To fill that void this
legislation is proposed, not to prevent
fires or deter stealing.

Second, opponents contend that the
bill should not pass because ifs coverage
is not broad enough. That point is un-
persuasive. Absent constitutional objec-
tions, not at issue here, it has never been
thought that Congress must deal with
a problem all at once. If the real prob-
lem is inadequate compensation for po-
lice and fire personnel, or if other pub-
lic servanis—such as members of the
Armed Forces—should be covered, the
solution is not to defeat this bill. The
answer is to propose other legislation to
correct those deficiencies. We have be-
fore us a proposal to compensate the de-
pendent survivors of persons killed se-
curing the public safety. That is the
purpose of the legislation and it must
stand or fall on its own merits.

Finally, it is said that this bill would
promote Federal intervention in an area
reserved to State and local governments.
It goes without saying that the Congress
should always examine legislation to be
sure that it does not intrude into the
proper and exclusive spheres of State
authority. On the other hand, we should
always be wary of vague claims that par-
ticular legislation infringes the principles
of federalism. This is especially true,
where the subject matter, as here, lies
within the concurrent powers of State
and Federal authority.

In such instances it is perfectly proper
to legislate if local governments are either
unable or unwilling to meet the undis-
puted need. If States were dealing satis-
factorily with the problem—if the or-
phans of dead public safety officers were
receiving just compensation for the loss
of their fathers—then I too would ques-
tion the need for HR. 11321. But the
need is plain, all agree, and our author-
ity is clear. If in the future State govern-
ments provide sufficient death benefits
for public safety officers, it will be time
enough to revise the Federal legislation.

A society is frequently judged by the
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manner in which it treats those who are
least able to care for themselves. No one
can save a people in which the spirit of
helping the needy has dissipated, and no
one need save a nation in which that
spirit flourishes. The Public Safety Of-
ficers Benefits Act of 1974 demonstrates
the continued vitality of that first prin-
ciple.

Mr. COTTER. Mr. Chairman, as an
early cosponsor of this legislation I am
very happy to see this bill before the
House of Representatives. This Iegisla-
tion should pass overwhelmingly because
the bill is well drafted, but most impor-
tantly, because it is just.

Some Members argue that this bill is
too expensive, but just this morning, the
President of the United States asked for
$5.5 billion in new foreign aid. I cannot
believe that by providing the widows and
orphans of firemen and policemen killed
in the line of duty necessary financial as-
sistanee will drain the Treasury or wreck
the budget.

As is well known, this bill provides a
$50,000 Federal payment to the surviving
dependents of non-Federal public safety
officers who die from injuries sustained
in the performance of their official duties.
Our local policemen and firemen almost
daily risk their lives to protect our fami-
lies and our homes, For the most part
their job is a thankless, but necessary
task. Perhaps one of the most glaring in-
equities in this dedieated form of public
service is that men and women who are
killed in the line of duty often leave be-
hind not only bereaved, but financially
destitute families.

This is the purpose of this legislation.
By providing $50,000 to the deceased offi-
cer or fireman, some of the financial bur-
den can be eased. But still the tragic per-
sonal loss can never be eased.

I will fight against changing the effec~
tive date of this legislation because I be-
lieve that the benefits of this bill should
be retroactive. In 1973 a total of 131 local
county and State policemen, for example,
were killed in the line of duty. In 1972,
170 firemen were killed, yet in spite of
these losses, dedicated men and women
continue to daily risk their lives to pro-
tect us all.

I am glad to lend my voice and my vote
to this worthy legislation and I urge my
colleagues to vote overwhelmingly to pass
this needed legislation.

Mrs. HOLT. Mr., Chairman, I rise in
support of H.R. 11321, the Public Safety
Officers Benefits Act of 1974. Because of
the high risk involved in the pursuit of
their professions, policemen and fire-
fighters are unable to acquire sufficient
insurance to provide their families with
the most modest benefits in the event of
their deaths in the line of duty.

In addition, our State and local agen-
cies are besieged by constantly rising
costs for services, so that adequate insur-
ance and pension programs are virtually
impossible to implement. Studies have
revealed that by far the greater percent-
age of our firefighters' and law enforce-
ment officers’ deaths in the line of duty
have occurred in.those small communi-
ties which maintain only minimal forces
for protection, and cannot be expected
to bear the additional burden of adequate
survivor benefit programs. There are 18
States which provide no benefits for
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widows and children, and even those that
do, offer as little as $2,000 of insurance.
It is only fitting that the Federal Gov-
ernment in recognition of the valor and
achievements of our public safety offi-
cers, should assume responsibility for at
least a moderate expression of support
for their families.

Although I would have preferred to see
stricter limits drawn in eligibility, and
a better defined measure in terms of
what constitutes “potentially dangerous”
activities, I feel strongly that it is more
than high time that we recognize our
debt of gratitude to those public safety
officers who have paid the highest price
in their devotion to duty and to public
service.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues to
join me in insuring speedy passage of
this legislation.

Mr. KEMP. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the bill pending before us, H.R.
11321, the proposed Public Safety Officers
Benefits Act.

Because at the time of the anticipated
rollcall votes on this measure and pro-
posed amendments to it, I will be en
route from this eity on other business,
I think it is important to state now my
position in support of the bill. If I were
to be here later in today’s deliberations,
I would indeed vote for its enactment as
I was a cosponsor of similar legislation.

THIS LEGISLATION IS NEEDED

There are few occupations whose mem-
bers give more of themselves, yet receive
less credit and recognition for it, than
public safety officers.

Every time that bell goes off in the
enginehouse, those firemen put their lives
on the line—fo protect the lives and
property of others.

Every time that radio dispatch crackles
in a police car or a patrol officer ap-
proaches a suspect, those policemen put
their lives on the line—again, to protect
the lives and property of others.

Hardly a day goes by when we do not
read, hear, or see where a policeman
or firemen has been injured or killed
in the performance of his duties.

And, the memories of firemen and po-
licemen being the deliberate, intended
victims of provoked violence, especially
during the urban riots of the 1960’s, re-
main clear in our minds—bhottles and
bricks being thrown at firemen answer-
ing alarms, gunshots at policemen re-
sponding to calls.

The number of policemen slain each
year as a result of felonious criminal ac-
tion has more than tripled since 1960.
Nearly 800 firemen died in the line of
duty between 1960 and 1970. Yet, there
is little sign of letup.

Almost every time I meet with Police
Commissioner Thomas Blair, of Buffalo,
or Patrick Mangan, Jr., the president of
Firefighters Local 282 in Buffalo, or the
many other conscientious law enforce-
ment officers, firemen, and other public
safety officers in western New York, I
am told of incidents which eall graphi-
cally to our attention that we should
provide the death benefits to be pro-
vided through this bill to the families of
these brave men and women.

I have come to appreciate fully the
excellent service being rendered to our
cities and towns, States, and to the Na-
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tion by these dedicated men and women
in uniform.

As one of the first actions I took dur-
ing this 93d Congress, I cosponsored
H.R. 4307, a bill closely similar to the
one before us today. I am gratified that
H.R. 4307 and similar measures served
as the impetus for the legislation now
before us. My only regret is that we were
not able to consider it here on the floor
at an earlier date.

SCOPE OF BENEFITS TO BE PROVIDED THROUGH
THIS BILL

The purpose of the bill before us is to
provide a $50,000 Federal payment to
certain surviving dependants of public
safety officers who die from injuries sus-
tained in the line of duty.

Its primary intent is to sustain the
officer’s survivors until they are able tv
economically adjust to the death of the
breadwinner.

Eligible public safety officers include
reserve and professional law enforce-
ment officers and firemen. The term
“law enforcement officer” is defined to
include policemen, correctional officers,
prison guards, probation and parole offi~
cers, and officers involved in programs
relating to juvenile delinquency or nar-
cotics addiction. Eligibility for the re-
ceipt of benefits among the families of
those officers is limited to those officers
engaged in potential hazardous activi-
ties at the time of the fatal injury. It
is not the intent of this Federal legisla-
tion to disrupt or undercut the many
commendable life insurance programs
and benefits provided on the State and
local level for public safety officers or to
preempt the subject fleld.

This bill is an important step in the
commitment of the Congress on this
issue. In 1968 Congress approved legisla-
tion to extend Federal employees com-
pensation benefits to State and local
law enforcement officers who are killed
or injured while enforcing Federal laws.
‘In 1970, Public Law 91-509 provided a
$50,000 benefit to the survivors of police-
men or firemen in the District of Colum-
bia who died in the performance of duty.
During the preceding Congress a bill
similar to the one we are considering
today was passed by both Houses and
reported from the conference commit-
tee but got caught in the last minute
rush from being finally acted upon. And,
the Senate has passed a similar bill, S.
15, this Congress.

My, Chairman, I call upon those Mem-
bers who will serve upon the new con-
ference committee to act with all due
speed in resolving points of disagree-
ment between the House and Senate.
This bill needs to go to the President’s
desk as soon as possible,

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr.
Chairman, although I sympathize with
the survivors of policemen and firemen
killed in action and I feel the Federal
Government has a great obligation to as-
sist municipal and county governments
in law enforcement and fire protection, I
regret that I am unable to support H.R.
11321, the Public Safety Officers Bene-
fits Act of 1974.

The proponents of this bill have some-
how suggested that the proposed $50,000
gratuity will help in the fight against
crime. I honestly do not see how this
can be accomplished by relieving local
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governments of one of the important ob-
ligations in providing such protection—
the obligation to compensate their em-
ployees adequately and justly and to in-
sure their families against the loss of a
loved one and a breadwinner in the per-
formance of hazardous duties.

I have long supported the work of the
Law Enforcement Assistance Adminis-
sfration which provides financial and
technical assistance of local police de-
partments, and I look forward to the
passage of the Fire Prevention and Con-
trol Act as a long overdue effort to pro-
vide similar support for the heroic and
often dangerous work of our local fire
departments. These two programs, cou-
pled with the massive amount of Fed-
eral revenue sharing, seem to me to be
the appropriate Federal channels in local
public safety efforts, and I will continue
to support them.

However, I feel very strongly that with
the passage of H.R. 11321 we are dras-
tically misconstruing the Federal role
in a manner which might inevitably lead
to the weakening of local control in pub-
lic safety programs.

Mr, BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, the
Public Safety Officers Benefits Act of
1974 brings before the Congress a sub-
ject that is no stranger to either House.
A similar piece of legislation passed both
the House and Senate in the closing days
of the 92d Congress—in the House by
unanimous consent—but consideration
of the conference report was thwarted
by the adjournment of the Congress.

The measure which now finds its way
to the House represents bipartisan rec-
ognition of the heavy debt that the citi-
zens of this country owe to the many
non-Federal law enforcement officers and
firemen who daily help to insure the
safety of our lives and those of our chil-
dren. Under the provisions of H.R. 11321,
a $50,000 lump sum would be made by
the Federal Government to the surviving
dependents of State and local public
safety officers killed in the line of duty.
The definition of public safety officer is
broad. It includes policemen, correctional
officers, prison guards, probation and
parole officers, officers involved in pro-
grams relating to juvenile delinquency
or narcotics addiction, and, of course,
firemen.

For all these officials, there are certain
dangerous, high-risk activities endemic
to their duties which ought to be ac-
knowledged and awarded by the public
which henefits from their performance.
One of the most comforting things for
these men and women, who often can-
not afford the cost of casualty life insur-
ance premiums, is to know that, should
they sustain a fatal injury in the per-
formance of their duties relating to crim-
inal activity or firefighting, their fami-
lies will not be left destitute. It is be-
cause these dedicated public servants
face the risk of death on such a regular
and sustained basis that a payment such
as will be provided by the Public Safety
Officers Benefit Act offers so much in the
way of assurance and security.

In addition, provisions of this bill can-
not fail to help attract high-quality per-
sonnel to these hazardous professions.
This is the conclusion of the National
Advisory Committee on Criminal Justice
Standards and Goals in recommending
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special statutory benefits for State and
local law enforcement and firefighting
officers killed in the performance of their
duties. The Commission recommended
that high-priority congressional atten-
tion be given to this matter. I cannot
concur more that it is one which deserves
the unanimous approval of the House as
it did in 1972, It offers us a chance to
discharge some of the debt we constantly
incur as a result of the services per-
formed by the public safety officers of
our country.
PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. DANIELSON., Mr. Chairman, I
have been keeping track of the time
and I believe there are 2 minutes re-
maining.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. Nepzi). The
gentleman from Pennsylvania has 1 min-
ute remaining,

Mr. DANIELSON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield back the balance of my time,

The CHAIRMAN, The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “Public Safety Offi-
cers Benefits Act of 1973,

COMMITTEE AMENDMENT

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment: On page 1, lines
3 and 4, strike out “‘'Public Safety Officers
Benefits Act of 1978'" and substitute

“‘Public Safety Officers Benefits Act of
1974,

The CHAIRMAN, The question is on
the committee amendment.
The committee amendment was agreed

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE
OFFERED BEY MR. SMITH OF NEW YORK

Mr. SMITH of New York, Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment in the nature
of a substitute.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment in the nature of a substitute
offered by Mr. SmiTH of New York: Sirike
out all after the enacting clause of H.R.
11321, and insert in lieu thereof the provi-
sions of H.R. 6449 as follows:

That this Act may be cited as the “Public
Bafety Officers’ Benefits Act of 1074."

SEc, 2. Title I of the Omnibus Crime Con-
trol and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amended,
is amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new part:

“PART J—DEATH BENEFITS FOR PUBLIC SAFETY
OFFICERS

“DEFINITIONS

“Sec. 701. As used in this pa#ft—

(1) ‘child’ means any natural, illegiti-
mate, adopted, or posthumous child, or step~
child of a deceased public safety officer who
1 —

“(A) under eighteen years of age; or

“(B) over eightcen years of age and In-
capable of self-support because of physical
or mental disability; or

*(C) over elghteen years of age and a stu-
dent as defined by section 8101 of title 5,
United States Code;

“(2) ‘criminal act' means any crime, in-
cluding an act, omission, or possession under
the laws of the United States or a State or
unit of general local government which poses
a substantial threat of personal injury, not-
withstanding that by reason of age, insanlty,
intoxication, or otherwise the person engag-
ing in the act, omission, or possession was
legally incapable of committing a crime;

*(3) ‘dependent’ means wholly or substan-
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tlally rellant for support wpon the income
of a deceased public safety officer;

“(4) ‘line of duty' means within the scope
of employment or service;

“(5) 'public safety officer’ means a person
serving a public agency, with or without
compensation, in any activity pertaining to—

“{A) the enforcement of the criminal laws,
or the prevention, control, reduction, or in-
vestigation of crime; or

“(B) a correctional program, facllity, or
institution where the activity is determined
by the Administration to be potentially dan-
gerous because of contact with criminal sus-
pects, defendants, prisoners, probationers, or
parolees; or

“(C) & court having criminal or juvenile
delingquent jurisdiction where the activity is
determined by the Administration to be po-
tentially dangerous because of contact with
criminal suspects, defendants, prisoners, pro-
bationers, or parolees; or

“(D) firefighting.

“RECIPIENTS

“Sec. 702. Upon a finding by the Adminis-
tration that a public safety officer has been
killed in the line of duty and the proximate
cause of such death was a criminal act or
apparent criminal act, the Administration
shall pay a gratuity of $50,000 to the eligible
survivor or survivors in the following order
of precedence:

“(1) if there is no surviving dependent
child of such officer to the surviving de-
pendent spouse of such officer;

“(2) if there is a surviving dependent child
or children and a surviving dependent spouse
of such officer, one-half to the surviving de-
pendent child or children of such officer in
equal shares and one-half to the surviving
dependent spouse of such officer;

*“(8) if there is no surviving dependent
spouse to the dependent child or children
of such officer in equal shares;

“(4) if none of the above, to the de-

pendent parent or parents of such officer in
equal shares; or

“(5) if none of the above, to the de-
pendent person or persons in egual shares
who are blood relatives of such officer or who
were living in his household.

“INTERIM BENEFITS

“See. T03. (a) Whenever the Administra-
tlon determines, upon a showing of need
and prior to taking final action, that a death
of a public safety officer is one with respect
to which a benefit will probably be paid, the
Administration may make an interim benefit
payment not exceeding $3,000 to the person
or persons entitled to receive a benefit under
section 702 of this part.

“(b) The amount of any interim benefit
paid under subsection (a) of this section
shall be deducted from the amount of any
final benefit paid to such person or persons

“{c) Where there is no final benefit pald,
the recipient of any interim benefit paid un-
der subsection (a) of this section shall be
liable for repayment of such amount. The
Administration may walve all or part of such
repayment, and shall consider for this pur-
pose the hardship which would result from
repayment.

“LIMITATIONS

“Sgc. T04. (a) No benefit shall be paid un-
der this part—

“(1) if the death was caused by the in-
tentional misconduect of the public safety
officer or by the officer’s intention to bring
about his death; or

“{2) if the actions of any person who
would otherwise be entitled to a benefit un-
der this part were a substantial contributing
factor to the death of the public safety of-
ficer.

“(b) The benefit payable under this part
shall be in addition to any other benefit that
may be due from any other source, but shall
be reduced by—

“(1) payments authorized by section 8191
of title 5, United States Code;

*(2) payments authorized by section 12
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(k) of the Act of September 1, 1916, as
amended (D.C. Code, §4-531(1));

“(3) gratultous lump-sum death benefits
authorized by a State, or unit of general lo-
cal government without contribution by the
public safety officer, but not including in-
surance or workmen’s compensation bene-
fits;

“(4) amounts authorized under any Fed-
eral program, or program of a State or unit
of general local government receiving Fed-
eral assistance under this title which pro-
vides for the compensation of victims of
crime.

“(c) No benefit pald under this part shall
be subject to execution or attachment,

“PROCEDURE

“Sge, 705. (a) In the event of the death of
a public safety officer serving a State or unit
of general local government, the notification
of such death shall be filed with the Gov-
ernor or the highest executive officer of the
State.

“(b) The Governor or the highest execu-
tive officer of a State upon receipt of no-
tification of the death of a public safety of-
ficer, shall promptly notify the Administra-
tion of the pendency of a certification, and,
after due investigation, shall certify to the
Administration all facts relevant to the
death upon which the benefit may be paid.

“(¢) The Administration upon receipt of
certification by a Governor or the highest
executive officer of a State shall determine
if a benefit is due, and, if so, to whom and
in what amounts.

“REGULATIONS

“Sgec. 706. The Administration is authorized
to establish such rules, regulations, and pro-
cedures as may be necessary to carry out the
purposes of this Act.”

MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS

Src. 3. Section 520 of the Omnibus Crime
Control and Bafe Streets Act of 10868, as
amended, is amended by luserting “(a)” im-
mediately after “520"” and by adding at the
end thereof the following new subsection:

“(b) There is authorized to be appropri-
ated in each fiscal year such sums as may
be necessary to carry out the purposes of
part J.”

Sec, 4. Until specific appropriations are
made for carrying out the purposes of this
Act, any appropriation made to the Depart-
ment of Justice or the Law Enforcement As-
slstance Administration for grants, activities,
or contracts shall, in the discretion of the
Attorney General, be available for payments
of obligations arising under this Act.

Sec. 5. If the provisions of any part of this
Act are found invalid or any amendments
made thereby or the application thereof to
any person or circumstances be held invalid,
the provisions of the other parts and their
application to other persons or circumstances
shall not be affected thereby.

8ec, 6. This Act shall become effective and
apply to acts and deaths occurring on or
after the date of enactment of this Act.

Mr. SMITH of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent that the
amendment in the nature of substitute
be considered as read, printed in the Rec-
orp, and open to amendment at any
point.

The CHATRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from New York yield for the parliamen-
tary inquiry by the gentleman from
New York (Mr. Fisx) ?

Mr. SMITH of New York. I yield to

11709

the gentleman from New York (Mr.
Fisu) for a parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I just wish
to ask whether all committee amend-
ments have been adopted prior to the
offering of the amendment by the gen-
tleman from New York?

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. Nepzi). The
Chair will advise the gentleman that only
the perfecting amendment to section 1
has been adopted. The others have not
been adopted.

Mr. FISH. I thank the chairman and I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. SMITH of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, this amendment offers the bill H.R.
6449 in place of the bill which we are now
considering, that is H.R. 11321, The bill
H.R. 6449 is a bill that was introduced at
the request of the administration and it
differs slightly from H.R. 11321 which we
are considering today, and it differs in
this main respect:

Section 702 of the bill HR. 6449 which
was originally introduced and which is
my amendment, reads as follows in re-
gard to those who shall be entitled to the
$50,000 gratuity to be paid by the Fed-
eral Government with the administration
referred to being the Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration:

Upon a finding by the Administration that
a public safety officer has been killed in the
line of duty and the proximate cause of such
death was a criminal act or apparent crimi-
nal act, the Administration shall pay a gra=-
tulty of 50,000 to the eligible survivor or
survivors.

This bill HR. 6449 also covers fire-
fighters. The bill HR. 11321, the com-
mittee bill, in the committee amendment,
provides that when the administration
determines that an eligible public safety
officer has died as a direct and proximate
cause of personal injury sustained in the
performance of duty, leaves a spouse, and
so on, his survivor shall receive the
$50,000 gratuity. So the essential differ-
ence between these two bills is that the
bill HR. 6449, my amendment, requires
that the public safety officer, be he a law
enforcement officer or a firefighter, in
order for his survivor to be paid the
$50,000, shall have been killed in the line
of duty and the proximate cause of death
was a criminal act or an apparent crimi-
nal act.

Now, until recently, it was felt strong-
ly that the United States, the Congress
of the United States, and the Federal
Government, should have no part in the
compensation or the death or disability
benefits for local law enforcement of-
ficers or for local firefighters. It was felt
that this was strictly a matter to he
undertaken by the local municipality or
by the State, and that there was some
danger, as has been pointed out in the
debate here, that if the Federal Govern-
ment got involved in paying gratuities
or paying compensation or paying any
other benefits to local law enforcement
officers or firefichters that eventually
the Federal Government would have a
great deal to say in how those local law
enforcement agencies or firefighters
should be governed and that we might
well be on the way toward establishing
a Federal police or a Federal firefighting
force.

This Congress made an exception to
this several years ago. The Congress
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adopted and the President signed a bill
which would provide compensation to a
local law enforcement officer who was
disabled or killed when engaged in ap-
prehending a Federal eriminal.

The bill provided that the Federal Gov-
ernment would pay him the difference
between what he would get under State
compensation and what he would have
gotten under Federal compensation had
he been a Federal law enforcement
officer,

This bill was justified by the fact
that it was fair and that the activities
of the local law enforcement officers in
connection with Federal law enforce-
ment worked to the advantage of the
Federal Government and perhaps, in the
long run, even operated to save money
for the Federal Govermment because it
saved hiring more Federal law enforce-
ment officers.

During the last 10 years there has
been a growing national concern with
violent crime. In 1968 the Congress
adopted the Omnibus Crime Control and
Bafe Streets Act, and thereafter the Law
Enforcement Assistance Administra-
tion Act, both to help curb the accelera-
tion of crime in our country. It is this na-
tional concern for crime and its victims
which may justify this Federal gratuity
to the survivor of local law enforcement
officers and local firefighters when the
proximate cause of their death was a
criminal act, as is provided by my amend-
ment, HR. 64490,

Without this direct tie-in of death as
a proximate result of eriminal acts, there
would appear to be little or no justifica-
tion for a Federal gratuity to the sur-
vivors of deceased local law enforcement
officers and firefighters. This is a State
or local obligation.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

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

I would like to say first, the position
of the gentleman from New York was
the position of the subcommitiee of the
House and the full committee. It was re-
jected in both the subcommittee and the
full committee by a vote of 21 to 9. I
think it was rejected primarily because
the employment of a firefighter is re-
garded as the most dangerous type of
employment. It is very hard, indeed, to
differentiate between the dangerous
activity which is engaged in by both
police and firemen, In fact, the Depart-
ment of Labor informs us that the
employment of a fireman is the most
dangerous type of employment.

In the April issue of the Fire Fighting
magazine, which I have before me, there
are photographs of firefighters engaged
in most difficult situations and in the
most hazardous circumstances imagin-
able. One picture shows a fireman pre-
venting a woman from jumping off the
roof of a mental institution; another
photograph shows a fireman gasping for
air from the roof of a building; another
photograph showing a fireman carrying
a blanket in which a person is being
taken from a building that collapsed.

It seems to me the position of a fire-
man is the most dangerous and it would
be discriminatory not to include them.

I might say, a fireman who dies in a
fire as a result of a fire started by arson
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or who dies as the result of a sniper’'s
bullet, he is certainly dead and his next
of kin would be benefited; but so is a
fireman that dies in a fire not started by
& criminal act.

The effect of the gentleman’s amend-
ment is that for all practical purposes
it excludes firemen. I say it is uncon-
scionable and the subcommittee and the
full committee rejected this amendment.

I might say, some States and some
municipalities have formed charitable
groups, but the amount of funds they
have is questionable and may not be
available for every death that might oc-
cur. I do not think we should depend
upon the generosity of such groups. I
think, as I said at the very outset, this
is a very unique situation and that if
we cover policemen, we certainly ought
to cover firemen.

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I happen to be the
prinecipal sponsor of the bill (H.R. 6449)
which has been offered in the form of
an amendment by my distinguished col-
league from New York (Mr. Smare). I
would like to point out that I have a
great interest in this entire subject.

Mr. Chairman, I realize there are
some emotions displayed by several of
our colleagues, and there are some ex-
pressions of recrimination and hostility
which are being delivered here on the
floor of this House today. This is most
unfortunate, it seems to me.

It was my feeling that in introducing
this legislation we were taking cog-
nizance of a great national problem,
that is, we were not converting local and
State police and fire departments into
anything national, but we were recogniz-
ing that these attacks which were occur-
ring on policemen were becoming of such
a scope that it required national action.
It not only involved assaults upon police
officers in the form of criminal acts or
criminal conduct being perpetrated
against them, but frequently included
attacks against firefighters, and the defi-
nition of public safety officers includes
both police officers and firefighters or
firemen. It seemed to me entirely appro-
priate for the Federal Government to
take cognizance of that.

Mr. Chairman, I think to expand the
theory, as appears to be done under the
legislation that is presented by the com-
mittee, we go far beyond the original
concept of meeting a great national or
Federal problem. I realize that there are
heartaches and problems that are ex-
perienced every time a firemen or police-
man dies, under whatever circumstances,
and there may be many circumstances
which have nothing to do with the perpe-
tration of a criminal act. But it was that
criminal act, that criminal conduct, as is
brought out very clearly by the report
which we received from the Attorney
General's office on this issue which in-
duced the introduction of this legislation
(H.R. 6449).

Mr. Chairman, I do not like to be in
the position of opposing this legislation.
On the other hand, it seems to me that
we should get back to the original con-
cept, and we should support the legisla-
tion for the purpose for which it was
intended. We are going far beyond that
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in the amended form in which the legis-
lation is coming fo us.

Mr. BRASCO. Mr. Chairman, would
the gentleman yield?

Mr. McCLORY, Mr. Chairman, I yield
to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. BRASCO. I want to make an ob-
servation, because when the gentleman
says that we are expanding something,
I do not know whether or not the gen-
tleman is aware of the fact that in
October of 1970 the President signed
into law—and I do not remember offhand
what the public law number is—a bill
that gave to the D.C. Park Police, the
D.C. Fire Department, and the Metro-
politan Police, some people of the Exec-
utive Protection Service, and some mem-
bers of the Secret Service this $50,000
death benefit. Aside from that, increased
retirement benefits were granted with-
out any qualifications that the death
oceur in line of duty due to a criminal
act.

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for his observation. But
I would just like to point out that I can
see how the Congress would want to take
care of that kind of gratuity, if we chose,
with regard to those officers and those
officials who come under Federal juris-
diction, but we are talking about local
and State police officials, public safety
officers, policemen and firemen.

Mr. Chairman, the reason we have
been assuming Federal responsibility is
because of the national scope of the at-
tacks that were being made. As a matter
of fact, in many of these attacks there
was a symbolic attack by certain dissent-
ing elements in our society, a symbolic
attack against society, against the Fed-
eral system, and it was this that we were
trying to take cognizance of, in providing
this very useful and desirable Federal
legislation.

Mr. Chairman, I just think that we
have gone beyond the bounds; we have
exceeded that concept. We are assuming
a responsibility that should be assumed
by local and State governments, It is
most unfortunate that we have distorted
the concept and expanded it in the way
the measure is presented to the House to-
day. I hope the amendment offered by
the gentleman from New York will be
adopted.

Mr. Chairman, I hope that the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from New
York will be adopted overwhelmingly.

Mr. DANIELSON. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I will state to the Mem-
bers that I have observed one thing in
this bill which may be common to the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from New York (Mr. Smita) and which
I feel I must bring to the attention of
the committee; namely, its retroactive
effect.

The bill, as drafted, stated that it ap-
plies to any death which occurs as a
result of some action which took place
on or after October 11, 1972.

I respectfully submit that that is a
logically and equitably untenable date.
We either must make this bill com-
pletely retroactive, going back, if need be,
to the time of the signing of the Consti-
tution, in order to be equitable to those
who have suffered a loss under these cir-
cumstances, or in the alternative we
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must make it effective only following the
effective date of the act.

What is so interesting about the date of
October 11, 1972?

I note, Mr. Chairman, that on the fol-
lowing day, October 12, a Michigan State
police trooper was killed. But if we go
back 3 days earlier, to October 8, the
Members from South Carolina might be
interested to note that a South Carolina
State highway patrolman was killed on
October 8.

Should we give a $50,000 gratuity to
the next of kin of the officer who was
killed, because of an incident on Octo-
ber 12, while we deny the same gratu-
ity to the next of kin of the officer who
was killed on October 8?

For the benefit of those who are not
from South Carolina, let me say this: If
8 Member is from EKentucky, can that
Member go home to Harlan County and
point out to the widow and the children
of the deputy sheriff who was killed in
Hanean County, Ky., on October 8 that
they should not get their $50,000, but
that the dependents of those who were
killed 3 days later should?

Mr. Chairman, this goes on ad infini-
tum.

I have in my hands the FBI Uniform
Crime Report for 1972, It refiects that
people were killed in the United States
in this particular activity during each
and every month of that year. The aver-
age is about 10 or 11 per month. There
has been an increase in recent years. In
1967 there were only 76 police killed, but
the number has increased. Inciden-
tially, I am only speaking of law enforce-
ment officers” here, not firemen. I do
not have the figures for firemen.

However, I respectfully submit that
with people meeting their deaths, be-
cause of this type of activity in every
month of every year in almost every
State in the United States, how can we
in good conscience say that those who
met their death because of some activity
on October 11, 1972, or thereafter will
have a $50,000 benefit given to their next
of kin, but those who are in exactly the
same position, but whose grievous mis-
fortune took place earlier, are barred?

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

Mr. DANIELSON. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to ask the gentleman this: I won-
der what obligation we have to those in-
nocent nonpolice persons who are gunned
down in San Francisco during the
last several months we have witnessed
more than 12—gunned down indiscrimi-
nately on the streets of that city? Are
they any less injured?

Is there any less of a loss incurred,
because they were not police officers than
if they were engaged in police or law
enforcement activities?

Mr. DANIELSON. Mr. Chairman, I
cannot answer the gentleman’s question
personally. I am not completely aware
of the facts.

Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yleld?

Mr. DANIELSON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Chairman, I will
say to the gentleman from California
(Mr, Moss) that the committee is in the
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process of working on legislation for the
protection of victims of crime. A bill per-
taining to this subject matter is still
under consideration.

In other words, the bill we are consid-
ering today is for police and firemen and
does not deal with victims of crime. That
area is a legitimate concern, one which
the committee is considering, and hope-
fully proposed legislation will be brought
to the floor on that subject.

Mr. DANIELSON. Mr. Chairman, in
my remaining time, I would like to ask
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
SmirH) one question.

Does the gentleman’s amendment pro-
vide for retroactive coverage, or is it
prospective in nature?

Mr. SMITH of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, if the gentleman will yield, my
amendment providés that it shall be-
come effective upon signing by the Pres-
ident, so it is prospective in character.

Mr. DANIELSON. It would not be
retroactive?

Mr. SMITH of New York. It would not
be retroactive. It answers the gentle-
man’s problem. If the House does adopt
this amendment, it would become effec-
tive on and after the date of enactment.

Mr. DANIELSON. I withdraw my
motion to strike, and include in my re-
marks a table of the law enforcement
officers killed since January 1, 1967:

LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICERS KILLED ' BY MONTH, 1967 TO
MAR. 25, 1974

1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974
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1 Source: FBI uniform crime reports. .
2 Includes 3 officers in 1971 and 2 officers in 1972 from Puerto

1co.
i Includes law enforcement officers killed from Jan. 1, 1974,
to Mar. 25, 1974, Monthly breakdown is unavailable for 1974

Mr. WIGGINS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, the amendment pend-
ing is to substitute the administration
bill for that reported out by the subcom-
mittee.

As you know, I opposed the subcom-
mittee bill, but let me say the admin-
istration bill is even worse. It is defec-
tive in two major respects.

First, coverage only attaches if the
death occurred as a result of a criminal
act or an apparent criminal act. Let me
ask you this question: Let us suppose that
a police officer is shot and killed. Let us
also suppose a suspect is apprehended
and tried and found not guilty. The ques-
tion is: Has the police officer been killed
as a result of a criminal act or an ap-
parent criminal act? Let me say posi-
tively that he has not been killed as a
result of a criminal act, and that mat-
ter has been judicially determined. ¥You
can see obviously that any such result
would be grossly unfair. It is possible,
you understand, that the suspect may be
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acquitted by reason of someone failing
to give him the Miranda warning even
though his performing the act is clear.
Such a result is an arbitrary and discrim-
inatory feature of the administration bill
which makes it unworthy of support.

The second defect is in the coverage of
firemen. It does not cover firemen at all,
but it covers the activity of firefighting—
the activity of firefighting.

Now let me give you another hypo-
thetical illustration. Let us suppose a fire
unit responds to a false alarm and let
us also suppose that false alarm was put
in for the purpose of setting up the fire-
men. Let us suppose that the firemen are
met at the scene of the nonfire by a hail
of bullets and several firemen are killed.
I ask you, have they been killed as a re-
sult of the activity of firefighting? It is
a close question, but I would guess prob-
ably not.

The coverage of the administration
bill is imperfect. The subcommittee’s bill
is better in that respect, but let me tell
you that it leaves so much to be desired
that I reaffirm my opposition to the bill
as reported out by the subcommittee.

Mr, FISH. Will the gentleman yield?

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

Mr. FISH. I want to thank the gentle-
man from California for pointing out
two major defects in the amendment. I
would not be at all surprised if he is
absolutely right.

It is a tragic thing that a fireman is
killed because he responds to a false
alarm and runs into snipers with no fire
going on at all. The committee bill does
take care of this. As well the language
in the bill would avoid the problem
raised by the death of the officer where
the perpetrator is later acquitted. The
committee’s bill would cover the death
Mr. Wiccins described, since section 701
(f) defines crime to include acts regard-
less of the ultimate determination of
guilt of the perpetrator.

Mr. SMITH of New York. Will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WIGGINS. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. SMITH of New York. I would like
to say in regard to the question of fire-
fighters that the gentleman raises, the
amendment says a public safety officer
means a person serving a public agency
with or without compensation in any
activity pertaining to firefighting and his
survivors are entitled to a gratuity if
he has been killed in the line of duty and
the proximate cause of such death was a
eriminal act or apparent criminal act.
So in regard to the firefighters, I think
they are taken care of.

Mr. WIGGINS. I suggest to you that
there is a difference between firefighters
and firefighting, especially if there is no
fire to be fought.

Mr. YATES. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WIGGINS. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. YATES. Will the gentleman tell
the House why the committee picked the
date of October 1972?

Mr. WIGGINS. That is the date on
which I had the pleasure of killing this
bill 2 years ago by objecting to the
unanimous-consent request. The ra-
tionale is that but for my act it would
be the law now. The law which would be
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in existence would be the administration
bill, a very imperfect piece of legislation,

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

Mr. WIGGINS. I yield to the genile-
man from New York.

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I would
state to the gentleman from California
that the effective date is the date the bill
passed the House. The gentleman from
California killed the conference report,
but that was several days later.

Mr. WIGGINS. Whatever it was. I
would be happy to take the heat this
time if it were possible, and get you all
off the hook.

Mr. HOGAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment offered by
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
Smrte) and I move to strike the requi-
site number of words.

Mr. Chairman, the amendment offered
by the gentleman from New York (Mr.
Smrra) would totally gut the bill. It loses
sight of the fact that the reason for the
legislation is to recognize the hazardous
occupations in which policemen and fire-
men are involved. They are just as dead,
whether their death results as the proxi-
mate cause of a criminal act, or whether
they are engaged in some other official
duty not directly related to the commis-
sion of a crime.

The only instances under the substi-
tute offered by the gentleman from New
York (Mr. Smite) where a fireman would
be compensated would be those isolated
instances where the fireman dies as the
result of arson or sniping, and those are
very, very minimal, It does not cover,
for example, instances where the police
officer is called to a beach to dismantle
a torpedo that is lying on that beach and
he dies as a result of an explosion. His
widow would not be compensated under
the gentleman'’s substitute, because there
is no criminal act involved.

If a police officer is responding to a
robbery with his red light and siren on,
and he is killed in an automobile acci-
dent, his widow would not be compen-
sated.

If a policeman is directing traffic, and
an automobile slides on the ice and kills
him, his widow would not be compen-
sated, because there would be no criminal
act involved.

As the gentleman from California very
aptly pointed out, unless there was a
defendant involved in the case, and he
were convicted, there would not have
been a eriminal act, and the dead officer’s
widow would not be compensated.

Similarly, if an individual dies from
gunshot wounds from a sniper and his
assailant is never apprehended, never
found, there would be no criminal act
which would be the proximate cause of
his death.

So I think that the amendment offered
by the gentleman from New York loses
the point totally of what we are trying
to do, and that is to compensate the
widows and survivors of these men who
are engaged in hazardous activities in
protecting society.

Mr. SMITH of New York, Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yleld?

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

Mr. SMITH of New York. Mr, Chair-
man, I would like to say to the gentleman
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from Maryland that to some of us the
justification of the amendment, the na-
tional justification of the amendment,
is the fact that there is a national con-
cern about the spread of violent crime.
There was a time back about the fime
that we were adopting the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of
1868 when there was a large national in-
terest in the control of crime, and that
interest is still there. We also adopted
the law enforcement assistance admin-
istration bill, showing again our national
concern with crime.

And so the justification for the gra-
tuity by the National Government was
this close connection with crime, and
the feeling was that if a law enforcement
officer or a firefighter was killed or dis-
abled in other activities that did not in-
volve crime, this was strictly a concern
of or something that should be taken
care of by the State or locality in which
he worked, under compensation benefits,
insurance, and so forth.

Mr. HOGAN. Mr. Chairman, in answer
to the observations made by the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. SmIitH), 1
would say that every aspect of police
work is related to the prevention, detec-
tion, and curbing of crime.

What if a police officer is responding
to a bank robbery call, and he dies as
a result. His activities at the time of his
death are certainly related to our na-
tional concern about reducing crime.

I think that we miss the point totally
and completely if we limit the benefit
payment to those instances where crime
is the proximate cause of death, because
this would in no way meet the real need.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman will yield, what about in the
case of a person making a civilian arrest,
and something happens to that man?

Mr. EILBERG. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. HOGAN. I yield to the chairman
of the subcommittee, the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. EILBERG).

Mr, EILBERG. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yleld, the fact is that
a civilian arrest does not involve a pub-
lic official or public activities, and if
such a civilian were killed as the result
of such activities, it would be contem-
plated that he would not be covered.

Mr. YATES. He would not be covered?

Mr. EILBERG. No.

Mr. YATES. Under the definition on
page 3 of the bill, in subsection (3)(e),
it says:

“(e) As used in this section, the term ‘law
enforcement officer’ means a person engaged
in any nctivity partal.nlng to crime preven=
tion, control, or reduction or the enforce-
ment of the criminal law, including, but
not limited to police efforts to prevent, con-
trol, or reduce crime or to apprehend crim-
inals; activitles of corrections, probation,
or parole suthorities; and programs relat-
ing to the preventlon, control, or reduction
of juvenlle delingquency or narcotia
addiction.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

(At the request of Mr. Emserc, and
by unanimous consent, Mr. HocAN was
allowed to proceed for 2 additional min-
utes.)

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?
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Mr. HOGAN. I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr; YATES. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

The language itself is certainly clear
that a person who is conducting a civil
arrest against a person who he thinks
has committed a crime would be covered
by this; would he not?

Mr. EILBERG. In response to the gen-
tleman, if the gentleman from Maryland
will yield, I direct attention to page 3,
line 24:

As used in this section, the term “eligible
public safety officer” means any individual
serving, with or without compensation, a
public agency in an officlal capacity as a
law enforcement officer, . . . «

Obviously, that excludes a private citi-
zen making a citizen’s arrest.

Mr. HOGAN. I should like to say
further that, even in all instances where
the arresting officer himself dies, he may
not be covered under the gentleman from
New York's amendment.

If the Members will forgive a personal
allusion, Mr, Chairman, I at one time was
attacked while involved in interviewing
an individual in connection with an in-
vestigation. Unprovoked, he assaulted me
and other officers. There was no criminal
act involved. We were there to interview
him, not to arrest him. If we had died as
a result of that attack during the at-
tempted interrogation, under the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
New York, I doubt if our widows would
not have been compensated.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. BURKE of Florida. Mr. Chairman,
I wish to state my opposition to the
amendment and to offer my support for
H.R. 11321, which is before us today for
approval, HR. 11321 is identical to the
bill which I introduced in support of H.R.
11321, the Public Safety Officers’' Benefits
Act of 1974. Late last year, I presented to
our colleague, Mr. Ropino, chairman of
the Judiciary Committee, petitions signed
by more than 20,000 citizens from my
congressional district, requesting that we
act favorably with respect to S. 15 and
H.R. 11321.

One who signed this petition was Mrs.
Beverly Yourman and another was Mrs.
Teresa Riley, both of whom are the
widows of Philip Yourman and Byron
Riley, two police officers who were killed
in the city of Hollywood, Fla. in the line
of duty on August 30, 1973. They were
not gunned down, but were, nevertheless,
in pursuit of some robbery suspects when
their car went out of control and as a
result of the accident both of said officers
died. These brave men were but two of
many that died as a result of doing their
duty.

Mr. Chairman, it is not necessary for
me to go into detail, but I think the fact
that 1,002 police officers died as a result
of injuries sustained during the perform-
ance of their duties between 1961 and
1973; and, between said dates an esti-
mated 790 firemen died while fighting
fires is worth noting. Probably our first
line of defense, insofar as our safety on
the streets and in our homes is con-
cerned, results from those that are en-
gaged in law enforcement and those en-
gaged in firefighfing. Daily we read in
the papers and learn from the news
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media, of police officers who have been
gunned down by bandits or other hood-
Jums while protecting the lives and prop-
erty of our citizens. We read also of the
harassment and deaths of our firemen
whose sole purpose is to prevent deaths
and destruction by fire.

It is easy for some to argue that the
responsibility with respect to police of-
ficer fatalities and those of our firemen
are local responsibilities and not Federal.
I feel, however, that it is the Federal re-
sponsibility to see to it that the families
of law enforcement officers who die while
apprehending or attempting to appre-
hend ecriminals or protecting property,
and whose responsibility it becomes to
make our streets safe for our citizens are
properly cared for, During the time I
have been in the Congress, I have tried,
whenever possible, to cut expenses in or-
der to reduce our skyrocketing national
budget and national debt. However, in
this case, I feel it is my responsibility and
the responsibility of each of us as Mem-
bers of Congress, to support this legisla-
tion.

I can appreciate the arguments of some
of the committee members who oppose
the bill and argue that even if the Federal
assistance prescribed in the bill before us
is necessary, that there might be better
ways to achieve Federal participation.
Nevertheless, there is no better program
before us, and if there is a better pro-
gram, then where is it? Actually this bill
can be amended at some future date by
the passage of a substitute law which
might be enacted to take its place. How-
ever, until then we should pass this bill.

I might add that I fail to follow the
argument of my colleagues who state that
this legislation is politically motivated. I
do not find it so and even if it is, it is no
more politically motivated than the hun-
dreds of other programs that are funded
by the Federal Government and which
my colleagues here supported and voted
for.

Mr. Chairman, most men become police
officers because they are interested in
police work and in seeing our laws en-
forced. Most men become firemen be-
cause they are interested in the welfare
of our American citizens also. Both are
aware of the dangers involved and the
hazards of their jobs, yet they dedicate
themselves and their lives to the protec-
tion and to the safety of the public, and
to prevent the breakdown of law and
order, which is so extremely necessary
if we are to have a safe and orderly so-
ciety. Most police, other law enforcement
officers, and firemen are family men, and
they have the same love for their fam-
ilies and for their children as do others
who are not engaged in hazardous work.
Yet, the one thought in the minds of
these dedicated people, is to protect you
and me, your family and my family, and
to this extent many, as I have indicated,
have given their lives in order to make
us secure.

It is interesting to note, also, that there
has been a continual rise in the statistics
with respect to those who have been
killed and wounded in the line of duty
in both of the categories mentioned.
There is no reason to believe that under
present conditions and with the laxity
of some of our courts and “do-gooders”
in aiding in the release of criminals, that
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the dangers will be less in the future. In
fact, it is more than probable that the
number of widows will increase in the
future rather than decrease. Truly, I
hope that I am wrong—and, I pray that
I am, but regardless, I feel that it is our
responsibility to pass this bill. We pass
bills in favor of veterans who have come
back from the wars. Why then should
not we pass bills to help the families of
those who are fighting a war daily
against crime, and for those who risk
their lives as firefighters, They deserve
this much.

Mr. Chairman, I am honored to have
the opportunity of voting in favor of the
passage of H.R. 11321, and I sincerely
hope my colleagues will join me in mak-
ing its passage a reality.

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

Mr. Chairman, I do not intend to use
the full 5 minutes, but I think there are
some points that require rebuttal.

One, the date in question is not an
arbitrary date. It would be Utopia and
not realistic to go back ad infinitum, but
that is not what we are dealing with
today. We are dealing with a pragmatic
question. The date we are dealing with
is the date the House worked its will,
October 11, 1972, When the bill was
passed unanimously.

The argument has been offered that
if we continue in this direction, it would
be a first step, perhaps not a large step,
but a significant step toward federaliz-
ing police. I suggest that is strongly
specious, especially in light of the fact
that we do have the Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration which has
been sending money throughout the
country to various police departments,
and which in no way encroaches upon
the administration of wvarious police
departments.

What I should like to do is ask the
chairman several questions so we can es-
tablish some legislative history here with
relation to the welfare of the auxiliary
police.

Is the chairman familiar with the role
of the auxiliary police?

Mr. EILBERG. I believe I am,

Mr. BIAGGI. Is the chairman aware
of the fact that they do the job of police
officers?

Mr. EILBERG. Yes, they do.

Mr. BIAGGI. They are not armed;
they are in uniform; the uniform is paid
for in part in some areas by the local
government, in other areas by them-
selves. They are subjected to the same
perils. The wrongdoer, the man who has
just perpetrated a holdup, leaving in
panie, sees a person in blue. As far as he
is concerned, he is a police officer, and
he will undoubtedly injure or kill him
in order to escape.

As I said before, that has happened,
as I predicted several years ago, and my
prediction has come to pass. Two of
those men were killed last month, peo-
ple who were just citizens who were con-
cerned about the safety of their fellow
citizens, who gave of themselves.

I should like to ask the chairman, Are
those legitimate policemen included in
this bill?

Mr. EILBERG. Indeed, they are.

Mr, BIAGGI, I thank the chairman.
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Mr. Chairman, I yield back the remain-
der of my time.

Mr, HUNT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment. I have
listened to the amendment and the rea-
son why it should be requiring that a
man lose his life while on duty and where
the commission of a crime has been
detected.

Let me pose a hypothetical question as
to what would happen to a fireman who
is called to the scene of a crime where
a burglary had been the prime crime
and the first crime. A fire had been set
by the burglar so as to cover that crime
of burglary. Then during the firefighting
activity that ensued the fireman was
killed by falling through a floor into a
cellar where he expired. Later when the
case came to court it was impossible to
prove the arson presumption but never-
theless the volunteer fireman was just as
dead by virtue of falling through the
floor as he would have been if the arson
had been proved.

That I think is a fallacy in the amend-
ment, because a man is just as dead if
he goes out to a fire where a crime has
been committed and he does not even
know about it as he would be if he knew
about it.

The same thing would occur if a man
went to a fire and he was fighting the
fire and while in the act of fighting the
fire he was knocked off the ladder by
someone who reached out the window,
but that could not be proved later. The
widow would be just as subject to the law
existing in this case as in the first case.

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

Mr. HUNT. I yield to the gentleman
from New York (Mr. PEYSER).

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

In an area such as the one where I
live there is a great deal of firefighting
done by volunteer firemen who come out
every hour of the day and night and put
their lives on the line. The auxiliary
police also join in and they both put their
lives on the line and they should both be
included, as well as the full-time police-
men and firefighters.

Mr. HUNT. I thank the gentleman.
The same situation exists in my district.
We have volunteer firemen and volun-
teer police who come to the scene of the
fire and direct traffic without any pay
whatever. The same thing exists in the
State of New York.

These contributions we must recognize
in our society. They are great contribu-
tions and do so much good.

In my home town several years ago a
young fireman plunged to his death
through a weakened floor while he was
fighting a fire. The police could have de-
termined the store had been burglarized,
but that did not make any difference. He
was still dead. People are still paying
into the fund in my home town so as to
help his children and enable them to go
to school.

The only thing we seek to do in the
original bill is to pay a compensation to
the widow and the family when the hus-
band has been killed in line of duty either
in law enforcement or in the firefighting
field. For that reason I am opposed to
the amendment as it now stands, because
it will be said eventually, and it has been
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said here today on this floor, that the
reason this bill is being offered is be-
cause this is an election year. That is the
furthest thing from the truth. I have
been trying to bring this bill to the flcor
for 3 years and finally it has been brought
here.

Mr, SMITH of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

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

Mr. SMITH of New York, Mr. Chair-
man, I do not think there is any dis-
agreement among all of us here as to
the feeling of the gentleman that the
survivors of firefighting and law enforce-
ment personnel ought to be taken care
of, I think the only difference is whether,
in our opinion, this should be done by
the State of New Jersey, and I think it
should be done by the State of New Jer-
sey, or whether it should be done by the
Federal Government for these local of-
ficials. This is our only difference of
opinion, because these people certainly
should be taken care of.

Mr. HUNT. I realize that is a differ-
ence of opinion and I thank the gentle-
man for bringing that to my attention.

I might tell the gentleman that for a
number of years when I was a law en-
forcement officer and when I was a State
legislator I tried very diligently to have
the insurance rates changed for such
people. We have been unable to have the
State recognize their responsibility to
the family of the law enforcement officers
and firemen.

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

Mr. Chairman, I think this is an ex-
cellent example of a very worthy ob-
jective in a piece of legislation which
should never have reached the floor of
this House. I do not know as I read the
language of the bill what is meant in
some of the definitions, but I have been
doing just a little thinking myself.

I know at some of the airports we have
agency guards, employees working in
those agencies to enforce the new re-
quirements of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, that persons be subjected
to search of their persons.

Now, I assume, therefore, they are en-
gaged in law enforcement work. If in
the course of their work one of them gets
shot, would that person then be subject
to the benefits envisioned under this
legislation? As I read the bill, he would.

In my State, he would also be entitled
to workmen’'s compensation, being an
employee of a private firm, so he could
get double compensation in that in-
stance.

Then we hayve a
guard——

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

Mr. MOSS. I yield to the gentleman
from Maryland.

Mr, HOGAN. With all due respect, the
gentleman’s understanding of the com-
mittee’s bill is in error. Such a person
would be specifically excluded.

Mr. MOSS. I would ask the gentleman
to point out the language of exclusion.
I do not find it. Can the gentleman find
in any case the administrator allows this
under the regulations in the effective
section on page 2?

Mr. HOGAN. If the gentleman will

school-crossing
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yield further, on page 4, a public safety
officer is defined as meaning any officer
serving with or without compensation in
a public agency in an official capacity.

Mr. MOSS. I submit that is precisely
the circumstances that I have sketched.
I can recall the San Franciseo Airport
Authority. It is a public agency. The San
Francisco Airport Authority hires guards
to enforce the regulations required by
the Federal Aviation Administration to
be enforced in air transportation. That
person would be under this language,
the language of the bill, engaged in the
enforcement of law and enforcement for
a public agency.

Now, we have in some communities
and in some school districts paid cross-
ing guards and they are policewomen.
I believe over in the ecity of Alexandria
is an example near at hand. If that po-
licewoman is hit by an automobile, now
I suppose if the automobile is driven by
a drunken driver she would be eligible
for compensation; but if not hit by a
drunken driver, but just purely an acci-
dent, there would be no compensation
paid, again as I read this.

I suppose a young student who engages
in activities as a crossing guard would
not be eligible under any condition or
would be eligible under the conditions I
have just outlined where if they were
hit by a person who was a drunken driver
or who was engaged in making a getaway
holdup, they might be eligible.

I mention these things only because
I think this piece of legislation repre-
sents the penultimate in sloppy drafting
language. I am amazed that the great
Committee on the Judiciary would bring
to the floor of this House such an imper-
fectly drafted piece of legislation.

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

Mr, MOSS. I yield to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

Mr. EILBERG. Does the gentleman
have a copy of the bill in front of him?

Mr, MOSS. I have a copy of the bill
in front of me and I have also a copy
of the report.

Mr. EILBERG. I was trying to give
the interpretation of the subcommittee, if
the gentleman will follow me. On page 3
we define the term *“law enforcement of-
ficer” and we can see in the lines follow-
ing that it means “a person engaged in
any activity pertaining to crime preven-
tion, control, or reduction or the en-
forcement of the criminal law,” and so
forth.

Mr. MOSS. Will the gentleman with-
hold that a moment, because I have read
that also and I find that a social worker
who is engaged in narcotics prevention
or the discouragement of the use of nar-
coties would also be covered?

Mr. EILBERG. There are two cases
that are referred to.

Mr. MOSS. We have it here: "pro-
grams relating to the prevention, control,
or reduction of juvenile delinquency or
narcotic addition.” Almost the same
language, the same barndoor approach
is used in the language above as we go to
the definition of a police officer: “includ-
ing, but not limited to police efforts to
prevent, conftrol, or reduce crime or to
apprehend criminals.”

Let me say to the gentleman——
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

(By unanimous consent Mr, Moss was
allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Chairman, the gentle-
man is an attorney and I am not. But I
have for 24 years been actively engaged
in legislating. When we can read this
on its face and it appears to be clear,
I do not know why we have to go beyond
it. It says here that if you are engaged
in anything relating to——

Mr, EILBERG. May I respond to the
gentleman?

Mr. MOSS. Yes, indeed.

Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Chairman, page 3
refers to the class of people which come
under the term of law enforcement of-
ficer. We define everyone who is a law
enforcement officer in lines 10 through
17. This is a class.

On page 4, beginning with line 8 and
the lines following down through 22, is
the activity that that class must be en-
gaged in—a limitation on the class. We
define the class on page 3 and the limits
of the activity are described on page 4.

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Chairman, I agree that
the gentleman so attempts, but I also
restate my conviction that he failed to
achieve it.

Mr. DEL CLAWSON. Will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield to
the gentleman from California.

Mr. DEL CLAWSON. Mr. Chairman,
if the gentleman reads very carefully on
page 4, all of those guidelines refer only
to firemen, not to police officers or all
other law enforcement officers—only to
firemen.

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Chairman, I thank the
gentleman for pointing that out, because
again it illustrates the inadequate at-
tention given fo the drafting of this first
step of this assuming of the responsibili-
ties for compensating the loss of life. No
one would regret the loss of life of a
police officer or a fireman more than I
would, as I regret the loss of the life of
any person due to the lawlessness of
another individual. We will have to open
the Treasury wide to compensate all of
them.

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

Mr, Chairman, I have no intention of
taking 5 minutes. I simply want to com-
mend the gentleman from California
(Mr. Wiceins) and the gentleman from
Indiana (Mr. Dennis) for the excellent
statements they made earlier this after-
noon in opposition to this bill.

Mr. Chairman, I ask the question: Is
there no responsibility to be left to the
States and local subdivisions of govern-
ment? Must the Federal Government
take over all of the responsibilities that
ought to be borne by the people in the
States, counties and municipalities?

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

Mr, GROSS. If the gentleman can
make a contribution to answering the
question, yes.

Mr. EILBERG, I will try. Mr. Chair-
man, the States have been unable or
unwilling to respond to this particular
situation, and this is the conclusion of
the subcommittee.
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Mr. GROSS. We are giving them mil-
lions in revenue sharing. Why do they
not use some of that money for this pur-
pose if it is so meritorious?

Mr. EILBERG. They have no legal au-
thority to do that.

Mr. GROSS. They ought to have con-
cern for their State police, city police,
sherifi’s officers, and so on and so forth.

Mr. BIAGGI Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. GROSS. Briefly.

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Chairman, I agree
in every way with my good friend from
Jowa. I meant to comment on that ear-
lier. I happen fo agree with the gentle-
man 1,000 percent. Local government
should have responded. They should have
responded to many ills of our Nation.
They have failed. They have failed in
many other areas. The Federal Govern-
ment has responded. Here we talk in
terms of law and order. We talk in terms
of law enforcement, fighting the great
fight, pouring moneys down the drain
and along the channels, and then we
talk of something that deals with simple

justice.

Mr. GROSS. And some of the States
have treasuries with surpluses.

There is no surplus in the U.S. Treas-
ury. It is fed by borrowing. I do not
know where it is proposed to get the
money for this purpose.

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Chairman, maybe
it is something that we must provide
for.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, let me go
on with my statement, and perhaps 1
can yield further to the gentleman.

I listened carefully to the chairman of
the subcommittee, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr, Emsere), when he
made his opening statement.

For every risk and hazard that police-
men and firemen take, members of the
military forces of this country take the
same risks, and more under certain con-
ditions. I believe the insurance they have
amounts to $15,000, and the serviceman
pays the premium. This bill provides for
an outright gratuity from the Federal
Treasury of $50,000.

What kind of a precedent are we set-
ting with this kind of legislation?

Consider the military draftee. He
takes all the risks. He serves involun-
tarily. He must pay for the insurance
that protects his wife and children. On
the other hand, this is a $50,000 gratuity
out of the Treasury.

What kind of a precedent, I ask the
Members again, will the House establish
with this legislation?

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

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Chairman, we have
black lung legislation, we have disaster
legislation. We enact disaster legislation
when national disasters strike. This is
simply a bill to provide $50,000 to the
survivors of policemen and firemen who
are killed in the line of duty.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I am talk-
ing about the serviceman who lays his
life on the line.

Mr. EILBERG. His activities are rela-
tively limited, and we are talking in this
bill of those who follows a full-time
career, policemen and firemen.
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Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, let me ask
the gentleman this: Is he prepared to
pay the dependents of servicemen the
same gratuity? Is he prepared to pay
them $50,000?

Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield further, I would
suggest that they should receive such
a benefit, and I would advocate that, yes,
indeed.

Mr. GROSS. Has the gentleman
stopped to consider what that would cost
in an action such as World War II or
even the Vietnam war?

Mr. EILBERG. Nevertheless, I think it
would be a desirable step, Mr. Chairman.,

Mr. GROSS. Well, I do not know that
I can reason, much less argue, with that
kind of philosophy. Evidently the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania thinks the
Federal Treasury is a bottomless pit.

Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield further?

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Chairman, the cost
of this bill is only $17 million a year,
which is a relatively small sum.

Mr. GROSS. Plus $26 million for retro-
active pay.

Mr. EILBERG. The gentleman Iis
correct.

Mr. GROSS. And I would not be sur-
prised that once you get this program in
gear, the Members will come along and
make it even more liberal and financially
irresponsible.

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

Mr. Chairman, I believe that there
are some provisions in this bill that
really deserve locking at. Had it not
been for the retroactive provision and
had it not been for the definitions in
this bill, I would have been inclined to
vote for it. It would be a great political
vote, It probably would be very wise to
vote for this bill.

During the period of time that I served
in the California Legislature, I carried
most of the retirement legislation for the
firemen and police officers.

Mr. Chairman, I cannot speak for any
other State, but we have very diligently
in my State tried to preclude those indi-
viduals who were not deserving of the
safety side or the better retirement bene-
fits that we afford to our policemen and
firemen in the State of California.

I believe these definitions in this bill
will very dangerously affect that law in
the State of California, and perhaps the
laws in some other States, because now
we are telling them who the law enforce-
ment officers are.

Believe me, this definition covers
everybody but the dog catcher.

Mr. Chairman, let me make one other
point here. That is concerning the retro-
active provision of this bill. I think that
it is terrible. I believe the point made by
the gentleman from California (Mr. Dax-
1ELsoN) was entirely correct. It is abso-
lutely ridiculous to go back to the 11th
of October and not go back to the 8th
of October of 1972 or go clear back to the
writing of the Constitution.

In regard to the statements of my
friend from Iowa (Mr. Gross) we ought
1o go back to World Wars I, II, and IIT,
because while their service may have
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been of limited duration, they are still
buried.

Mr. EILBERG. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. KETCHUM. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. EILBERG. I would like to take this
time to observe that in a previous col-
loguy between the gentlemen from Cali-
fornia (Mr. Moss and Mr. CLAwsoN) on
page 4 the activities refer to firemen and
anyone looking at the bill can see the
terms actually pertain to the activities of
8 law enforcement officer. I just want to
set the record straight on that.

Mr, KETCHUM. I noticed that section,
and I read on page 4, line 17, under (ii)
“otherwise engaged in the performance
of his duty, where the activity is deter-
mined by the administration to be poten-
tially dangerous to the law enforcement
officer.” That can cover anybody.

Mr, EILBERG. If the gentleman will
read the report—and I do not know
whether he has read it or not—what is
proposed is that the LEAA would conduct
hearings and call in experts to determine
what is potentially dangerous. They will
determine that under the authority dele-
gated to them.

Mr. EETCHUM. I thank the gentle-
man, but I may say there are thousands
of district attorneys in the United States
of America who would love to be included
and probably will be.

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, it is very important that
the Recorp be clear in the face of the
assertions by the gentleman from Cali-
fornia and others as to the scope of this
bill. It was not meant to compensate
hired private agency guards at airports
or the crossing guards at public schools.
Certainly neither of these is normally a
potentially dangerous activity or falls
within the scope of any of the other
activities described in section T01(g) of
the bill. I think the bill is quite carefully
drawn and defines an eligible public
safety officer as an individual serving a
public agency; that means one employed
by a public agency in an official capacity
as a law enforcement officer or as a fire-
man. It goes on and spells out the cir-
cumstances under which they can be
compensated. Both the intent and the
language of the bill are clear.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute offered by the gentleman from
New York (Mr. SMITH) .

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

Mr, SMITH of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, on that I demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was refused.

So the amendment in the nature of a
substitute was rejected.

Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the remainder of
the bill may 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 Penn-
sylvania?

There was no objection.

The remainder of the bill is as follows:

Bec. 2. Tifle I of the Omnibus Crime Con-
trol and Safe Btreets Act of 1968 is amended
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by adding at the end thereof the following

new part:

“PaprT J—PUBLIC BSAFETY OFFICERS DEATH
BENEFITS

“Sgc. 701. (a) In any case in which the
Administration determines, under regula-
tions issued under part F of this title, that
an eligible public safety officer has died as
the direct and proximate result of a personal
injury sustained in the performance of duty,
leaving a spouse Oor one or more eligible de-
pendents, the Administration shall pay a
gratuity of $50,000, in the following order of
precedence:

“(1) If there is no dependent child, to the
spouse.

“(2) If there is no spouse, to the depend-
ent child or children, in equal shares.

“(3) If there are both a spouse and one or
more dependent children, one-half to the
spouse and one-half to the child or children,
in equal shares.

“(4) If there is no survivor in the above
classes, to the parent or parents dependent
for support on the decedent, in equal shares.

“(b) As used in this section, a dependent
child is any natural, illegitimate, adopted,
posthumous child or stepchild of the de-
cedent who at the time of the public safety
officer's death is—

“(1) under eighteen years of age; or

“(2) over eighteen years of age and inca-
pable of self-support because of physical or
mental disability; or

“(3) over eighteen years of age and a stu-
dent as defined by section 8101 of title b,
United States Code.

“(c) As used in this sectlon, spouse in-
cludes a surviving husband or wife living
with or dependent for support on the de-
cedent at the time of his death, or living
apart for reasonable cause or because of de-
gertion by the decedent.

*(d) As used In this section, the term
‘dependent for support’ means more than
one-half of the support of the dependent
concerned. ;

“(e) As used in this section, the term ‘law
enforcement officer’ means a person engaged
in any activity pertaining to crime preven-
tion, control, or reduction or the enforce-
ment of the criminal law, including, but not
limited to police efforts to prevent, _contrul,
or reduce crime or to apprehend criminals;
activities of corrections, probation, or parole
authorities; and programs relating to the
prevention, control, or reduction of juvenile
delinquency or narcotic addiction.

“(f) As used in this section, the term
‘orime’ means any act or omission which is
declared by law to be a crime in tltfe juris-
diction where the injury to the public safety
officer occurred. Such an act is a crime for
the purposes of this section notwithstand-
ing the guilt, innocence, disability, or iden-
tity of the actor.

“(g) As used in this section, the term
‘eligible public safety officer’ means any in-
dividual serving, with or without compen-
sation, a public agency in an official capacity
as a law enforcement officer, or as a fireman
(including any individual serving as an of-
ficlally recognized or designated member of
a legally organized volunteer fire depart-
ment) who is determined by the Adminis-
tration to have been, at the time of his
injury—

(1) & law enforcement officer engaged in—

“(A) the apprehension or attempted appre-
hension of any person—

“(1) for the commission of a crime, or

“(i1) who at that time was sought as a
material witness in a eriminal proceeding; or

“(B) protecting or guarding a person held
for the commission of a crime or held as a
material witness in connection with a crime;
or

“(C) (1) the lawful prevention of, or law-
ful attempt to prevent, the commission of a
crime; or (ii) otherwise engaged in the per-
formance of his duty, where the activity is
determined by the Administration to be po-
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tentially dangerous to the law enforcement
officer; or

“(2) a fireman—

“(A) actually and directly engaged in fight-
ing a fire; or

“(B) otherwise engaged in the perform-
ance of his duty where the activity is deter-
mined by the Administration to be poten-
tially dangerous to the fireman.

“Sec. 702, (a) Whenever the Administra-
tion determines, upon a showing of need and
prior to taking final action, that a death of
a public safety officer is one with respect to
which a benefit will probably be paid, the
Administration may make an interim benefit
payment not exceeding $3,000 to the person
or persons entitled to receive a benefit under
gection 701 of this part.

“(b) The amount of any interim benefit
paid under subsection (a) of this section
shall be deducted from the amount of any
final benefit paid to such person or persons.

‘'(¢) Where there is no final benefit paid,
the recipient of any interim benefit paid
under subsection (a) of this section shall be
liable for repayment of such amount. The
Administration may walve all or part of such
repayment, and shall consider for this pur-
pose the hardship which would result from
repayment.

“SEC. 703. (&) No benefit shall be paid under
this part—

“{1) i the death was caused by the inten-
tional misconduct of the public safety officer
or by such officer's intention to bring about
his death;

*(2) if voluntary intoxication of the public
safety officer was the proximate cause of
such officer's death; or

“(3) to any person who would otherwise
be entitled to a benefit under this part if
such person's actions were a substantial con-
tributing factor to the death of the public
safety officer.

“(b) The benefit payable under this part
shall be in addition to any other benefit that
may be due from any other source, but shall
be reduced by—

*{1) payments authorized by section 8191
of title 5, United States Code;

*{2) payments authorized by section 12(k)
of the Act of September 1, 1916, as amended
(D.C, Code, sec, 4-5631(1));

“{3) gratultous lump-sum death benefits
authorized by a State, or unit of general local
government without contribution by the
public safety officer, but not including in-
surance or workmen's compensation bene-
fits.

“({¢) No benefit paid under this part shall
be subject to execution or attachment.

“SEc, T04. The provisions of this part shall
apply with respect to any eligible public
safety officer who dies as the direct and
proximate result of a personal injury which
is sustained on or after October 11, 1972.".

Sec. 8. Sectlon 520 of the Omnibus Crime
Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as
amended, is amended by Inserting “(a)" im-
mediately after “520" and by adding at the
end thereof the following new subsection:

“{b) There are authorized to be appropri=
ated In each fiscal year such sums as may be
necessary to carry out the purpose of part J.”.

Sec. 4. Until specific appropriations are
made for carrying out the purposes of this
Act, any appropriation made to the Depart-
ment of Justice or the Law Enforcement As-
sistance Administration for grants, activities,
or contracts shall, in the discretion of the
Attorney General, be available for payments
of obligations arising under this Act.

Sec. 5. If the provisions of any part of this
Act are found invalid or any amendments
made thereby or the application thereof to
any person or circumstances be held invalid,
the provisions of the other parts and their
application to other persons or circumstances
shall not be affected thereby.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the remaining committee amend-
ments.

April 24, 1974

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendments: On page 6, strike
out all of lines 15, 16, 17 and 18.

On page 7, alter line 12, insert new Sections
B, 6 and 7 to read as follows:

Sec. 5. The Administration is authorized to
establish such rules, regulations and proced-
ures as may be necessary to carry out the
purposes of this part J. Such rules, regula-
tions and procedures will be determinative
of conflict of laws issues arising under this
part J.

Sec. 6. The Administration may prescribe
rules and regulations governing the recogni-
tlon of agents or other persons, representing
claimants before the Administration. The
Administration may, by rule and regulation,
prescribe the maximum fees which may be
charged for services performed In connec-
tion with any claim before the administra-
tion of this part, and any agreement in vio=-
lation of such rules and regulations shall be
void.

Bec. 7. In making determinations under
Bection 701, the Administration may delegate
such administrative functions to state and
local agencies as it determines necessary and
proper to the administration of this part.
Responsibility for making final determina-
tions would rest with the Administration.

On page 8, line 17, strike out “Sec. 5."” and
insert in lieu thereof, “Sec. 8.”.

The committee amendments were
agreed to.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DANIELSOMN

Mr. DANIELSON. Mr. Chairman, I of-
fer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. DANIELSON: On
page 6, line 24, strike "“October 11, 1972" and
insert in lieu thereof “the date of enactment
of this part.”

Mr. DANIELSON. Mr. Chairman, the
purpose of this amendment is to cure the
objections which I referred to in my
argument previously made here on the
floor, namely, to strike out the retroac-
tive effect of vne bili.

The bill as drafted provides it shall
apply to any event taking place on or
after October 11, 1972, My amendment
will simply restrict this to deaths result-
ing from events taking place following
the date of enactment of this part.

This philosophical ground has been
pretty well broken, and I am not going
to go into it in great detail. I simply want
to remind the Members of this House
who are from all of the various States
in the Union, how could they conceivably
go home after passing this bill and re-
spond, as follows—if we make the effec-
tive date October 11, 1972, then I ask the
Members from the State of South Caro-
lina: How do you go home and answer
to the family of the South Carolina high-
way patrolman who was killed on Octo-
ber 8, and whose beneficiaries would nof
receive the $50,000, although the others
did?

And those Members from Kentucky,
how do you respond to the wife of the
deputy sheriff of Harlan County?

Or the Members from Michigan, how
do they respond to the family of the con-
servation officer who was killed in early
September?

Or the Members from Ohio, how do
they respond to the family of the Cin-
cinnati police official who was killed?
Or the Members from Minneapolis,
Minn., to the family of the police officer
who was killed in late September? Or the
Members from North Carolina? How do
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they respond to the family of the chief
of police of Elizabethtown, or the family
of the North Carolina State highway
patrol officer, they were both killed in
mid-September?

And from my own State of California,
the family of the patrolman in Sunny-
vale, or that in Buena Park, how do we
answer to those families?

And the Members who are from the
State of Kansas, where a police officer
was killed in Hutchinson, Kans., in early
Beptember? And of the family of the
chief of police of French Lick, Ind., who
was killed in early September? And the
Members from Oklahoma, the Oklahoma
highway patrol officer who was killed in
early September, how do you respond to
his family?

Mr. Chairman, I have only gone back
1 month, just 1 month. How do you
answer to those families? I respectfully
submit that if I had the time and the
Members had the patience we could go
back for years and years and years, and
find in every month of every year that
this tragedy has happened to somebody.

I respectfully submit that we must
either make this bill effective only after
the effective date of the act, which is the
thrust of my amendment, or, in all equity,
we must go back to the extent that there
are any living survivors of police officers
who have lost their lives under these cir-
cumstances. The latier alternative would
not be feasible. I therefore respectfully
request a favorable vote on my amend-
ment.

Mr, EILBERG. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment offered
by the gentleman from California (Mr.
DANTELSON) .

Mr. Chairman, I would like {o say
that it is always difficult when we at-
tempt to set an effective date, whether
it be retroactive or proscriptive, and
whether it be the date of the enact-
ment of the legislation or any prospec-
tive date in the future, or any retroactive
date in the past. But if we are going fo
fix a date then we have to fix some date,
and the fixing of the date is necessarily
therefore arbitrary and will necessarily
exclude many dependent survivers who
are needy.

However, since the resources of the
Federal Government and Treasury are
limited, we cannot go back indefinitely,
but are forced to choose a concededly
arbitrary date. Thus the committee se-
lected October 11, 1972, which was the
date when the House of Representatives
unanimously by a voice vote approved
this urgently needed legislation during
the last Congress.

As I say, we adopted this legislation
unanimously on October 11, 1972. And
I might say in connection with that that
when we did that that we raised to a
great extent the hopes and expectations
of police and firemen and their families
throughout the country. And many have
died since October 11, 1972. I think that
there is probably at least an obligation
on our part here to provide for those
grief-stricken widows and children who
have suffered economic tragedy as a re-
sult of the deaths of their husbands since
last October 11, 1972,

The gentleman from California (Mr,
DanreLson) is greatly disturbed over the
possibility of the use of a retroactive

date, and I would simply submit in addi-
tion that the Senate has included a ret-
roactive provision effective for deaths
occurring on or after October 17, 1972,
the date the Senate acted and the con-
ference report was submitted.

That was the date that the Senate
acted and the conference committe re-
port was submitted. I suggest that we
might just as well take the date the
House acted, and I would say also to
the gentleman that some 39 States since
October 11, 1972, have had deaths of
police or firemen whose beneficiaries
were benefited by the bill as it presently
stands, including some 312 who have
died.

Mr. Chairman, finally, I think it would
make good sense that the family or next-
of-kin of the policemen or firemen who
died have their toughtest time in the first
couple of years after the deaths.

Mr. Chairman, that is exactly what we
are doing here. We are going back fto
October 11, 1972. We can still benefit
those families who are adjusting to a
rapid change of circumstances. This is
the time of greatest need, within the
first year or two following the deaths of
those who have died in the intervening
period since October 11. So I think there
is good reason to go to the date that this
House previously acted on October 11,
1972.

Mr. Chairman, I oppose the amend-
ment.

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

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes
appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. DANIELSON. Mr. Chairman, I
demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 187, noes 191,
not voting 55, as follows:

[Roll No. 179]
AYES—187

Daniel, Robert Horton

W., Jr. Hosmer
Danielson Huber
Davyis, 8.C. Hudnut
de la Garza Hunt
Denholm Hutchinson
Dennis Ichord
Derwinski Jarmean
Devine Johnson, Colo.,
Dingell Jones, N.C.
Downing Jones, Okla.
Dulski Jordan
Duncan Ketchum
du Pont King
Edwards, Ala. EKluczynski
Edwards, Callf. Kuykendall
Erlenborn Lagomarsino
Evans, Colo. Landgrebe
Evins, Tenn. Landrum
Fascell
Findley
Fisher
Flynt
Frelinghuysen
Frenzel

Abdnor
Anderson,
Calif,
Archer
Arends
Armstrong
Ashbrook
Baker
Beard
Bell
Bennett
Bevill
Boggs
Bray
Ereaux
Breckinridge
Broomfleld
Brotzmean
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Burgener
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Butler
Camp
Carter
Casey, Tex,
Chamberlain
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Cochran
Cohen
Collins, Tex.
Conte

Latta
Leggett
Lehman
Litton
Long, La,
Long, Md-
MeClory
MeCloskey
McEwen
McEay
McEKinney
Madden
Madigan
Mahon
Mallary
Mann

Martin, Nebr.
Mathias, Callf.
Mayne

Gibhons
Ginn
Goodling
Gross
Gubser
Guyer
Hanrahan
Hansen, Wash.
Heins
Henderson
Hillis
Hinshaw

Daniel, Dan Holifleld
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Mazzoli
Michel
Miller
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead,
Calif.
Moss
Murphy, 111,
Natcher
Nedzl
Nelsen
O'Brien
Parris
Passman
Pike
Poage
Powell, Ohio
Price, Tex.
Pritchard
Quillen
Railsback
Randall

Rarick
Rees
Rhodes

Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Alexander

Anderson, Il
Andrews, N.C.

Andrews,
Dak

Annunzio
Aspin
Badillo
Bafalls
Bauman
Bergland
Biaggl
Blester
Bingham
Bolling
Brademas
Brasco
Brinkley
Brooks
Brown, Callf.
Burke, Calif.
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.
Burton
Byron
Carney, Ohio
Chappell
Chisholm
Clancy

¥
Froehlich
Fulton
Fugus

Ashley
Barrett
Blackburn
Blatnik
Boland
Bowen
Brown, Mich.
EBuchanan
Carey, N.Y.
Cederberg
Conable

Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.Y.
Rostenkowskl
Rousselot
Roybal
Runnels
Ruth

Ryan
Satterfield
Schneebell
Schroeder
Shoup
Shriver
Shuster

Sisk

Skubltz
Smith, Iowa
Smith, N.Y.
Snyder
Spence
Steelman
Steiger, Ariz,
Stratton
Talcott
Taylor, Mo.

NOES—1981

Gaydos
Giaimo
Gilman
Gonzalez
Grasso
Green, Pa.
Griffiths
Grover
Gude
Gunter
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Hansen, Idaho
Harrington
Harsha
Hastings
Hawkins
Hays
Hechler, W. Va,
Heckler, Mass.
Helstoskl
Hicks
Hogan
Holt
Holtzman
Howard
Hungate
Johnson, Callf.
Jones, Tenn.
Earth
Eoch
Kyros
Lent
Lott
Luken
McCollister
McCormack
McDade
McFall
Macdonald

» Marazltl

Mathis, Ga.
Matsunaga
Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe
Mezvinsky

Mitchell, Md.
Mitchell, N.Y.
Moakley
Moorhead, Pa.
Morgan
Murphy, N.¥.
Murtha
Nichols

Nix

Obey

O'Hara
O'Neill

Owens

Patten
Pepper

Conlan
Conyers
Crane
Dellenback
Dickinson
Fountain
Gettys
Goldwater
Gray
Green, Oreg.
Haley
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Taylor, N.C.
Thomson, Wis.
Towell, Nev.
Treen

Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Veysey
Vigorito
Waggonner
Waldie
‘Wampler

Pettis
Peyser
Podell
Preyer
Price, 111,
Rangel
Regula
Reuss
Riegle
Rinaldo
Rodino
Roe

Rogers
Roncalio, Wyo.
Roncallo, N.XY.
Rose
Rosenthal
Roush
Roy
Ruppe
St Germain
Sandman
Sarasin
Sarbanes
Selberling
Shipley
Slack
Staggers
Stanton,
J. William
Stanton,
James V.
Stark
Steele
Bteiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stubblefield
Stuckey
Studds
Sullivan
Symington
Teague
Thompson, N.J,
Thornton
Tlernan
Traxler
Vander Veen
Vanik
Walsh
Ware
White
Wilson,
Charles H.,
Calif.
Wilson,
Charles, Tex.
Wolff
Wright
Wyman
Yatron
Young, Alaska
Young, Ga.
Young, T1l.
Young, Tex.
Zabloeki

NOT VOTING—G&6

Hanna
Hobert
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Ala.
Eastenmeler
Eazen
Kemp
Lujan
MceSpadden
Martin, N.C.
Milford
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Minshall, Ohio Rooney, N.¥Y.
Mizell Rooney, Pa.
Mosher Scherle
Myers Sebelius
Patman Sikes
Pickle BSteed
Quie Stokes
Reid Symms

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BAKER

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Baxer: Page 2,
line 8, after line 7, insert “equal to that pro-
vided by the State or proper unit of general
local government not to exceed a combined
total”.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. Chairman, initially
I was going to say that I am in full ac-
cord with the concept of this legislation.
The families of those who suffer the
kind of loss which has been described in
this legislation are entitled to just com-
pensation. However, let me read the
amendment as it will appear in the leg-
islation:

Eligible dependents, the Administration
shall pay a gratulty equal to that provided
by the State or proper unit of general local
government not to exceed a combined total
of $50,000.

And so forth.
Mr. Chairman,

Thone
Udall
Ullman
Williams
Wyatt
Young, 8.C.

simply what this

amendment does is to share the re-
sponsibility between the Federal and the
local government.

Mr, Chairman, it has been pointed out
that the definition of “law enforcement,”

that is, the definition of those who are
covered under the act is vague and
nebulous, It is my opinion that if the
burden is shared by the local government
jointly with the Federal Government,
there will be a better approach to han-
dling the obligations justly rather than
having every sort of claim made upon
the Federal Government.

Local responsibility, of course, we
know, will give us much better legisla-
tion in many, many instances in our
approach to equity and reality. No local
government would possibly deny a legiti-
mate claim for compensation under this
Act.

Now, some are going to say that there
are 20 States here, for instance, which
have no provision for a payment of this
sort. I do not know actually how many
there are.

Well, if there are 30 States which do
have such provisions and 20 States which
have none, I would say that this is cer-
tainly an incentive.

Mr. Chairman, I point out that my
amendment clearly says what it means,
and that is that the responsibility for the
obligation is shared by the local govern-
ment and the Federal Government.

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

Mr. Chairman, this idea was con-
sidered in the subcommittee and in the
full committee, and after that considera-
tion the idea was rejected in the sub-
committee as well as in the full commit-
tee.

Some of the reasons are as follows:

This is not the right time in our eco-
nomiec cycle to be imposing additional
costs on State and local governments.
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An individual State might not have the
resources to deal with this problem in
light of its priorities.

State legislatures would take far too
long to pass a compensation law and
many needy families would be unat-
tended. Even if the State legislatures
made their law retroactive, the needy
families would not have the financial
resources at the point in time when most
needed.

Dependent families have long been
present in States and yet States have not
acted because of this worthy incentive,
therefore, why should they respond to
the incentive of a matching grant con-
cept?

With a matching grant concept,
States that do not pass a law thereby
qualifying for matching grant funds,
would in effect penalize their citizens
who would be made ineligible for com-
pensation in spite of their need.

I would like to quote:

Question 3. What is the position of the
Department on matching grants to the
states for death benefits programs?

Answer. The Department would not sup-
port the use of matching grants to the states
for death benefits programs, This approach
would encourage state and local authorities
to transfer the burden of compensation for
these employees to the federal government.
The primary responsibility for providing
normal employee benefits should rest with
the employers—the state or local govern-
ments, Financial assistance in this area
should come from the states and local gov=
ernments themselves rather than direct take-
over of the function by the federal govern-
ment. Matching grants would only serve to
act as a disincentive to the states and local
governments and result in a reliance on the
federal government for compensation asslist-
ance.

Question 4. How many states have death
benefits programs for public safety officers?

Answer. (See Attachment.) [Bee p. 171.]

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

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

Mr, BIAGGI. Mr. Chairman, to express
it very succinetly, is this not one of the
main reasons why this bill is necessary,
because the local governments have
failed, and failed miserably, in discharg-
ing their moral responsibility and their
actual responsibility of providing for the
survivors of these brave men who have
given their lives in behalf of society and
in the performance of their duties?

Mr. EILBERG. The gentleman is abso-
lutely correct.

Mr. BIAGGI. And that is the main
reason for this bill.

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I rise in op-
position to the amendment.

My, Chairman, by the adoption of this
amendment, there is no real assurance
that the benefits will eventually be paid
to police officers and safety forces. Thirty
to forty percent of all salaried policemen
and firemen do not have any employer-
provided coverage, and this is why in so
many instances charitable organizations
must be relied upon.

I believe this amendment does vio-
lence to the basic concept of the legisla-
tion. There is absolutely no guarantee
that States without coverage today would
supply that coverage, and the result
would only, with the adoption of this
amendment, be an uneven State-by-
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State benefit system for the people who
are designed to be covered by this bill.

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

Mr, FISH, I yield to the gentleman
from Tennessee,

Mr. BAKER. Can the gentleman con-
ceive of a situation in which a local
government would deny the money to
reimburse or indemnify a legitimate
claim in this sort of a situation? They
have the money for everything under
the Sun, and earlier in the debate the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. Hunt)
said they have a fund up there which is
a freewill offering to maintain the
standards in such a situation.

Mr. FISH. I think the gentleman from
New Jersey can verify tkis, but what he
is talking about is a private fund.

Mr. HUNT. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, FISH. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr, HUNT. I was talking about a fund
raised by the people in this town for the
purpose of protecting the deceased fire-
men’s widows. The other contributions
are made by members of the departments
to protect the children of the deceased
firemen involved. It is up to the mem-
bers of the State police to look after the
widows and children. The State in no
way contributed to the fund.

Mr. BAKER, Will the gentleman yield
further?

Mr. FISH. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. BAKER. In this instance the
maximum amount of the fund would cer-
tainly be in order with the necessary
matching Federal funds to indemnify
the aggrieved. I cannot imagine any-
thing else.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Tennessee (Mr. BAKER) .

The question was taken and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr., Baker) there
were—ayes, 48, nays 107.

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr, WIGGINS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Ladies and gentlemen, I will not take
any more time, but I just wish to advise
you that in a few moments I will offer
a motion to recommit. If anything is
clear from our debate this evening, it is
that this bill is confused; the extent of
its coverage is unclear; the rationale for
the bill is tenuous at best. This is an op-
portunity for the Committee on the Judi-
ciary to take another look at this bill to
see whether or not it can be perfected.
The motion to recommit, it seems to me,
is especially in order by reason of the de-
feat of the Danielson amendment, which
is a most worthy one and, frankly, in my
opinion, by reason of the defeat of the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Tennessee, Mr, Baxer. I hope there
will be substantial support for my motion
to recommit.

The CHAIRMAN. If there are no fur-
ther amendments, under the rule the
committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. Nepzi, 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. 11321) to amend the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of
1968, as amended, to provide benefits to
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survivors of certain public safety officers
who die in the performance of duty, pur-
suant to House Resolution 1056, he re-
ported the bill back to the House with
sundry amendments adopted by the
Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the
previous question 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.

MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MRE. WIGGINS

Mr. WIGGINS. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion to recommit.

The SPEAEKER. Is the gentleman op-
posed to the bill?

Mr, WIGGINS. I am, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the motion to recommit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. WiceINs moves to recommit the bill
HR. 11321 to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
the previous question is ordered on the
motion to recommit.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
mofion to recommit.

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

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. WIGGINS. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice; and there were—ayes 77, noes 300,
not voting 56, as follows:

[Roll No. 180]
AYES—TT

Abdnor Fraser

Alexander
Archer
Arends
Armstrong
Beard
Bell
Breaux
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Camp
Casey, Tex.
Chamberlain
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Collins, Tex.
Daniel, Robert
W., Jr.
Davis, Wis.
Dennis
Devine
Dickinson
Edwards, Calif.
Erlenborn
Evans, Colo,
Fisher

Abzug
Adams
Addabbo

Anderson, I1l.
Andrews, N.C.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Annunzio
Ashbrook
Aspin
Badillo

Frelinghuysen
Goodling
Gross
Hinshaw
Holtzman
Hutchinson
Jarman

Johnson, Colo.

Jones, Okla.
Ketchum
Lagomarsino
Landgrebe
Long, La.
McClory
McEwen
McEKay
Mahon
Mallary
Mann
Martin, Nebr.
Michel
Miller

Mink

Moss

Nelsen

NOES—300

Bafalls
Baker
Bauman
Bennett
Bergland
Bevill
Biaggl
Blester
Bingham
Boges
Bolling
Brademas
Brasco

Poage
Powell, Ohlo
Rarick
Rhodes
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.¥Y.
Rousselot
Roybal
Runnels
Ruppe

Ryan
Batterfield
Shoup
Shuster
Smith, N.Y.
Stark
Taylor, Mo.
Treen
Veysey
Waggonner
Whitten
Wiggins
Wydler
Wylie
Zwach

Bray
Breckinridge
Brinkley
Brooks
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Calif.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Burgener
Burke, Calif.
Burke, Fia.

Burke, Mass.
Burton
Butler
Byron
Carney, Ohio
Carter
Chappell
Chisholm
Clanecy
Clark
Clausen,
Don H.
Cochran
Cohen
Collier
Collins, Ill.
Conte
Corman
Cotter
Coughlin
Cronin
Culver
Daniel, Dan
Daniels,
Dominick V.
Danielson
Davis, Ga.
Davis, 8.C.
de la Garza
Delaney
Dellums
Denholm
Dent
Derwinski
Dingell
Donohue
Dorn
Downing
Drinan
Dulski
Duncan
du Pont
Eckhardt
Edwards, Ala.
Eilberg
Esch
Eshleman
Evins, Tenn.
Fascell
Findley
Fish
Flood
Flowers
Flynt
Foley
Ford
Forsythe
Frenzel
Frey
Froehlich
Fulton
Fugua
Gaydos
Glaimo
Glbbons
Gilman
Ginn
Gongzalez
Grasso
Green, Pa.
Griffiths
Grover
Gubser
Gude
Gunter
Guyer
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Hanrahan
Hansen, Idaho
Harrington
Harsha
Hastings
Hawkins
Hays
Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass.
Heinz
Helstoski

Henderson
Hicks

Hillis

Hogan
Hollfield
Holt

Horton
Hosmer
Howard
Huber
Hudnut
Hungate
Hunt

Ichord
Johnson, Calif.
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn.
Jordan
Earth
Eastenmeler

Euykendall
Kyros

McCloskey
McCollister
McCormack
McDade
McFall
McEKinney
Macdonald
Madden
Madigan
Maraziti
Mathias, Calif.
Mathis, Ga.
Matsunaga
Mayne
Mazzoll
Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe
Mezvinsky
Mills
Minish
Mitchell, Md.
Mitchell, N.Y.
Moakley
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead,
Calif.
Moorhead, Pa.
Morgan
Murphy, 111
Murphy, N.Y.
Murtha
Natcher
Nedzi
Nichols
Nix
Obey
O'Brien
O'Hara
O'Neill
Owens
Parris
Passman
Patten
Pepper
Perkins
Pettis
Peyser
Pike
Podell
Preyer
Price, Il
Price, Tex.
Pritchard
Quillen
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Railsback
Randall
Rangel

Rees

Regula

Reuss

Riegle
Rinaldo
Rodino

Roe

Rogers
Roncalio, Wyo,
Roncallo, N.X.
Rosenthal
Rostenkowskl
Roush

Roy

Ruth

St Germain
Sandman
Sarasin
Sarbanes
Scherle
Schneebeli
Schroeder
Seiberling
Shipley
Shriver

Smith, Iowa
S8nyder
Spence
Btaggers
Stanton,

J. William
Stanton,

James V.
Steele
Steelman
Stelger, Arlz.
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stratton
Stubblefield
Stuckey
Studds
Sullivan
Symington
Talcott
Taylor, N.C.
Teague
Thompson, N.J,
Thomson, Wis.
Thornton
Tiernan
Towell, Nev.
Traxler
Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Vander Veen
Vanik
Vigorito
Waldie
Walsh
Wampler
Ware
Whalen
‘White
Whitehurst
Widnall

Charles H.,
Calif.
Wilson,
Charles, Tex.
Winn
Wolfl
Wright
Wyman
Yates
Yatron
Young, Alaska
Young, Fla.
Young, Ga.
Young, 1l
Young, Tex,
Zablockl
Zion

NOT VOTING—56

Ashley
Barrett
Blackburn
Blatnik
Boland
Bowen
Brown, Mich.
Buchanan
Carey, N.Y.
Cederberg
Clay
Conable

Conlan
Conyers
Crane
Dellenback
Diggs
Fountain
Gettys
Goldwater
Gray
Green, Oreg.
aley
Hanna

Hansen, Wash.
Hébert
Johnson, Pa.
Kazen

Eemp

Lujan
McSpadden
Martin, N.C.
Milford
Minshall, Ohio
Mizell

Mosher
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Thone
Udall
Uliman
Williams
Wyatt
Young, 5.C.

Rose
Bebelius

Myers
Patman
Pickle Sikes
Quie Skubitz
Reid Steed
Rooney, N.¥. Stokes
Rooney, Pa. Symms

So the motion to recommit was
rejected.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr. Rooney of New York with Mr, Gold-
water.

Mr. Hébert with Mr. Cederberg.

Mr. Sikes with Mr. Blackburn.

Mr. Rooney of Pennsylvania with Mr,
Eemp.

Mr. Barrett with Mrs, Hansen of Wash-
ington,

Mr. Carey of New York with Mr. Minshall
of Ohio.

Mr. Fountain with Mr. Crane.

Mrs. Green of Oregon with Mr, Quie.

Mr. Stokes with Mr. Conlan.

Mr. Haley with Mr. Lujan.

Mr. Pickle with Mr. Mizell.

Mr. Kazen with Mr. Brown of Michigan.

Mr, Reid with Mr. Sebelius.

Mr, Boland with Mr. Martin of North Caro-
lina.

Mr. Rose with Mr. Buchanan.

Mr. Steed with Mr, Skubitz.

Mr. Udall with Mr. Conable.

Mr, Ashley with Mr. Mosher.

Mr. Ullman with Mr, Symms.

Mr. Bowen with Mr. Dellenback.

Mr. Clay with Mr. Gray.

Mr. Conyers with Mr, Hanna.

Mr, Gettys with Mr. Thone.

Mr, Diggs with Mr. Patman.

Mr. McSpadden with Mr. Myers.

Mr, Blatnik with Mr, Williams,

Mr. Milford with Mr. Wyatt.

Mr. Young of South Carolina with Mr.
Johnson of Pennsylvania.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

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. FISH. Mr. Speaker, on that I
demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 320, nays 54,
not voting 59, as follows:

Abdnor
Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson,
Calif.
Anderson, Ill.
Andrews, N.C.
Andrews,
N. Dak,
Annunzio
Ashbrook
Aspin
Badillo
Bafalis
Baker
Bauman
Beard
Bell
Bennett
Bergland
Bevill
Biaggi
Biester

[Roll No. 181]

YEAS—320

Breaux
Breckinridge
Brinkley
Brooks
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Calif.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Burgener
Burke, Calif.
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.
Burton
Butler
Byron
Carney, Ohio
Carter
Chappell
Chisholm
Clancy
Clark
Clausen,

Don H.
Cochran
Cohen
Collier
Collins, 111.
Collins, Tex.
Conte

Corman
Cotter
Coughlin
Cronin

Culver

Daniel, Dan
Daniel, Robert

Danielson
Davis, Ga.
Davis, 8.C.
de la Garza
Delaney
Dellums

Derwinski
Devine
Dickinson
Dingell
Donohue
Dorn
Downing
Drinan
Dulski
Duncan
du Pont
Eckhardt
Edwards, Ala.
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Ellberg

Esch
Eshieman
Evins, Tenn.
Fascell
Findley

Forsythe
Frenzel
Frey
Froehlich
Fulton
Pugqua
Gaydos
Giaimo
Glbbons
Gilman
Ginn
Gonzalez
Grasso
Green, Pa.
Griffiths
Grover
Gude
Gunter
Guyer
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Hanrahan
Hansen, Idaho
Harrington
Harsha
Hastings
Hawkins
Hays
Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass.
Heinz
Helstoskl
Henderson
Hicks
Hillis
Hogan
Holifield
Holt
Horton
Hosmer
Howard
Huber
Hudnut
Hungate
Hunt
Ichord
Johnson, Calif.
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn.
Jordan
Earth
Eastenmeier
King
Eluczynskl
Koch
Euykendall
Kyros
Lagomarsino
Landrum
Latta
Leggett
Lehman
Lent
Litton

Archer

Arendls
Armstrong
Burleson, Tex,
Burlison, Mo,
Camp

Cuasey, Tex.
Chamberlain
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Davis, Wis.
Dennis
Edwards, Callf.
Erlenborn
Evans, Colo.
Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Coodling

Long, Md.
Lott

Luken
McCloskey
McCollister
MecCormack
McDade
McFall
McKinney
Macdonald
Madden
Madigan
Maraziti
Mathias, Calif,
Mathis, Ga.
Matsunaga

Mezvinsky
Miller
Mills
Minish
Mink
Mitchell, Md.
Mitchell, N.Y.
Mogakley
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead,
Calif.
Moorhead, Pa.
Morgan

O'Brien
O’Hara
O'Neill
Owens
Parris
Passman
Patten
Pepper
Perkins
Petiis
Pevser
Fike
Podell
Preyer
Price, 111.
Price, Tex.
Pritchard
Quillen
Ralilsback
Randall
Rangel
Rees
Regula
Reuss
Riegle
Rinaldo
Roberts
Roblson, N.¥Y,
Rodino
Roe
Rogers

Roncalio, Wyo.

Roncallo, N.Y,
Rosenthal
Rostenkowsk{
Roush
Rousselot

NAYS—b54

Gross
Hinshaw
Holtzman
Hutchinson
Jarman
Johnson, Colo.
Jones, Okla.
Eetchum
Landgrebe
Long, La.
MeClory
McEwen
McEay
Mahon
Mallary
Mann
Martin, Nebr,
Michel
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Roy
Runnels
Ruth
St Germalin
Sandman
Sarasin
Sarbanes
Scherle
Schneebell
Schroeder
Seiberling
Shipley
Shoup
Shriver
Shuster
Sisk
Slack
Smith, Towa
Snyder
Spence
Staggers
Stanton,
J. William
Stanton,
James V.
Stark
Steele
Steelman
Stelger, Ariz.
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stratton
Stuckey
Studds
Sullivan
Symington
Talcott
Taylor, N.C.
Thompson, N.J.
Thomson, Wis,
Thornton
Tiernan
Towell, Nev.
Traxler
Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Vander Veen
Vanik
Veysey
Vigorito
Waldie
‘Walsh
Wampler
Ware
‘Whalen
White
‘Whitehurst
Wilson, Bob
Wilson,
Charles H.,
Calif

‘Wilson,
Charles, Tex.

Winn

Wolff

Wright

Wydler

Wylie

Wyman

Yates

Yatron

Young, Alaska

Young, Fla.

Young, Ga.

Young, 11l.

Young, Tex.

Zablocki

Zion

Zwach

Moss

Nelsen
Poage
Powell, Ohio
Rarlck
Rhodes
Robinson, Va.
Roybal
Ruppe

Ryan
Satterfield
Smith, N.Y.
Taylor, Mo.
Teague
Treen
Waggonner
Whitten
Wigglins

NOT VOTING—b59

Ashley
Barrett
Blackburn
Blatnik
Boland
Bowen
Brown, Mich.
Buchanan
Carey, N.Y,
Cederberg
Clay

Conable
Conlan
Conyers
Crane
Dellenback
Digegs
Fountain
Gettys Patman
Goldwater Pickle

So the bill was passed.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr. Hébert with Mr, Cederberg.

Mr. Rooney of Pennsylvania with Mr,
Blackburn.

Mr, Sikes with Mr. Gubser.

Mr. Rooney of New York with Mr. Dellen-
back.

Mr. Barrett with Mr. Goldwater.

Mr. Carey of New York with Mr. Kemp.

Mr. Fountain with Mr. Patman.

Mrs. Green of Oregon with Mr. Brown of
Michigan,

Mr. Stokes with Mr. Minshall of Ohio,

Mr. Haley with Mr. Crane,

Mr. Pickle with Mr. Lujan.

Mr. Kazen with Mr. Johnson of Penn-
sylvania.

Mr. Reid with Mr. Buchanan,

Mr. Rose with Mr. Quie.

Mr. Boland with Mr. Conable.

Mr, Steed with Mr. Sebelius.

Mr. Stubblefield with Mr. Martin of North
Carolina,

Mr. Gettys with Mr. Symms,

Mr, Udall with Mr. Widnall.

Mr. Ashley with Mr. Mizell.

Mr. MeSpadden with Mr, Skubitz,

Mr. Blatnik with Mr. Thone.

Mr,. Milford with Mr. Mosher.

Mr, Ullman with Mr, Willlams.

Mr, Clay with Mr, Gray.

Mr. Bowen with Mr. Wyatt.

Mr, Diggs with Mr. Hanna,

Mrs. Hansen of Washington with Mr.
Myers.

Mr. Conyers with Mr. Young of South
Carolina,

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Mr. EILBERG. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on the Judiciary be discharged from
further consideration of the bill (S. 15)
to amend the Omnibus Crime Control
and Safe Streets Act of 1968 to provide
a Federal death benefit to the surviving
dependents of public safety officers, and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the Senate
bill.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate bill as
follows:

Qule

Reld
Rooney, N.Y,
Rooney, Pa.
Rose

Gray

Green, Oreg.
Gubser

Haley

Hanna
Hansen, Wash,
Hébert
Johnson, Pa.
Eazen

Eemp

Lujan
McSpadden
Martin, N.C.
Milford
Minshall, Ohio
Mizell

Mosher

Myers

Stubblefield
Symms
Thone
Udall
Ullman
Widnall
Williams
Wyatt
Young, 8.C.

S. 16
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
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America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “Public Safety Offi-
cers’ Benefits Act of 1973".

SectioNn 1. The Omnibus Crime Control
and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amended, is
amended by—

(1) redesignating sections 451 through 455,
respectively, as sections 421 through 425;

(2) redesignating sections 501 through 522,
respectively, as sections 550 through 571;

(3) redesignating parts F, G, H, and I of
title I, respectively, as parts I, J, K, and L of
title I; and

(4) adding at the end of part G of title 1
of the Act, the following new part:

“PART H—DEATH BENEFITS FOR PUBLIC SAFETY
OFFICERS
“DEFINITIONS

“Sec. 525. As used in this part—

“{1) ‘child’ means any natural, adopted,
or posthumous child of a deceased public
safety officer who 15—

“(A) under elghteen years of age; or

“(B) over elghteen years of age and in-
capable of self-support because of physical
or mental disability; or

**(C) over eighteen years of age and a stu-
dent as defined by section 8101 of title 5,
United States Code.

“(2) ‘criminal act' means any crime, in-
cluding an act, omission, or possession under
the laws of the United States or a State or
unit of general local government, which
poses a substantial threat of personal in-
Jury, notwithstanding that by reason of age,
insanity, intoxication, or o*herwise, the per-
son engaging in the act, omission, or posses-
slon was legally incapable of committing a
crime;

“(3) ‘dependent’ means a person who was
wholly or substantially rellant for support
upon the income of a deceased public safety
officer;

“(4) 'Intoxicatlon' means a disturbance of
mental or physical faculties resulting from
the introduction of alcohol, drugs, or other
substances into the body;

“(5) ‘line of duty’ means within the scope
of employment or service;

“(6) ‘public safety officer' means a person
serving a public agency, with or without
compensation, as

“(A) a law enforcement officer, Including a
corrections or a court officer, engaged in—

“(1) the apprehension or attempted appre-
hension of any person—

“(a) for the commission of a criminal act,
or

“(b) who at the time was sought as a
material witness in a eriminal proceeding; or

“(i1) protecting or guarding a person held
for the commission of a criminal act or held
as a materlal witness in connection with a
criminal act; or

“(iii) the lawful prevention of, or lawiul
attempt to prevent the commission of, a
criminal act or an apparent criminal act or
in the performance of his official duty; or

“(B) a firefighter; and

“(7) ‘separated spouse’ means a spouse,
without regard to dependency, who is living
apart for reasonable cause or because of
desertion by the deceased public safety officer.

“AWARDS

“Sec. 526. (a) Upon a finding made in ac-
cordance with section 527 of this part the
Administration shall provide a gratuity of
A£50,000.

“(b) (1) Whenever the Administration de-
termines, upon a showing of need and prior
to taking final action, that a death of a
public safety officer is one with respect to
which a benefit will probably be paid, the
Administration may make an interim benefit
payment not exceeding $3,000 to the person
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entitled to recelve a benefit under section
527 of this part.

“(2) The amount of any interim benefit
pald under paragraph (1) of this subsection
shall be deducted from the amount of any
final benefit paid to such person or dependent

*(3) Where there is no final benefit paid,
the recipient of any interim benefit paid
under paragraph (1) of this subsection shall
be liable for repayment of such amount. The
Administration may waive all or part of such
repayment.

“(c) The benefit payable under this part
shall be in addition to any other benefit that
may be due from any other source, but shall
be reduced by payments authorized by sec-
tion 12(k) of the Act of September 1, 1916,
as amended, 4-531(1) of the District of
Columbia Code.

*“(d) No benefit paid undex this part shall
be subject to execution or attachment.

“RECIPIENTS

“Sec. 527. When a public safety officer has
been Killed in the line of duty and the direct
and proximate cause of such death was a
criminal act or an apparent criminal act,
the Administration shall pay a benefit as
provided in section 526 of this part as
follows:

*(1) if there is no surviving dependent
child of such officer, to the surviving de-
pendent spouse or separated spouse of such
officer;

“(2) if there is a surviving dependent
child or children and a surviving dependent
spouse or separated spouse of such officer,
one-half to the surviving dependent child
or children of such officer in equal shares
and one-half to the surviving dependent
spouse or separated spouse of such officer;

“{3) i there is no such surviving de-
pendent spouse or separated spouse, to the
dependent child or children of such officer,
in equal shares; or

*(4) if none of the above, to the dependent
parent or parents of the decedent, in equal
shares;

“(6) if none of the above, to the dependent
person or persons who are blood relatives of
the deceased public safety officer or who
were living in his household and who are
specifically designated in the public safety
officer’s duly executed authorization to re-
celve the benefit provided for in this part.

“LIMITATIONS

“Sec. 528. No benefit shall be paid under
this part—

“(1) if the death was caused by the inten-
tional misconduct of the public safety officer
or by such officer’s intention to bring about
his death;

**(2) if voluntary intoxication of the public
safety officer was the proximate cause of such
officer’s death; or

“{3) to any person who would otherwise
be entitled to a benefit under this part if
such person’s actions were a substantial con-
tributing factor to the death of the publie
safety officer.”

MISCELLANEOUS FROVISIONS

Sec. 2. Section 569 of the Omnibus Crime
Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as
amended and as redesignated by this Act, is
amended by inserting *“(a)” immediately
after 560" and by adding at the end thereof
the following new subsection:

“(b) There is authorized to be appro-
priated such sums as are necessary for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1974, for the
purposes of part H."

Sec. 3. Until specific appropriations are
made for carrying out the purposes of this
Act, any appropriation made to the Depart-
ment of Justice or the Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration for grants, activi-
ties, or contracts shall, in the discretion of
the Attorney General, be available for pay-
ments of obligations arising under this Act,

Sec. 4. If the provisions of any part of
this Act are found invalid or any amend-
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ments made thereby or the application
thereof to any person or circumstances be
held invalid, the provisions 6f the other parts
and their application to other persons or
circumstances shall not be affected thereby.

Sec. 5. This Act shall become effective and
apply to acts and deaths occurring on or
after October 17, 1972.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. EILBERG

Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Speaker, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. EiLBErG: Strike
out all after the enacting clause of the Sen-
ate bill S. 15, and insert in lieu thereof the
provisions of H.R. 11321, as passed, as
follows:

That this Act may be cited as the “Public
Safety Officers Benefits Act of 1974".

Sec. 2. Title I of the Omnibus Crime Con-
trol and Safe Streets Act of 1968 is amended
by adding at the end thereof the following
new part:

“PART J.—PUBLIC SAFETY OFFICERS DEATH
BENEFITS

“Sec. 701. (a) In any case in which the
Administration determines, under regula-
tions issued under part F of this title, that
an eligible public safety officer has died as
the direct and proximate result of a personal
injury sustained in the performance of duty,
leaving a spouse or one or more eligible
dependents, the Administration shall pay a
gratuity of $50,000, in the following order
of precedence:

“(1) If there is no dependent child, to the
spouse.

*{2) If there is no spouse, to the depend-
ent child or children, in equal shares.

*“(3) If there are both a spouse and one
or mose dependent children, one-half to the
spouse and one-half to the child or chil-
dren, in equal shares.

*“(4) If there is mo survivor in the above
classes, to the parent or parents dependent
for support on the decedent, in equal shares.

“(b) As used In this section, a dependent
child is any natural, illegitimate, adopted,
posthumous child or stepchild of the dece-
dent who at the time of the public safety
officer’s death is—

(1) under eighteen years of age; or

"{2) over eighteen years of age and in-
capable of self-support because of physical
or mental disability; or

*“{3) over eighteen years of age and &
student as defined by section 8101 of title
5, United States Code.

“{c) As used in this section, spouse in-
cludes a surviving husband or wife lving
with or dependent for support on the dece-
dent at the time of his death, or living apart
for reasonable cause or because of desertion
by the decedent.

“(d) As used in this section, the term
‘dependent for support’ means more than
one-half of the support of the dependent
concerned.

“(e) As used in this section, the term
‘law enforcement officer’ means a person en-
gaged in any activity pertaining to crime
prevention, control, or reduction or the en-
forcement of the criminal law, including,
but not limited to police efforts to prevent,
control, or reduce crime or to apprehend
criminals; activities of corrections, proba-
tion, or parole authoritles; and programs
relating to the prevention, control, or reduc-
tion of juvenile delinquency or narcotic
addiction.

“(f) As used in this section, the term
‘crime’ means any act or omission which is
declared by law to be a crime in the juris-
diction where the injury to the public safety
officer occurred. Such an act is a crime for
the purposes of this section notwithstanding
the guilt, innocence, disability, or identity
of the actor.

“(g) As used in this section, the term
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‘eligible public safety officer’ means any in-
dividual serving, with or without compen-
sation, a public agency in an officlal capacity
as a law enforcement officer, or as a fireman
(including any individual serving as an
officially recognized or designated member
of a legally organized volunteer fire depart-
ment) who is determined by the Adminis-
tration to have been, at the time of his
injury—

“(1) a law enforcement officer engaged
in—

“(A) the apprehension or attempted ap-
prehension of any person—

“(1) for the commission of a crime, or

“(11) who at that time was sought as &
material witness in a criminal proceeding;
or

“(B) protecting or guarding a person held
for the commission of a crime or held as a
material witness in connection with a crime;
or

“(C) (i) the lawful prevention of, or law-
ful attempt to prevent, the commission of a
crime; or (ii) otherwise engaged in the per-
formance of his duty, where the activity is
determined by the Administration to be
potentially dangerous to the law enforce-
ment officer; or

“(2) actually and directly engaged in
fighting a fire; or

“({B) otherwise engaged in the performance
of his duty where the activity is determined
by the Administration to be potentially dan-
gerous to the fireman.

“Sec. T02. (a) Whenever the Administra-
tion determines, upon a showing of need and
prior to taking final action, that a death of
a public safety officer is one with respect to
which a benefit will probably be paid, the
Administration may make an interim benefit
payment not exceeding $3,000 to the person
or persons entitled to receive a benefit under
section 701 of-this part.

“(b) The amount of any interim benefit
paid under subsection (a) of this section
shall be deducted from the amount of any
final benefit paid to such person or persons.

“(c) Where there is no final benefit paid,
the reciplent of any interim benefit paid
under subsection (a) of this section shall be
liable for repayment of such amount. The
Administration may waive all or part of such
repayment, and shall consider for this pur-
pose the hardship which would result from
repayment.

“Sec. T03. (a) No benefit shall be paid
under this part—

“(1) if the death was caused by the inten-
tional misconduct of the public safety of-
ficer or by such officer’s intention to bring
about his death;

*“(2) if voluntary intoxication of the pub-
lic safety officer was the proximate cause
of such officer's death; or

“{3) to any person who would otherwise
be entitled to a benefit under this part if
such person's actions were a substantial con-
tributing factor to the death of the public
safety officer.

“{b) The benefit payable under this part
shall be in addition to any other benefit that
may be due from any other source, but shall
be reduced by—

“(1) payments authorized by section 8191
of title 5, United States Code;

"“(2) payments authorized by section 12
(k) of the Act of Beptember 1, 1916, as
amended (D.C. Code, sec. 4-531(1));

“(e) No benefit pald under this part shall
be subject to execution or attachment.

“SEC. T04. The provisions of this part shall
apply with respect to any eligible public
safety officer who dies as the direct and proxi-
mate result of a personal injury which is
sustained on or after October 11, 1972.".

Sec. 3. Section 520 of the Omnibus Crime
Control and Safe Streets Act of 1068, as
amended, is amended by inserting “(a)" im-
mediately after “520" and by adding at the
end thereof the following new subsection:
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“(b) There are authorized to be appro-
priated In each fiscal year such sums as
may be necessary to carry out the purposes
of part J.".

Sec. 4. Until specific appropriations are
made for carrying out the purposes of this
Act, any appropriation made to the Depart-
ment of Justice or the Law Enforcement As-
sistance Administration for grants, activ-
ities, or contracts shall, in the discretion of
the Attorney General, be avallable for pay-
ments of obligations arising under this Act.

Sec. 5. The Administration is authorized
to establish such rules, regulations, and pro-
cedures as may be necessary to carry out
the purposes of this part J. Such rules,
regulations, and procedures will be deter-
minative of conflict of laws issues arising
under this part J.

Bec. 6. The Administration may prescribe
rules and regulations governing the recog-
nition of agents or other persons, represent-
ing claimants before the Administration.
The Administration may, by rule and reg-
ulation, prescribe the maximum fees which
may be charged for services performed in
connection with any claim before the ad-
ministration of this part, and any agree-
ment in violation of such rules and regula-
tions shall be void.

S8ec. 7. In making determinations under
section 701, the Administration may dele-
gate such administrative functions to State
and local agencies as 1t determines neces-
sary and proper to the administration of
this part. Responsibility for making final
determinations would rest with the Ad-
ministration.

Sec. 8, If the provisions of any part of
this Act are found invalid or any amend-
ments made thereby or the application
thereof to any person or circumstances be
held invalid, the provisions of the other
parts and their application to other persons
or circumstances shall not be affected
thereby.

The amendment was agreed to.

The Senate bill 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 Omnibus Crime Control
and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amended,
to provide benefits to survivors of cer-
tain public safety officers who die in the
performance of duty.”

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

A similar House bill (H.R. 11321) was
laid on the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr, EILBERG. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on the bill
H.R. 11321 just passed.

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

There was no objection,

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

My, WALDIE, Mr, Speaker, on rollcall
No. 178, taken today, I was present and
inserted my card in the recording device,
and the recording device did not properly
record. Had it done so, I would have been
recorded as voting “aye” on that legis-
lation.
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THE ROSENEERG CASE

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

Mr. ICHORD. Mr. Speaker, the com-
munication media exerts a strong infiu-
ence upon our national standards. Tele-
vision, which reaches into the homes of
millions of Americans, has been a par-
ticularly powerful force in our lives. Al-
though the television networks have con-
trol over the programs they present, the
extent of distortion depicted in many
shows is almost unbelievable.

A prime example of such distortion
was recently brought to light by Simon
H. Rifkind's column in the March 16,
1974, issue of TV Guide. The column,
titled “T'V Turns Soviet Spies Into U.S.
Folk Heroes,” pertains to the trial of
atom spies Julius and Ethel Rosenberg
who were executed in 1953 after being
convicted of conspiracy to commit es-
pionage.

Mr. Rifkind calls attention to the man-
ner in which certain television networks
during recent portrayals of the Rosen-
berg trial have endeavored to convince
their audiences that the defendants were
“railroaded.” Before the Rosenbergs died
as traitors, their case was given one of
the most careful and thorough reviews of
any case in American criminal history.
In spite of this, Mr. Rifkind comments,
the television networks have presented
the two spies for Russia as a pair of
“American folk heroes,” and have at-
tempted to demonstrate that the Amer-
ican system of justice is “utterly beyond
redemption.”

Mr. Speaker, I have always been
strongly opposed to any form of news
coverage that depicts criminals as heroes
and I resent very much the television
networks’ attempt to vindicate the Ros-
enbergs. The failure of the television
networks to inspire their audiences to
arrive at a reasoned conclusion based on
facts impartially presented, points up a
problem of serious concern.

I congratulate Mr. Rifkind and TV
Guide and commend to my colleagues
and to the people of the Nation this
thoughtful and illuminating article which
suggests the strong need for responsible
and factually accurate reporting. The
text follows:

TV Turns Sovier Sries InTo U.B. FOLK

HEROES

(By Simon H. Rifkind)

What 1s the cause of the recwrrent flurry
of interest in the Rosenberg trial? A few
weeks ago we saw the Rosenberg trial on
Stanley KEramer's “Judgment” serles, ap-
pearing on ABC. Currently, PBS Is distribut-
ing a public-affairs documentary, “The Un-
quiet Death of Julius and Ethel Rosenberg.”

This question would be out of order if, in
fact, an author or playwright had used the
ingredients of the trial for the creation of a
truly great novel or play. That, of course,
would be sufficient reason for publication or
production. That, however, has not hap-
pened. The productions exposed to the pub-
lic have not measured up, as entertalnment,
to the routine cops-and-robbers storles
which fill the TV screen. As news commens=
tary, their cargo of relevance is on a par
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with that of a rerun of the McKinley cam-
palgn.

To discover the answer to our question, I
suggest we first list a few of the hard facts
of the Rosenberg trial.

1. In January, 1051, a Federal grand jury
indicted Julius and Ethel Rosenberg for
conspiring, from 1944 to 1950, to communi-
cate secret information to the Soviet Union.
No one has yet questioned the composition
of that grand jury or the guality of its be-
havior.

2. The Rosenbergs were tried by a Federal
Jjury in New York. That jury was not sworn
until counsel for the Rosenbergs pronounced
it a satisfactory jury; and he did that long
before he had exhausted all his challenges,

3. Counsel for the Rosenbergs was not
court appointed. He was the Rosenbergs’
personally retained lawyer, one Emanuel H.
Bloch, a lawyer of wide experience and good
reputation as an advocate,

4. The judge who presided at the trial was
the Honorable Irving R. Eaufman, a judge
whose capacity and character caused Judge
Learned Hand, one of the towering person-
alities of our judiclal system, to recommend
him to President Kennedy for appointment
to the Court of Appeals (of which he is now
the Chlef Judge). Judge Hand was not
known to dispense his favors carelessly. He
was adored by a long generation of judges
and lawyers as the champion of fair trials
and the protector of human liberty.

5. The jury’s verdict met the test of guilt
beyond a reasonable doubt and was affirmed
by the Court of Appeals in an opinion writ-
ten by Judge Jerome N. Frank. No judge had
& higher reputation for the care with which
he examined any possible ground to ques-
tion a conviction.

6. After conviction, the Rosenbergs filed
sixteen petitions for reconsideration in the
District Court, seven appeals in the Court
of Appeals, seven applications to the Su-
preme Court and two applications to Presi-
dent Eisenhower for executive clemency. Al-
together 112 judges dealt in one form or
another with the Rosenberg case. Not one
saw fit to question their guilt or their con-
viction,

The explanation of how a unanimous ver-
dict of guilty which passed unscathed
through every judicial review and appeal can
be turned into a documentary or play which
leaves the audience convinced the defendants
were railroaded (as reported by Bob Williams,
N.Y. Post 2,/26/74) may also answer the first
question. What makes the Rosenberg case so
recurrent a subject for dramatization?

Whoever presents the Rosenberg trial to a
public audience or on television must so re-
arrange it that the story engages the reader’s
sympathy and so that he is emotlonally
stirred by the fate of one or another of the
protagonists.

In the story of the Rosenberg trial, the
only characters who qualify for such a role
are the Rosenbergs themselves. After all, it
was they who suffered the supreme penalty.
It was they who died faithful to a cause they
espoused (never mind that Stalinism, to
which they were attached, was the most
wretched and vicipus idolatry of the cen-
tury). They were little people encountering
the almost llmitless resources of a powerful
government.

It takes only a few liberties with the true
facts to evoke sympathy for such people,
even from those who begin by despising and
condemning what they have done. What can
evoke more sympathy than the plcture of a
hushand and wife going down together Into
the abyss, locked in a loving embrace with
each other and holding fast to a quasi-
religious faith they passionately espouse?

And so, the inevitable has happened. Every
new exposure of the Rosenberg story has pre-
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sented the two spies for Russia as a pair of
American folk heroes, folk heroes who should
be understood, and therefore forgiven; folk
heroes with whom the viewer deeply sympa-
thizes and whose guilt is therefore ques-
tloned.

If guilt is questioned it must be because
the processes of justice have failed.

The villain of the play, once the spies have
become its heroes, must be the system of
American justice. The argument is simple.
If, after the enormous attention given to
this case by so many judges, the innocent
are nevertheless convicted, it must be that
the system is rotten to the core. In short,
the story lends itself readily to the accomp-
lishment of two purposes. One, the genera-
tion of sympathy for two sples who have
served their Russian masters; and two, the
demonstration that the Amerlcan system of
justice i1s utterly beyond redemption. The
conclusion is inescapable—that there are
those who find the propagation of these two
ideas an acceptable assignment.

Those of us who have studied the record,
who know that the Rosenbergs were fairly
tried and fairly convicted by a system of
Justice, which, though not perfect, is prob-
ably the best the world possesses, naturally
question the wisdom or the purpose of this
propaganda.

Even Bloch, the accused's lawyer, sald dur-
ing summation: “I would like to say to the
court on behalf of all defense counsel
that . . . you have tried us with utmost
courtesy . . . and that the trial has been
conducted . . . [as] an American trial.”

On the day of sentence, Bloch also said:
“In retrospect, we can all say that we at-
tempted to have the case tried as we expect
similar cases to be tried in this country;. . .
and I know that the court conducted itself
as an American judge.”

THE UNITED STATES IN SPACE—
A SUMMARY

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

Mr. FREY. Mr. Speaker, this is the
fourth and final statement of a series in
which I have discussed the U.S. space
program. The purpose of these articles
has been to provide my colleagues with
a survey of our activities in space. It is
my hope that this information will offer
my fellow Representatives a background
upon which to base their decision on the
upcoming NASA 1975 authorization bill.

All Members of Congress are acutely
aware that health, welfare, defense,
ecology, and space, plus a host of other
fields, must compete each year for our
Federal dollars. Certain of our programs
address today's most pressing needs;
certain are more oriented to the future;
a few work for both today and tomorrow.

The goal of Congress must be to pro-
vide for a proper balance between the
most desirable of the programs proposed.
I, for one, am thankful that there are
those who understand the role which re-
search and development play in the
growth of our Nation.

We will always be confronted with
those who believe the telephone came as
a natural and inevitable step in the re-
finement of the semaphore, or the air-
plane as some kind of magically trans-
formed ground transportation. But the
majority of the American people appre-
ciate that the steps we have taken to
advance our society—regardless of the
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basic field in which the change oc-
curred—have had science and technology
in their origins.

I think our people further realize that
these quantum steps are also the direct
result of dollars, hard work, and far-
sightedness. These three factors have
been the essential ingredients in most of
the progress which this country has en-
joyed thus far, and to no less an extent,
will they be the ingredients of the pro-
gress our Nation will make in the future.

‘We should also realize that during the
decade of the 1960’s, the $38 billion the
United States spent on its space effort
amounted to less than one-half of 1
percent of our gross national product
for that period. There is no question that
$38 billion is a great deal of money,
but we should also appreciate that this
country spent almost $350 billion on
health and welfare programs, and over
$625 billion on national defense pro-
grams during that same 10-year period.

A look at the ratios between expendi-
tures is even more revealing. The ratio
of dollars spent in the space program
to dollars spent on health and welfare
was 1 to 9. The ratio of national invest-
ment in space to investment in the de-
fense effort was approximately 1 to 16.

These numbers clearly emphasize that
the money directed to our space pro-
gram is not out of proportion to Federal
spending in other categories. But money
is not the sole criterion; jobs and people
are another and even more important
gage.

The aerospace industry and our space
program as a major segment of that

industry is America’s largest manufac-
turing industry. At its peak production
in the late 1960°s this industry employed
more than 1.4 million people doing an

annual business of over $28 billion.
More important, $14 billion was the an-
nual payroll for the industry.

There is also an additional aspect to
the industry’s impact. In the 1960's dur-
ing the first decade of our space pro-
gram, this country saw its gross na-
tional product grow from $460 billion to
more than $900 billion. Approximately
half of that real growth of the gross
national product, according to econo-
mists, can be attributed to the stimulus
of new technological knowledge from re-
search and development investments,
And no less than 25 percent of this coun-
try’s total research and development
expenditures was invested directly in
OUr space program.

There are also other measures of the
space program'’s impact, such as the eco-
nomic growth from our space effort in
terms of the regional impact of space
facilities. Employment levels, standards
of living, educational opportunities, and
industrial development have been mul-
tiplied many times with the establish-
ment of such facilities as Cape Canav-
eral, Houston, and Huntsville. The de-
mand of the space program for highly
skilled and highly qualified people clear-
ly exceeded available talent pools and,
therefore, had to be met by training and
general upgrading of skill levels. Individ-
uals who received this training have un-
deniably benefited from the demands
imposed upon them by working within
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the aerospace environment. The incre-
ment of skill which was added to the in-
ventory of the individual worker repre-
sents a distinet contribution of the space
program of permanent value.

As emphasized in my previous state-
ments, the practical benefits of applied
space technology are numerous. From
the medical profession to business and
industry, we may cite countless examples
of positive returns from our space pro-
gram. Certain manufacturers who were
involved with the space program have
2lso helped to disseminate these benefits
of space technology. A company which
produced miniature nuclear power sup-
plies has now developed and marketed
a nuclear-powered heart pacemaker. Re-
search is currently being conducted on
the development of an artificial heart
machine. As another example of tech-
nelogy transfer, the heat pipe design
used to dissipate heat in space is now
being considered for use in the Alaska
pipeline to disperse the heat of pipes an-
chored in the permafrost. A sight switch
which was developed to enable as-
tronauts, whose arms were hindered by
strong egravity forces, to activate
switches by the movement of their eyes
has now been adapted to aid paralyzed
people to manipulate their wheelchairs.
Numerous patient monitoring tech-
niques, similar to those used by the
Apollo astronauts, have been adapted for
use in hospitals. The biological isolation
garment, also developed for use by the
Apollo astronauts, is now being worn by
patients being treated for acute leu-
kemia and other illnesses, as well as by
patients with aplastic anemia. Another
product which evolved from the space
program is a unique fireproof material
that permits firefighters to move very
close to the fire, or even to enter the
flames, if necessary.

The list of practical returns from our
space program goes on and on, but per-
haps the most important application, in
terms of business and finanecial institu-
tional needs, has been the growth and
development of the computer industry.
The type of computer operations—both
the technology and the programing
techniques—originally developed for the
space program is now widely used in
business'and finance.

We can use any number of impressive
statistics to study the movement of the
computer industry to prove the point. As
an example, from 1960 to 1970, this coun-
try added over 65,000 new computers to
its existing base of 5,000. That is a 1,300-
percent increase. We can also use invest-
ment as a measure. In 1960, U.S. busi-
nesses and institutions spent less than
$1 billion on computers, data processing
equipment, and operating staffs. In 1970,
these same businesses and institutions
spent almost $25 billion for computer
hardware and services. That represents
a growth in sales by a factor of 25 with
the 1970 dollar expenditure correspond-
ing to over 2 percent of our gross national
product.

Here is the point I wish to make. This
country, as it strives to maintain its lead-
ership in high technology products, must
continue to commit the necessary dollars
and manpower to the task. It is essential
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to realize that our lead in advanced tech-
nology—a lead that produced a favorable
balance of trade stronger than in any
other general area of export—cannot be
maintained without a positive and mean-
ingful commitment. What we must also
recognize is that other -countries
throughout the world are no longer will-
ing to take a back seat to the United
States in terms of technology advance.

What does this mean in terms of our
Nation’s space program? Throughout
most of the past decade this country
has held a clearcut lead in space. We all
know of the benefits we have enjoyed
in terms of more economical long-dis-
tance communications and more accu-
rate weather forecasting, not to mention
the many technological spinoffs which
are in everyday usage. But what are we
doing to provide for continued growth
in the field? How are we guaranteeing
our future advance? That is my concern.

Let us look, therefore, at some of the
major accomplishments of our space pro-
gram during the past year. Perhaps the
most important event of last year was the
highly successful Skylab program. The
initial unmanned mission and three sub-
sequent manned missions yielded a
wealth of information on the Earth, the
Sun, and on man in the environment of
space, as well as countless data from ex-
periments conducted in space. The three
Skylab crews together traveled a total of
over 61 million nautical miles, and or-
bited the Earth 2,475 times in their
orbital workshop. While the Apollo proj-
ect extended man’s reach to the Moon,
Skylab added near-Earth space to man'’s
domain by confirming that human beings
can live and work effectively in space for
long periods of time.

As Skylab was demonstrating the im-
portance of near-Earth space, Pioneer 10
was opening up a new era of space explo-
ration of the outer planets. As it swept
past Jupiter on December 3, Pioneer 10
made hundreds of scientific measure-
ments of the giant planet, its inner
moons, and its famous and mysterious
red spot. These observations yielded
surprising new data about the largest
planet in our solar system and its moons.
Pioneer 10 was the first spacecraft to fly
beyond the orbit of Mars, the first to pen-
etrate the asteroid belt, and will be the
first manmade object ultimately to es-
cape the solar system.

Last year also marked the coming of
age of the Earth Resources Technology
Satellite (ERTS) program. ERTS-1 has
acquired and relayed to Earth over
100,000 multi-spectral scenes of our
planet, covering more than a billion
square miles. Some examples of the op-
erational values of remote sensing from
space are: rapid and accurate measure-
ment and assessment of major floods;
snow and water resource management;
new geological exploration and mapping
important to mineral and petroleum
prospecting; first-time surveys of less-de-
veloped areas; better management of
range, forest, agricultural, and urban
lands; rapid environmental surveys of
dams, ponds, and strip mines; and lake
and waterway pollution monitoring.

One series of ERTS images has even
revealed what appears to be a large
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wooden structure on the side of Mount
Ararat in Turkey, believed by many to be
the site where Noah’s ark came to rest.
Several expeditions are being organized
to investigate the structure at close
range. The full benefits of the ERTS pro-
gram have not yet been tallied, but a cur-
rent study being conducted by the De-
partment of Interior is indicating that
very significant returns can be expected
from our continuing Earth resources sur-
Vey program.

Another major milestone of 1973 was
the confirmation of our agreement with
nine European nations on the develop-
ment of the Spacelab. Confirmed in Sep-
tember, this agreement states that the
Europeans will develop, at their own ex-
pense, the laboratory module to be used
with the Space Shuttle. This also marks
the achievement of a new high level in
international cooperation and cost shar-
ing, and will provide a key piece of
equipment for the Space Shuttle.

There are some troublesome notes,
however, The design and development of
the Space Shuttle itself has had several
budgetary setbacks. The first manned
orbital fiight of the shuttle is now ex-
pected to occur in the second quarter of
1979, instead of at the end of 1978, a de-
lay of from 4 to 6 months. A firm
schedule is extremely important in a
large-scale, complex development pro-
gram like the Space Shuttle and it is this
type of sethback therefore which must be
avoided. We cannot invest time, money,
and valuable manpower in a program,
only to reduce its funding in midstream.
Realizing the importance of rigid time
schedules in space research and devel-
opment, we should be all the more com-
mitted to lending ocur support to the
space program through funding author-
izations. Even within their budget con-
straints of recent years, NASA has car-
ried out an aggressive, highly useful,
and exciting program in space and aero-
nautics, fully deserving of congressional
as well as national support.

Let us not abandon this program and
reduce the steady flow of benefits by
forcing even tighter financial restric-
tions on the Agency.

I know that my colleagues will recog-
nize the shortsightedness of anything
less than full support of the NASA au-
thorization, Our space program, as it is
addressed to meeting the needs of our
“spaceship” Earth, deserves our unqual-
ified vote of confidence.

INFLATION

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

Mr. ROUSH. Mr. Speaker, the country
is in the midst of the worst infiation in
a number of years, and our gross national
product is dropping sharply, leading
many of us to the conclusion that a de-
pression or recession is in the making—
even if the President’s economic advisers
will not admit it.

Despite this distressing picture, the
only cries of alarm coming from the ad-
ministration have resulted from Con-
gress’ attempt to roll back oil prices and
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provide speclal unemployment compen-
sa.ti;.m for workers affected by the energy
crisis.

This is all the more shocking as the true
picture of what is happening unfolds.
While the American consumer has been
waiting in long gaslines and wrapping up
in sweaters at home, the big oil com-
panies have been salting away more and
more money.

Exxon earnings for the first guarter
were $705 million, compared to $508 mil-
lion last year, for a gain of 38.8 percent.

Texaco enjoyed a percentage gain of
123.2 percent, with earnings jumping
from $264 million to $589.4 million.

Standard Oil of Indiana reported a
profit increase of 81 percent for the
quarter, while Gulf Oil Corp. said its net
earnings increased 76 percent.

Mr. Speaker, this happened beecause
the administration allowed it to happen.

The President vetoed the emergency
energy bill on the grounds that we had
to allow profits to oil companies to induce
further oil productions, Mr. Speaker,
these companies have been able to take
care of themselves down through the
yvears, and I just cannot believe we now
have to double their profits to keep them
in business. And so far they have not in-
creased domestic production. Even the
companies themselves seem somewhat
embarrassed about the situation.

To add insult to injury, the Federal
Energy Office is warning that the already
outrageous gas prices may go up another
nickel—taking more money out of the
pocket of the American consumer,

Where will it stop? Well, it will not
stop unless the Congress quickly passes
legislation that will roll back prices to a
reasonable level. I know efforts are being
made in that direction, and I urge this
body to move swiftly.

ASSASSINATION OF CUBAN EXILES
BY TERRORISTS Il OPPOSITION
TO NORMALIZING U.S. RELATIONS
WITH CUBA

(Mr. PEPPER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute, to revise and extend his re-
marks, and to include extraneous mat-
ter.)

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, on the 5th
of April, Raul Castro, head of the Cuban
Armed Forces, speaking in Cuba said:

The young fighters of the Revolutionary
Armed Forces and of the Ministry of Interior
are working inside the belly of our enemies,
are protecting our interests.

Castro was undoubtedly talking about
Cuban Communist activities in the
United States as well as in other places.
There are many who believe that the
two Cuban exiles recently killed, one in
Miami, shot through the window as he
sat in his living room with his wife look-
ing at television, one in New York, were
killed because of their militant opposition
to Castro and communism in Cuba. A
letter was delivered at the funeral of one
of these men to his successor that 11 more
Cubans residing in the United States
were marked for death.

I have alerted the FBI here to this
threat and asked that it be investigated.
I have also alerted the s'aff of the House
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Internal Security Committee to see il
these murders and threats are tied in
with terrorist activities of Castro’s com-
munistic government. Whether these
deaths and threats come from Cuba or
not we know that Castro has tortured
and murdered thousands of Cubans, has
robbed many thousands of Cubans of
their life’s possessions. Many thousands
languish in Cuban jails teday because
they oppose Castro and his vicious com-
munism. I am shocked, therefore, that
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee
has approved a resolution declaring it to
be the sense of Jongress that we should
recognize Castro and his Communist re-
gime and take them as friends. I
strenuously oppose taking in friendship
the hand of the murderer, the torturer,
the robber, the dictator, Castro, and I
shall oppose such resolution if it comes
to the House. To normalize our relations
with Cuba :nd Castro would simply give
him a betier platform from which to
spread communistic subversion into our
country and into the nations of the West-
ern Hemisphere.

TORNADO RELIEF

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

Mr, HILLIS, Mr, Speaker, recent for-
nado destruction in six of our Southern
and Midwestern States has made weak-
nesses in the present Disaster Relief Act
readily apparent. The Congress must
move quickly to amend this act in order
to provide adequate relief to all tornado
victims. Sfteps must be taken today if
the Federal Government desires to pro-
vide a meaningful disaster program.

In Indiana alone, 29 counties were ad-
versely affected by the April 3 tornadoes.
On April 4, Dr. Otis R. Bowen, Governor
of Indiana, announced that 769 Hoosiers
were known injured and 41 known dead
as a direct result of this disaster. April
9 information indicated that some 3,000
homes had been destroyed by the tornado
in Indiana. Early estimates indicate that
damage costs in Indiana run between
$70 and $100 million,

Present law contains provisions which
offer assistance to communities and in-
dividuals in a variety of forms. However,
it is obvious that more aid is needed to
meet the extraordinary disaster-related
expenses and needs of adversely affected
individuals and families under circum-
stances such as those of April 3. Many
of the disaster victims do not qualify
for full or adequate compensation for
their losses as presented in assistance
from the Small Business Administration
or the Farmers Home Administration un-
der the present disaster relief law. These
persons are of particular concern to me
as they attempt to recover their losses.
They can be helped if we vote to make
the appropriate adjustments in the pres-
ent law by approving the measure before
us

We need to amend the Disaster Relief
Act of 1970 in order to authorize the
President to approve grants to the States
for the purpose of aiding individuals and
families in meeting extraordinary dis-
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aster-related expenses and needs. This
grant would be submitted to the State
so that the Governor of the State could
in furn make grants to those in need.
This Federal-State cost-share program
would fill the gap in our present law.

I concur with those of my colleagues
urging swift action by the Congress to
improve benefits to disaster wvictims
through the expeditious passage of the
best possible bill,

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr., YOUNG of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
I was excused from attendance in the
House of Representatives on Wednesday,
March 13, 1974, and Thursday, March
14, 1974, for the purpose of fulfilling a
speaking engagement in Chicago on the
subject of pending legislation in the Con-
gress affecting the securities industry.

Because of this asbsence, I missed cer-
tain rolleall votes, and I would like to
be recorded on the issues involved.

My vote on rolleall No. 81 would have
been “yea.”

My vote on rolicall No. 82 would have
been “yea.”

My vote on rollcall No.
been “no.”

My vote on rollcall No.
been “no.”

My vote on rollcall No.
been “yea.”

My vote on rollcall No.
been “yea.”

My vote on rolleall No.
been “yea.”

I would like to comment fo explain
my votes on rollcall Nos. 84, 85, 86, and
87, pertaining to the death penslty for
hijacking. As a general principle, the
great majority of the people of the 10th
Congressional District of Illinois sup-
port legislation providing for a death
penalty in certain specific types of
crimes under specific circumstances.

I believe that this legislation spells out
with particularity the circumstances of
a type of crime which will meet the con-
stitutional standards set forth by the
Supreme Court in the case of Furman
against State of Georgia. There is
presently pending in the Congress gen-
eral legislation on the criminal code
which will provide another opportunity to
properly spell out the conditions under
which the death penalty should be im-
posed for specified types of crimes and
in a manner which will meet the con-
stitutional objections of the Supreme
Court to the imposition of the death
penalty prior o Furman against State
of Georgia.

84 would have
85 would have
86 would have
87 would have

89 would have

REVIEW OF THE SCRAP EXPORT
SITUATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr, Mc-
Fain). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
RosTENKOWSKI) is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speaker,
in late January 1973, following 4 months
of continually rising scrap prices, repre-
sentatives of the steel and foundry in-
dusiries met with officials of the Depart-
ment of Commerce. The industry
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representatives stated that the steel and
foundry industries would need a record
41.5 million tons of purchased ferrous
scrap in 1973.

In the meantime, leaders of the do-
mestic scrap industry were openly pro-
jecting scrap exports for the first half
of 1973 at an annual level of 12 million
tons. This would require total delivery
of 53.5 million tons to both domestic and
export markets by the scrap industry—
an unprecedented tonnage in light of
recent history.

Deliveries at annual rates of 46 million
tons in 1969 and during the first half of
1970, created chaotic short supply condi-
tions and inflationary prices.

By 1973, the United States was the
only industrialized Nation in the free
world permitting the uncontrolled export
of ferrous scrap in substantial quantities.

The steel and foundry industry repre-
sentatives asked that Commerce limit
exports of ferrous scrap in 1973 to 7T mil-
lion tons. This compared to 7.38 million
tons exported in 1972, and with an an-
nual average over the past 10 years of
7.1 million tons.

The Department of Commerce took no
action on the steel and foundry indus-
tries’ request, and by the end of April,
1973, combined deliveries of domestic
purchases and exports reached 17,973,000
tons—an annual rate of 53.9 million tons.

On May 8, 1973, more than 3 months
after the steel and foundry industries’
warning of impending trouble, Secretary
Dent stated that he was “extremely con-
cerned” about recent price increases in
ferrous scrap. Stating that Commerce
lacked “‘up-to-date information on fer-
rous scrap,” the Secretary announced
that a reporting procedure was being
instituted. Under this program, exporters
were required to report immediately to
Commerce all orders accepted for 500
tons or more.

On July 2, 1973, Secretary Dent an-
nounced: “I have determined that the
criteria set forth in the Export Adminis-
tration Act have been met for this com-
modity (scrap)”, whereupon a program
of month-by-month licensing of scrap
exports was instituted.

It was reasonable to assume that sharp
scrap export restrictions would be forth-
coming. Such was not the case. Scrap
exports continued almost unrestricted.

Exports of ferrous scrap for the first
2 months under the program, July
and August, totaled 2,531,000 tons.
Compare this to the exports for the last
2 months prior to licensing, May and
June, which totaled 2,274,000 tons. In
effect, Commerce monitored the scrap
situation to the brink of disaster, then
instituted “controls” which stabilized
exports at an even higher rate than
existed prior to licensing.

By year end, 11,257,000 tons of scrap
had been shipped into export, with an
estimated 600,000 tons licensed for ex-
port but not shipped because vessels were
not available. The Department of Com-
merce later acknowledged, informally,
that the licensed carryover into 1974
would probably exceed 1,000,000 tons.

The effect of these actions, or inac-
tions, on the domestic price of scrap has
been disastrous. By April 1, 1974, scrap
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was selling at $170 per ton—more than
triple the prevailing price at the close
of 1972,

Toward the end of November 1973, the
Department of Commerce announced its
licensing plans for the first quarter of
1974—2.1 million tons, thus assuring a
continued flow of scrap exports at an
unprecedented level. Then, in February
1974, Commerce announced it was also
setting a limit of 2.1 million tons of ex-
port for the second quarter of 1974.

Meanwhile, current domestic produc-
tion of automobiles—a major source of
prompt industrial scrap—is down con-
siderably. Most of the readily available
obsolete scrap has already been gathered.
The combined effect of these two forces
is beginning to cause near panic among
ferrous scrap metal consumers depend-
ent on the raw material.

Scrap users, still pleading for a reduc-
tion in the export of scrap, are now
bracing themselves for a new wave of
finished steel imports competing in the
U.S. market which will have been made
from the raw materials the domestic
manufacturers will not have available to
them.

Mr, Speaker, I believe this situation
has worsened to the point where we must
act. I am deeply concerned not only over
the loss of jobs that may occur as a re-
sult of production ecurtailment due to
lack of secrap, but also over the severe
inflationary impact resulting from raw
material costs which have more than
tripled over the last year, For this rea-
son, I have introduced legislation calling
for the temporary cessation of scrap ex-
ports for 180 days.

REPRESENTATIVE JACK KEMP PRO-
POSES EEY MEASURES TO PRO-
TECT OUR CITIZENS AGAINST
THE SPIRALING CRIME RATE

The SPEAEER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. KEmp) is rec-
ognized for 45 minutes.

Mr, EEMP. Mr, Speaker, on July 2
of year before last, a 4-year-old little
girl went out to play in the yard of her
home in Los Angeles County. She was an
innocent child, full of love and promise
and expectation, and her parents were
hard-working citizens with no enemies in
the world.

Neither she nor her mother, who was
watching her play from the kitchen
window, noticed a yellow 1966 Chevrolet
carrying three men roll up the street
and pause while a man in the back seat
took aim with a shotgun at the little
girl. Then there was a thunderous ex-
plosion as the shotgun drove 42 pellets
into the little girl’s body. Spattered with
blood, she died a few moments later in
her sobbing mother’s arms. This 4-year-
old child was dead.

Witness identification aided the police
to arrest the three men. The prime sus-
pect had been previously—I repeat, pre-
viously—arrested for attempted murder,
and assault with a deadly weapon, and
robbery, and burglary, and arson, and
narcotics possession. The motive this
time? Just “for the thrill of it,” accord-
ing to the news story.
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This is but one incident of senseless
crime, but it has been repeated time and
time again during recent years—from
one end of our country to the other. And
the human tragedy associated with these
incidents can never be expressed in
words. Lives are lost, property destroyed
or stolen, hopes dashed, happiness
blotted out. Yet crime continues to
spiral upwardly, leaving in its wake mil-
lions of victims every year.

Our daily newspapers and broadcasts
are full of the more sensational crimes:
kidnapings, terrorist killings, bombings,
hijackings. But, these sensational crimes
are only a small percentage of the vast
crime rampant in our land.

The Symbionese Liberation Army pulls
off an armed, daylight robbery of a Cali-
fornia bank last week. That attracted
nationwide attention, as did its purported
kidnaping of Patty Hearst. But, how
many more bank robberies and attendant
threats on life went unnoticed that same
day except in their respective hometown
newspapers?

A hijacker kills an airport guard, then
a pilot, then himself last month in Phila-
delphia. A trajedy. What we will never
know is how many other hijackings and
tragedies there would have been had we
not tightened airport security and re-
quired carry-on baggage checks, deter-
rents which work.

Sunday before last a bomb blast rocked
a foreign consulate in Los Angeles, heav-
ily damaging it and bringing to our mind
once again the senseless rash of bomb-
ings which occurred across the Nation
several years ago.

A mass murder trial in Houston has
revealed countless horror stories of tor-
ture and slayings. A similar episode in
California several years ago disclosed the
murder of over 20 migrant Iaborers.
These both received national press at-
tention. But, how many other murder
trials go unnoticed by the msjority of
us? Most.

And, things seem to be getting even
worse: We have been told during the past
several weeks that there is an even great-
er threat from ferrorists than we had
ever thought possible. I speak of the po-
tential construction and threat of use of
an actual atomic bomb, using nuclear
materials stolen from domestic transport
shipments. It has not happened yet, but it
may, and the potential for blackmail of
the entire Nation would be inconceivable
if it does. And, parenthetically, I cannot
help but believe that such extensive news
exposure of the possibility invites its
actual occurrence.

Against this background, let me discuss
for a few moments this afternoon the
nature of crime in America today, its
causes, and some potential means of
tightening control over it.

THE REAL CRIME RATE IS HIGHER THAN

PREVIOUSLY REPORTED

A startling report—released on April
14 by the Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration—LEAA—shows crime in
the Nation’s five largest cities is more
than twice as high as police statistics had
indicated. LEAA is an agency within the
Department of Justice, headed by the
very able and articulate Administrator,
Donald E. Santarelli.
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The survey disclosed a crime rate five
times as high as police figures in Phila-
delphia; almost three times as high in
Chicago, Detroit, and Los Angeles; and
slightly more than twice as high in New
York City.

A previously released LEAA study had
shown that crime was twice as high as
reported in Atlanta, Baltimore, Cleve-
land, Newark, Dallas, St. Louis, Denver,
and Portland, Oreg.

The new study, which was actually
conducted jointly by LEAA and the U.S.
Bureau of the Census, shows that 68 out
of every 1,000 Detroit residents are like-
ly to be victims of serious—I repeat, se-
rious—crime during their lifetimes. The
rates are 63 per 1,000 in Philadelphia, 56
per 1,000 for Chicago, 53 per 1,000 in Los
A:&geles, and 36 per 1,000 for New York
City.

Why the staggering dissimilarities be~
tween police records and the study’s find-
ings? An attempt on the part of police
and city hall to suppress the true extent
of crime? No, not at all. Perhaps, the real
answer—as shown by this new study—
is even more troubling than a failure to
disclose information would have been.
How so? Because, according to LEAA Ad-
ministrator Santarelli, when the report
was released:

The crime survey results demonstrate that
in an astounding number of Instances Amer-
icans simply do not think it iz worthwhile
to report to public authorities that they have
been the victims of criminal acts.

The Administrator went on to add that
the results of the study carry “a strong
message of public apathy toward its
criminal justice institutions, bordering
on contempt.”

What is particularly disturbing about
the survey is that 34 percent of those in-
terviewed who had been the unreported
victims of crimes—oprincipally rape, rob-
bery, burglary, or assault—had not re-
ported the incidents to the police because
they felt “nothing could be done,” while
many others were afraid of reprisals
against them if they did.

‘Why is this so disturbing? The bulwark
against crime in all societies has always
been the determination of the people to
stop it. When that determination is lost
or substantially weakened, all society is
the victim, for as has been said, “All that
is needed for evil to triumph is for good
men to do nothing.”

If we have indeed reached the point
where that determination has been lost,
we are in dire straits, but I do not believe
we have. I do believe, however, that we
are moving—all too rapidly—in that di-
rection, and that, unless we act immedi-
ately and decisively to insure the re-
vitalization of those measures which will
restore confidence among the people that
we can control crime and punish erim-
inals, then we will have crossed the line.

WHAT REALLY IS HAPPENING?

There is, I believe, a reason for what
is happening. It is, essentially, borne out
of a frustration—among individuals and
among our society as a whole—that the
criminals have the upper hand these
days, and that the interests of society are
being subsumed to those of the criminals.
And, this frustration is not without much
foundation in fact.
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I am very sensitive to the protection of
individual rights. The Constitution, in
which I believe most strongly, is only as
effective as the protections it affords to
the individual and the institutional de-
vices it sets into motion for the society.
My proposals today are not a call for an
abandonment of the protection of the
rights of those who stand accused of the
commission of crimes, and should never
be so construed. I think the work I have
done in such areas as the right to pri-
vacy reflects my commitment to the pro-
tection of the individual against unwar-
ranted intrusions of government into his
life, liberty, property, or state of mind—
a commitment buttressed by action.

But, the rights of an individual have
always been balanced with the need for
the protection of the rights of others.
This is what democratic and republican
forms of government are all about. This
is what some of the great, prinecipal
works of John Locke and Edmund Burke
teach us—that these must be a balancing
of the rights of an individual with the
rights of society as a whole. To go too
far in either direction is to invite the col-
lapse of society—into anarchy on one
hand, or into totalitarianism or authori-
tarianism on the other. They key is bal-
ance. I am one who believes that we have
during the past years come dangerously
close to so protecting the rights of the
accused as to endanger the society itself.

There is much concern about the ac-
cused, but where is the concern we
should have also about the victim? Every-
one has a desire to protect the rights of
the accused, but where is there an ade-
quate desire to protect the rizhts of
those who stand threatened by the ac-
cused’s present or future acts?

What, if anything, under our present
system of criminal justice, will happen to
the murderers amongst us? Like Charles
Manson? He is just serving time. Like
Richard Speck? Just serving time. Like
Sirhan Sirhan? Just serving time. Like
the murderer of the little girl in Los
Angeles?

The answer is that the accused will ba
given highly motivated and sometimes
highly paid defense attorneys. These de-
fense atforneys will spend weeks picking
a jury, demanding venue changes because
of alleged adverse publicity, excluding re-
liable and probative evidence—such as
the murder weapon itself—if police failed
to meet purely technical rules of search
and seizure which no other ecivilized
country has adopted.

There may be a circus trial, sometimes
lasting for months. And, if the defense
attorney is interested in building his own
reputation, we often see uncalled for
courtroom outbursts, accusations of ju-
dicial bias—especially if things do not
seem to be going well for his client, and
news conferences to build sympathy for
the accused.

If despite all of this the prosecution
obtains a conviction, there will probably
be endless appeals as the defendant and
his counsel purport to discover new, pre-
viously unseen “constitutional rights” far
beyond what the Framers had in mind
and that were not a part of the Anglo-
American system of law for the hundreds
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of years which preceded the crime and
apprehension of the accused.

And, if all appeals, briefs, and habeas
corpus claims fail and if the convicted
begins to serve his sentence, one should
not rest too comfortably, For, the parole
boards can now release a prisoner, in al-
most all States, after that prisoner has
served one-third of his term, and most
life terms are construed as 20 year
terms—meaning murderers given life
sentences can be eligible for parole after
625 years.

To what does all this add up? It adds
up to a soaring crime rate, for deterrents
to erime—including the all important one
of keeping offenders behind bars—have
been deeply eroded.

During the 10-year period, 1960 to 1970,
our population increased by 13 percent,
but serious crimes increased by 148 per-
cent—sa jump over 11 times greater than
the population increase.

This was also the period when the
greatest prosperity in the world’s his-
tory—our own—was accompanied by
great waves of shoplifting, drug abuse,
and delinquency in the most prosperous
areas—the suburbs—a fact that shatters
the simplistic notion that poverty breeds
crime. Lack of moral and ethical values
and lack of deterrents breed crime, not
poverty.

THE ROLE OF VALUES

For many people, respect for The Ten
Commandments on one hand and a fear
of God on the other is sufficient to dis-
courage the commission of criminal acts.
But for those who have no such respect
or fear, society has, since earliest times,
instituted measures to insure its own pro-
tection. We know these measures as laws.

The genesis of man's law rests within a
society’s collective determination to es-
tablish enforceable standards below
which personal acts will be subject to
reprimand by generally known proce-
dures and penglties. In this sense, The
Law—and laws which emanate from it—
have a classical and primary role of serv-
ing as inducers of ethical values. If a
member of a society meets adequately
the standards set by law, he is regarded
as acceptable to the community; if he
more than adequately meets those stand-
ards, he is often held in esteem. On the
other hand, if a member of that society
inadequately meets the standards and is
perceived as having so failed, he is
judged, reprimanded or punished, and
consciously or unconsciously encouraged
to thereafter meet the standard.

This vital role of the law as an inducer
of ethical values or as a baseline below
which conduct is not allowed is one sus-
ceptible to obscurity during periods of
philosophical relativism. How can stand-
ards be met, when they cannot be clearly
known? How can punishment be meted
out when avoidance can arise by gener-
ating confusion as to the standard? How
can young people comprehend the impor-
tance of the immutable, transcendent
character of law when they are taught
that all is relative?

It is of little wonder to me that this
role of the law has been obscured in our
times and that we are only now beginning
to reap the whirlwind of confusion and
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chaos which arise naturally from such
relativism.

A certain conclusion inevitably arises
from the postulation of the law as an in-
ducer of ethical values: The law ought
not to be weakened to reflect a low com-
mon denominator of human conduct. To
do so, weakens even further the stand-
ards to be sought. The law cannot be
taken to be merely the average of hu-
man behavior or merely a codification of
extant social policy. It must, rather, be
taken as that level of standards and con-
duct which induces behavior to improve
in order for such standards and conduct
to be met.

Nonetheless, we have today what ap-
pears to be an ever-increasing percent-
age of the people adrift from any such
standards. The breakdown of the family,
the erosion of traditional religious in-
fluence, the failure of many school sys-
tems to offer a coherent value scheme to
students suspicious of relativism but
without an alternative—these and other
factors render almost self-evident the
gloomy judgment that we, as a nation
and a people, are no longer producing a
sufficient number of citizens with a code
of honor and grasp of duty high and
clear enough to keep the crime rate down.

There is an inverse ratio between de-
clining standards of morality and the
need for external motivation—law and
deterents, If a man does what is right
because it is right, he needs no law peer-
ing over his shoulder. If a man doss what
is right only because he might otherwise
be caught, he needs that law and those
deterrents. Or, at least society certainly
needs them.

THE ROLE OF DETERRENTS

No law can make people be good: You
cannot legislate individual morality. But,
law can make being lawless so costly that
an individual decides the gain from dis-
honesty comes at a price too high to
pay—or to risk paying. In fact, as a
segment of soclety loses interest in doing
what is right just because it is right, it
becomes even more urgent to strengthen
deterrents and sanctions. For example,
if the killers of the little girl in Los
Angeles knew that they would have been
executed within a few weeks of their
crime, it is likely they would have never
killed her. Deterrents may be of little
restraint fur acts committed in the heat
of passion or viclence, but statistics do
show that severe penalties are sub-
stantial deferrents to premeditated
acts—kidnaping, hijacking, those forms
of murder associated with premeditation,
et cetera. Testimony before the House
Committee on the Judiciary during 1972
Ehowed, to my satisfaction, this to be

rue.

Let me be blunt: A major reason that
crime has gone up 11 times faster than
population, that shoplifting is destroy-
ing retail business, that bus drivers no
longer carry change, that drug abuse is
leeching away the lives of some of our
high school students, that airline pas-
sengers face daily risk of hijacking, that
a rape occurs every 15 minutes, that little
girls like the one I mentioned in Los
Angeles are not safe even in their yards—
is that just when we need more effective
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law enforcement, the courts have ren-
dered it less powerful. Just when we
need to strengthen the certainty of sanc-
tion, we allow it to be weakened.

WHAT SHOULD BE DONE?

Unfortunately, we cannot restore the
lives and happiness of those who have
been the victims of crime, Nothing we
now do will bring those who lost their
lives back to life, nor can we heal the
scarred memories of the living.

I have given a great deal of thoughtf
to what should be—anc what can be—
done to restore to the potential victim his
constitutional rights to life, liberty,
property, and a secure chance to pursue
happiness. Some of these measures re-
quire court approval; others require
enactment by the legislature—at the
Federal and State levels. Most are the
practice or direction of reforms already
in effect or motion in England. And all,
if adopted, would intensify that external
sanction so desperately needed as in-
ternal morality declines.

CHANGE IN THE APPELLATE PROCESS

The distinguished Senator from Noxrih
Carolina, Sam ErviN, Jr., regarded as
probably the leading constitutional
authority in the Senate, was recently
quoted as saying that presently we have
a system wherein:

The State court first tries the defendant,
and then the defendant tries the State court
in the post-conviction procedure. He can
now, under some recent decisions of the Fed-
eral courts, go into court a third time and

try his lawyer.

Every system of law must have finality,
a time when a final decision is fixed, un-
less new, substantive evidence is discov-
ered, of course. There are several ways
in which we can more adequately attain
that finality.

First, we can adopt an appellate pro-
cedure modeled after the British system.

In the United States one can appeal
almost endlessly a conviction, for one has
nothing to lose and everything to gain.
If a technicality is found to exist or a
“new” right discovered, the felon can ob-
tain a new trial or, in many cases, even
go free. There is simply no disincentive
to tieing up the appellate courts with ap-
peal after appeal.

This is not true in British courts. In
those courts there is a disincentive to
endless appeals: the felon has something
to lose.

For example, under our system, if a
trial judge could give a sentence of be-
tween 1 and 10 years for an offense and
he gives a sentence of 5 years, and if the
convicted goes up on appeal to contest
the severity of that sentence, he has
nothing to lose—he cannot get from the
appellate court more than the 5 years
and he might get much less. But, under
the British system, if he takes it up on
appeal, that appellate court can, upon
a proper finding, give him the full sen-
tence of 10 years, because on appeal it
considers the matter anew.

Giving to the appellate courts an ex-
panded scope of review—almost a de
novo review—would have the effect of
discouraging frivolous appeals. And, such
a procedure is infinitely preferable to try-
ing to restructure our court system or
to devise an intermediate court between
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the courts of appeals and the Supreme
Court. An expanded scope of review is
highly preferable because it would re-
duce measurably the workload—the
caseload—of the appellate courts.

SBecond, we should require that most
constitutional objections be adjudicated
by the appropriate appellate court when
they arise, rather than at the conclusion
of the trial. The trial court could go into
recess on the particular case, with the
appellate court being required to act on
the particular constitutional question
within a short time period—for example,
21 days. Then, upon the resolution of
that appeal, the trial court could proceed,
as appropriate.

It makes little sense for an appellate
court to reverse a conviction which is
years old—often 3 or more years old
these days—and then order a new
trial which cannot even oceur until af-
ter the passage of yet still another year
or more. Witnesses will be difficult to lo-
cate, and even if located, their memories
will be foggy. Evidence may also be diffi-
cult to locate. And, convicted parties
know this, and that is often an impetus
for dragging out an appeal and seeking
endless delays.

‘Third, inasmuch as perjury or outright
lying is rampant in habeas corpus peti-
tions, we should require, for every in-
stance of proved perjury in habeas corpus
petitions, a mandatory sentence, to be
served consecutive to, not concurrent
with, the given sentence for the prin-
cipal crime.

Perjury is a most serious crime, one
I think too often regarded too lightly.
It is serious because it strikes at the very
heart of public morality—the necessity
of telling the truth—and at the very
heart of the legal system—the necessity
of finding truth as a precondition of jus-
tice itself.

FERMIT COMMENT ON REFUEBALS TO TESTIFY

The constitutional privilege against
self-incrimination was never meant by
the framers to be expanded by judicial
decision into an absolute privilege to keep
the trial jury totally ignorant of the fact
that the accused had refused to testify or
to preclude thereby the jurors making
commonsense inferences from this
silence.

In everyday life if one is accused of
wrongdoing, he is normally eager to ex-
plain himself and to rebut accusations
made against him. Commonsense natu-
rally infers that the man who prefers to
remain silent, rather than defend him-
self and his reputation, might have
something to hide.

In my opinion, both the prosecutor and
the defense counsel ought to be free to
comment on this silence and urge upon
the jury their interpretation thereof, If
there is a bona fide explanation for
silence, let the contending attorneys, in
the best tradition of the adversarial
process, argue what weight the jury
should give to the silence. Why must we
leave commonsense at the courtroom
door and attempt to play a game in the
court that people in real life would find
to be artificial?

This proposed change in procedure
would infringe in no way upon the con-
stitutional right against self-incrimina-
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tion. It would simply allow the jury to
know that such right had been exercised
by the accused and to make inferences
therefrom, after attorneys for both sides
debated its importance.

JURY BELECTION PROCESS

In many European systems of justice,
the judge takes a more active role in the
selection of the jury than he does in the
United States. There is no evidence to in-
dicate that this European approach re-
sults in more biased juries than ours. We
must never forget that in our system, at-
torneys are motivated—both prosecution
and defense—to seek jurors that are as
biased as possible toward their respec-
tive viewpoints.

The Eurcpean approach also avoids
the jury selection process dragging on
for weeks and weeks, as in the Specks
and Manson trials, while newspaper pub-
licity on the case endangers a fair trial.
If “justice delayed is justice denied,”
then our present jury-selection process
comes perilously close to institutionalized
injustice.

Why not permit the trial judge—who,
by definition of his position and his role
in the proceedings, is fo be fair and im-
partial—to select the jurors?

If we have a fear—among the bench,
bar, or public—that this selection of the
jury by the judge might be too radical a
departure from our prior judicial proc-
esses, then we should, nonetheless, move
now—as an experimental measure—to
allow such trial judge selections of juries
in those instances where the prosecution
and defense consent to the use of such
4 progess.

We already have such defense consent
practices with respect to waiving a jury
trial, allowing the judge himself to serve
as the jury. So why not take this added
step?

I think jury selection by a judge would
be more and more acceptable as its
merits were demonstrated.

LIMIT THE INDISCRIMINATE USE OF
CONTINUANCES

From the lowest traffic court to the
highest criminal trial court, witnesses
are aghast at the price in time, incon-
venience, and costs which they must pay
to get a chance to tell their story in court.

In my opinion, both prosecutor and de-
fense counsel should be required to notify
the clerk of court of any delay they will
cause at least 48 hours in advance, in
order that prospective witnesses can be
notified in advance of the delay.

This is a real problem. Witnesses must
take off from work, often travel great
distances—sometimes at expenses which
exceed those reimbursed by the courts,
and often lose a day or more of pay. If is
an infringement on the judicial process
when those witnesses, after such hard-
ships to themselves, arrive at court only
to find that the first order of husiness is
a motion from counsel for a continuance
or delay.

Such s requirement, as I have pro-
posed, should be coupled with a penalty,
otherwise there is no real sanction. Such
a penalty might be to require the coun-
sel/party seeking the continuance or de-
lay—if no prior notification had heen
given—to pay actual dollar damages (o
the witnesses so inconvenienced.
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I rush to add that my proposal would
not restrict any continuances or delays
for “just cause,” narrowly defined to in-
clude such unforeseen and unavoidable
emergencies as accident or sickness and
strictly enforced by the presiding judges.

Frivolous continuances have become
ways in which counsel can thumb its
nose at the court and the whole judicial
process. This serves no one any good.
They should be stopped.

GREATER USE OF NONUNANIMOUS JURIES

Most people do not realize it, but the
U.S. Supreme Court has recognized,
through decisions made in 1972, that it
is unreasonable to insist on unanimity
on trial juries. To allow 1 person among
6 or 12—who is stubborn or eccentric—
to veto the responsible judgment of all
other jurors serving with him is un-
conscionable. The Court has recognized
this.

Yet, to my knowledge, less than 10
States have permitted the use of non-
unanimous juries to date.

Within the guidelines of the Supreme
Court’s ruling, States should permit ju-
ries to convict on less than a unanimous
vote, most probably allowing convictions
on pluralities of no less than 10 for a
12-man jury. Thus, a 10 to 2 majority
could convict. It should be noted, for the
record, that Mr. Justice Blackmun, in
Apodaca against Oregon, 406 U.S. 404
(1972), inferred that a 9 to 3 majority
might be permissible but anything less
than that probably would go beyond the
pale.

I believe we would see—if such non-

unanimous juries were more widely used
among the States—a greater rate of con-
viction of genuinely guilty defendants
than we have seen in the past.

MUCH TIGHTER PENALTIES NEEDED AGAINST THE
TUSE OF FIREAERMS IN THE COMMISSION OF
CRIMES
The use of firearms in the commission

of crimes is increasing rapidly—much

too rapidly.

The answer to this problem is not the
control of firearms—criminals will al-
ways be able to get guns—most know
how to even make their own if neces-
sary—but rather in ecracking down on
their use by criminals, I am committed
to such a course of action.

There are several ways in which we
can get a handle on this problem.

First, penalties for the use of firearms
during the commission of a crime should
be required to be served consecutive
to—and not concurrent with—the prin-
cipal crime. If the sentence for bank
robbery is 10 years and the sentence
for the use of a firearm during the bank
robbery is 5 years, then the later sen-
tence should be required to be served
after the time for the principal charge
of bank robbery. To allow concurrent
service—time running on both convic-
tions simultaneously—is fo void the
sanction altogether.

Second, the execution or imposition of
any term of imprisonment arising from
the use of a firearm during the commis-
sion of a crime should not be able to be
suspended or probation of the felon
granted. Thus, there could be no reduc-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

tion in the sentence imposed as to the
felon on such & conviction.

I have introduced a bill, H.R. 3442, fo
amend 18 U.S.C. 924(c) to require these
two measures with respect to Federal
crimes, and I have introduced a subse-
guent measure, HR. 5283, which would
permit sentences of up to 256 years for
the second or subsequent conviction on
the offense of carrying and using a gun
during the commission of a felony under
the Federal code.

RESTORATION OF THE DEATH PENALTY

I believe in—and have supported—the
restoration of the death penalty for cer-
tain heinous crimes.

These should be defined to include -

murder, aggravated kidnaping, aggra-
vated battery to a minor through torture
or sadistic abuse, the placing of a live
bomb where it can endanger human life,
air hijacking in which anyone dies as a
result thereof, treason and espionage.

Until we reach a point in the progress
of man during which individual men are
less prone to violate the rights of life,
limb, or property of their fellow men, I
believe that we must preserve those as-
pects of law which discourage the com-
mission of such acts.

Law, to me, has always been the thread
which had held together the fabric of
society.

I am a libertarian and helieve strongly
that we are each responsible for our own
acts—on Earth and in the hereafter—
but I do not believe that such a recogni-
tion of individual responsibility means
everyone shares that recognition, Until
such time that all do, it seems to me
that we need law and its deterrents to
protect us from those who do not.

The statistics on capital punishment
as a deterrent to murder and other griev-
ous crimes are frequently misunderstood.
It is said that the existence of the death
penalty is no deterrent to murder and
other such crimes. Statistics, I admit, do
show that to be true for those specific
acts which are committed in the heat of
passion, rage, or violence. If a person is
killed in a fit of maddening rage, it is
only in the rarest of circumstances that
such would not have occurred because of
the existence of a death penalty.

But, there is another side to the coin.
Those same statistics reflect that the
death penalty does serve as a deterrent
to the commission of premediated, will~
ful acts.

To the extenf that the death penalty
acts as a deterrent, it should be reinsti-
tuted. :

One may say of capital punishment
what Winston Churchill noted of democ-
racy:

It is the “least worst” approach—here, to
deterrence.

It is also the only effective way to pro-
tect the innocent from the incorrigible
killer.

We must be ever mindful that those
who argue that capital punishment is a
deterrent do suffer from one fact-gather-
ing handicap: How many people who
would have committed murder but were
deterred by the threat of capital punish-
ment go around admitting 162
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What will motivate the man who has
already received one or more “life” sen-
tences for murder—let us say one who
has escaped and is at large—{rom killing
again? Or, if he is still in prison, what
penalty without capital punishment can
restrain him from killing a prison guard?
Only the death penalty.

I do not say that capital punishment
will deter each crime, but I do say this:
Life sentences most certainly will not. For
once a man has received one life sen-
tence, there is nothing more society can
do to him. This means that no matter
what crimes he subsequently commits,
there will be no additional punishment.

The dichotomy on this issue is clear
to me: For whom does one have the

-greater concern: The victim or the kill-

er? I think the greater concern should be
for the rights of the intended victim—
the right to live.

On March 13 I supported the provision
of the proposed Federal Anti-Hijacking
Act which would reimpose capital pun-
ishment for those who in the course of
a hijacking or attempted hijacking
caused the death of a person; a life sen-
tence would be optional. But, this is an
important step on the part of the Con-
gress toward the reinstitution of the
death penalfy for certain Federal crimes.

GUARANTEEING THE RIGHT TO A BPEEDY TRIAL

The right to a speedy ftrial is guaran-
ted by the sixth amendment of our Bill
of Rights, coming thereto through the
Virginia Declaration of Rights in 1776
from Magna Carta itself. Because the
guarantee is one of th. most basic of
rights preserved by our Constitution, it is
one of those fundamental liberties which
the due process clause of the 14th amend-
ment makes applicable to the States.
Nonetheless, because of the backlog of
cases and the jammed court calendars,
it is a right being jeopardized.

I have cosponsored a measure, H.R.
4807, the proposed Speedy Trial Act, de-
signed to require defendants to be
brought to trial within 60 days from the
date the defendant is arrested or a sum-
mons is issued, or the date on which an
information or indictment is filed if
earlier, or following a mistrial, an order
for a new trial, or an appeal or collateral
attack, excluding certain understandable
delays necessary to realize justice. A side
benefit from the recognition that this
kind of requirement is needed is that it
will also prod us fo bolster the abilities of
the courts to handle cases in a speedy
fashion.

This bill would also place time limits
on certain pretrial motions. All these pro-
visions would be encourage. to be adopt-
ed by the States with respect to their own
courts too.

EXPAND THE SCOPE OF THE PERMIBSIELE USES
OF VOLUNTARY STATEMENTS

Under the present Miranda rule, courts
often reverse the actual conviction of an
accused person because the police failed
to warn him, or warn him fully, of all his
rights before he made a voluntary—I re-
peat, voluntary—confession. Thus, a con-
fession given freely and without any co-
ercion or intimidation by the arrested
party can be subsequently thrown out
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by the courts—made inadmissible—just
because the accused was not informed of
all his rights in a manner prescribed in
the Miranda case.

A much better rule would be that all
suspects should be warned of their rights,
but that trial judges would be permitted
to admit otherwise untainted confessions
when the failure to give the warnings
was truly inadvertent and could be
shown to be so, and the confession was
voluntary, uncoerced, and freely given.
Defendants should not be allowed, upon
the subsequent advice of defense coun-
sel, to deny the truth of a confession
that was voluntarily made—not, at least,
without a disclosure of that to the jury.

The Supreme Court has, during the
past several years, relaxed the require-
ments of the Miranda rule to the degree
that confessions made voluntarily by a
defendant, even in those instances where
he was not fully apprised of his rights,
can be used to impeach—that, here,
means to dispute, disparage, deny, or
contradict—the subsequent, inconsistent
testimony of the defendant. In other
words, if he made a voluntary confes-
sion, then changed his mind, the prose-
cution is allowed to use that voluntary
statement to impeach his subsequent
testimony, This, at least, gives the jury
knowledge that the defendant had made
inconsistent statements.

The Court is to be commended for this
change in policy, but it does not go far
enough.

INCREASE THE ADMISSIEILYITY OF EVIDENCE

The exclusionary rule precludes the
prosecution from using reliable, proba~-
tive evidence if it is the result of a search
and seizure which was offensive to the
constitutional rights of the defendant.
To the extent that evidence is gained in
deliberate avoidance of the consti-
tutional guarantees against unwarranted
searches and seizures, the evidence
should be excluded, for if it were not so
excluded, the law enforcement authori-
ties would be encouraged thereby to act
without the use of search warrants—one
of the principal guarantees of our free-
dom. But, this is not the issue.

The issue, rather, is the absurd extent
to which the exclusionary has been
broadened by court interpretation, far
beyond any intent among the Framers.

Examples? Here are but a few, illus-
trating this over broadening of the right:

One night police officers visited the apart-
ment of Donald Painten and George Ash,
strongly suspecting them of a string of armed
robberies. When the officers knocked, the two
threw & bag containing their guns onto the
fire escape, then asked the police in. A detec-
tive watching outside saw this, retrieved the
guns, and arrested the two. The U.S. Court of
Appeals (1st Cir.) overturned Painten’s con-
viction on the ground that the guns were
illegally obtained. The court's reasoning was
that the officers intended to conduct an
illegal search, and this illegal intent caused
the robbers to toss their guns out the win-
dow! Under this rationale (?), the guns
should have been excluded at trial.

James Beck was riding his bicycle along a
road In Phoenix shortly after 3:00 am. on
October 18, 1867, when a Cadillac pulled
alongside him and forced him off the road.
Beveral assallants emerged from the car,
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grabbed Beck around the mneck and body,
forced him Iinto an Irrigation ditch, and
robbed him of his watch, wallet, checkbook,
money and keys. The victim called the police
and an emergency bulletin was sent out on
the police radio.

At 3:18 am. the Cadillac was seen and
stopped by the police. The defendants were
taken into custody and the car garaged.
About half an hour after the defendants
were arrested, the vehicle was searched and
the stolen items found. But the court held
that the warrantiess search of the auto was
not justified and reversed the conviction!
[State v, Madden, 465 P. 2d 363 (Aug. 1970).]

A woman who lived alone was awakened in
her bedroom by the defendant, who threat-
ened her with a knife, robbed her, and raped
her while she was forced to lie on her
stomach with a pillow over her head. With
the aid of a night light she saw the knife
and also noticed that the defendant was
wearing leather boots. As soon as he left, she
called the police. They searched the area and
found boot tracks outside her house, They
traced the iracks to the vicinity of defend-
ant's house. After knocking and entering,
the officers observed defendant standing with
his hoots on. He was questioned and told to
go outside and place his boots in the tracks,
Later, the boots were confiscated and defend-
ant taken before a magistrate. One of the
officers returned to his house, conducted a
warrantless search and found the knife used
in the rape. But defendant's rape conviction
was reversed with the court holding that the
arrest and search, without a warrant, were
illegal. [Woods v. State, 466 B.W. 2d T41
(Texas 1971).]

In every case—and many, many others
I could cite if there were time this after-
noon—reliable, probative evidence is ex-
cluded, to “punish” the police for their
errors. But, since manifestly guilty per-
sons are let loose to seek other victims,
the only one punished is the potential
victims of crime. Of the logic of such
a practice, John Henry Wigmore, the
leading authority on the law of evidence,
observed by way of parable:

Titus, you have been found guilty of a
crime; Flavius, you have confessedly viclated
the Constitution. Titus ought to suffer im-
prisonment for crime, and Flavius for con-
tempt. But no! We shall let you both go
free. We shall do so by reversing Titus' con-
viction. This 15 our way of teaching people
like Flavius to behave, and of teaching peo-
ple like Titus to behave, and incidentally of
securing respect for the Constitution. Our
way of upholding the Constitution is not to
strike at the man who breaks it, but to let
off somebody else who broke something else.

Of such an exclusionary rule prac-
tice, the Exclusionary Rule Task Force
Committee Report of the California
Conference on the Judiciary declared:

The basic premise of modern theories of
justice is that a man’s gullt or innocence
should be decided by weighing the evidence;
that if all evidence is produced in court, it
can be rationally weighed, and the decislons
of the court will come as close to the truth
as is humanly possible. The exclusionary rule
runs counter to this basic premise; a crimi-
nal, who may have committed a terrible
crime and is a danger to the public is now
released, not because he is innocent, but be-
cause long after the arrest, a court disagrees
with the peace officer and the trial judge on
the in which the evid support-
ing the conviction was obtalned.

The practical basis for the rigid ex-
clusionary rule is that it is supposed to
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deter police abuse in search and seizure.
We now know that this assumption is
highly questionable. This rule should be
changed, and it should be applied only
to willful, flagrant, and substantive vio-
lations of search and seizure rights.

Another suggestion—one which I
think at least worthy of careful exam-
ination—has been to abolish the rule al-
together, allowing its replacement with
civil remedies for breaches of the pro-
tection against unwarranted searches
and seizures. By the use of such reme-
dies, those who were the subjects of un-
warranted searches and seizures would
have a civil remedy to obtain monetary
damages from those who committed
such violations of rights or their em-
ployers.

A COMMITMENT

Mr. Speaker, we hear much today
about injustices. So often, when the
rights of an individual are infringed
upon, we hear those claims of injustices.
I cannot argue with those assertions
when rights have indeed been violated.

But, there is another point which is
too often overlooked. The greatest in-
justice of all is the way in which so-
clety has been made the vietim of ram-
pantly spiraling crime. Our rights, as
individuals and as a society, are grossly
violated when lawlessness reigns, and we
are neigh on close to that point today.

‘We owe it to the preservation of our
rights and the freedom which is but-
tressed by those rights to take measures
to protect our people against crime.

I am committed to this task.

THE PROJECT OF STUDENTS OF
NORTH POCONO HIGH SCHOOL
IN MOSCOW, PA.

The SPEAEKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania (Mr, McDADR) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. McDADE. Mr. Speaker, I have with-
in the boundaries of my congressional
district an outstanding community, Mos-
cow, Pa. The borough of Moscow has a
history tied to the currents of Imperial
Russia. According to one source, Moscow
and the surrounding area was the site of
a settlement for the Rev. Peter Rupert,
a Lutheran minister, and many of the
other members of his religious commu-
nity. The Reverend Rupert and his co-
religionists were forced from their native
capital of Moscow, Russia, at the time of
the Napoleonic invasions. He bought a
large area of land from Henry Drinker,
and in 1826 named the area of his set-
tlement Moscow, in honor of his native
capital, Moscow, Russia. Later Rev. Ru-
pert sold his adjoining land to the
Pennsylvania Iron & Coal Co., in 1850. It
has also been said that one settler asked
the reverend what to name their settle-
ment, to which he replied:

It is colder than Siberia—we will call the

place something if only after Moscow, where
the great bell is.

The bell referred to here is the Czar
Kolokol or “king of bells” which is found
within the Kremlin wall near the Bell
Tower of Ivan the Terrible. The bell was
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forged around 1735, but has tolled very
little in the past two centuries due to an
extremely large crack, greater even than
that in the Liberty Bell in Philadelphia,
Pa.

The students of North Pocono High
School in Moscow, Pa., have devised a
most remarkable project for this year.
Five students, Mary Beth Novak, Lynn
Farnham, Janice Hallock, Robert Jones,
and Mark Kopcza, accompanied by Mr.
Walter Melnikoff, are visiting Moscow in
the Soviet Union. They have in their pos-
session a proclamation drafted by Joseph
A. Wolie, Jr., a member of the North
Pocono High School Social Studies De~
partment, to be given to the first school
in Moscow, in the Soviet Union, which
they visit. The proclamation reads as
follows:

Whereas, on the 14th day of April, AD,,
1974, a proclamation has been issued on be-
half of the citizenry and students of the
borough of Moscow, Commonwealith of
Pennsylvania, United States of America, con-
taining the followlng, to wit:

“That we, the populace of the borough
aforesald do publicly proclaim our most
heartfelt and cordial greetings and caluta-
tions unto the city of Moscow, Russian So-
viet Federated Socialist Republics, and the
honorable people thereof; and that we en-
trust five youths eagerly desiring to perceive
the warmth of the inhabitants thereof and
to reciprocate consumate friendships with
the express hope of the mutual benefactions
of the people of the borough and clty afore-
mentioned.

“And 1t is in keeping with this resolve,
that we the people of the borough afore-
said, the namesake of Moscow, Union of the
Soviet Soclalist Republics, do hereby offer
gracious invitation to the youth of the city
thereof, to wisit our borough aforemen-
tioned.”

This is a fine, a splendid, thing which
these students are doing, and it must
warm the hearts of all of us to observe
the warm feelings expressed in the proe-
lamation they bear with them. I com-
mend these students, the people of Mos-
cow, Pa., and all the students of North
Pocono High School for this most im-
aginative exercise of friendship toward
the students of their sister city in the
Soviet Union. I know that all of you, my
colleagues, would wish to join me in of-
fering these congratulations. I am most
grateful to Mr. Donald Pellick, a teacher
at North Pocono High School, for call-
ing this to my attention, so that I might
inform the Members of the House of
Representatives,

SOARING FOOD COSTS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Massachusetts (Mrs. Hecx-
LER) is recognized for 30 minutes.

Mrs. HECKLER of Massachusetts, Mr.
Speaker, while in my district during
Easter recess, I conducted a day-long
public hearing on soaring food costs and
their effects on the lives of the people in
the 10th Congressional District of Massa-
chusetts.

The public hearing, open to all, began
at 10 am. on Thursday, April 18, at the
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Natick Army Research Lab in Natick,
Mass

As a member of the Consumer Affairs
Subcommittee of the Banking and Cur-
rency Committee, I am especially con-
cerned with the effects rising food cost
are having on the lives of the people in
my district. I held this hearing to de-
velop evidence to help persuade my col-
leagues in Congress and the administra-
tion that our Government must adopt a
national food-agriculture policy to mon-
iter our food supply so that Americans
are assured adequate food at reasonable
prices.

I found it particularly disconcerting
that the Department of Agriculture re-
fused my request to send someone to take
part in this hearing, either as an ob-
server or as a participant.

It is unfortunate that an official from
the Department of Agriculture was not
with me in Natick last week to listen and
learn from the valuable testimonies given
by witnesses from all parts of my dis-
trict—including senior citizens, college
economists, working mothers, school ad-
ministrators, directors of hospital food
services, and others.

I would like to submit three of these
informadtive testimonies on the efiects of
the food-price crisis to the Recorp each
day so that my colleagues in the House
might also benefit from the statistical
data and insights I received on this seri-
ous subject:

EowaArp GEORGE

My name is Edward George. I am Assistant
Administrator of Morton Hospital in Taun-
ton, Massachusetts. I am here today to talk
about the impact of spiraling food costs on
hospital operations and ultimately on the
cost of care to the patient.

Since July of 1971, prior to the imposition
of federal wage and price controls, Morton
Hospital has seen an overall increase in food
costs of 53%. In July of "71 raw food cost per
patlent day, which represents the cost for
each patient each day he is hospitalized, was
$2.468. Compared to March of 1974, to almost
the day Mrs., Heckler informed us of this
hearing, the cost of raw food per patient day
climbed to $3.78. Agaln, a difference of 53¢
or $1.32 per patient day.

In diecussing this topic I think it would be
beneficlal to cite specific examples of at least
food categories where significant increases
in costs came about during this 32 month
period. Staples such as rice, plain flour,
cereals and other foods made from grains
climbed as much as 156 9. Today, a 25-1b. bag
of rice costs $14.46 compared to $5.656 in July
1971, Canned fruits and vegetables have
shown an overall Increase of 95% in some
categories. I might add that a hospltal which
depends a great deal on modified foods, such
as low salt or dietetlc items, must carry a
wide variety of canned fruits and vegetables,
As you might guess, specially prepared items,
like dietetic fruits, are even higher than reg-
ular items. Frozen frults and vegetables, like
canned, show an overall increase in some
categories as high as 117%.

As you are well aware meats probably rep-
resent an area of consistent spiraling, and
for the hospital operation, present little al-
ternatives as substitutes. Regular substitutes
for meat such as lentils and beans may adapt
well in the home, but In a hospital operation
where hundreds of people are fed, they prove
impractical over the long run as meat substi-
tutes, Bpecifically, such items as stew meat
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has increased 61%, ham 65%, pork loin
85%, liver 54% and that old American favor-
ite, the frankfurt, 58%. Fish, a favorite in the
diet of s0 many southeastern Massachusetis
residents has shown astronomical increases
in the same 32 month period. Flounder has
increased about T789%, cod 87% and scallops
81%. Dairy products have shown no less an
overall increase with cheese jumping 50%
and eggs an almost unbelievable 889 in 32
months. Milk, as those of us who visit the
supermarket regularly know, has jumped as
much; even powdered milk is up about 66% .

Hospitals, perhaps more than any other
industry, are under constant criticism from
the media and the public as to the high cost
of medical care. Since August of 1971 until
this very moment, hospitals have been regu-
lated by wage and price controls. Prom Au-
gust 15 to November 13, 1971 no increase in
charges were allowed hospitals whatever.
From November 14 to January 10, 1873
charges were only allowed to increase In di-
rect proportion to cost: 5.5% for wages anc
salarles; 2.6% for supplies and 1.7% for new
technology. Fhase 3 allowed increases up to
2.5%: Iincreases from 2.69%-5999% first re-
guired Medicare and IRS approval.

Meanwhile, raw food cost per meal has
gone from 94.6c in 1971 to $1.45 in 1974—n
jump of 52%.

How an operation can reconcile these
stringent controls with the outrageous, run-
away inflationary costs for food I have
quoted, is some days beyond us as profes-
sionals.

It is somewhat heartening to know that
members of the Congress are beginning to
fully understand the extent and the impact
of spiraling food costs on not only the i d'-
vidual consumer but service organizations
such a3 the hospital which serve the con-
sumer. The current inflationary cycle has
imposed such demands in terms of costs on
the hospital in areas as vital, as necessary
and as everyday as food that some type of
broad-scale action in controlling this trend
becomes not only important but imperative.

NOETH ATTLEBCROUGH, Mass.,
April 11, 1874.
Mrs, Marcarner M. HECKLER,
Post Office Building,
Taunton, Mass.

Dear Mes. Hecrrer: It Is gratifying to find
we are not alone In our concern aboui the
spiraling cost of food. Our income is so
limited, 30¢ per student lunch, 60¢ per adult
Iunch. With the government subsidy of 14¢
increased to .1650 for paying students and
8375 for free and needy, we have received a
temporary transfusion but the strong sugges-
tion of only section 6 commodities for our
T4-T5 school year could mean disaster. We
have been fortunate to have flour, shorten-
ing, butter, rolled oats, pea beans, cornmeal,
etc. In amounts large enough to fulfill our
needs. During 1972-73 school year dry milk
was also avallable, The charge for the 50#
bag dry milk was a service charge of 70¢. This
year we must purchase fthis from our pur-
veyor. Current price is $41.03 per 503 bag.
Using this for a gulde, you can readily see
the problem this would create:

Sept. 1972 through March 1973 Food costs,
$76,602.90.

Sept. 1973 through March 1974 Food Costs,
$123,663.28.

A 61% Increase cost due partially to an
additional school no longer on double ses-
sions and tremendous increase In food costs.

We have had 2 increases on our ice cream
bid, although it was firm for the school year,
emounting to 229 increase.

Our bread purveyor has warned we may
have a 409 increase for the coming school
year. T have written an alternate bread pro-
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posal using government flour but if flour is
not available, this cannot help.

Our milk purveyor has held his bid price
for this year but we have been given to expect
an escalator clause in future bids.

Our labor has been streamlined to keep
ihis cost in line.

Our recipes have been altered to include
Textured Vegetable Protein, when possible, to
extend meat dishes without losing our food
value,

Three purveyor quotes are received weekly
on meat and frozen items. Canned goods and
staples are on monthly quotes from three or
four purveyors. All items are purchased ab
the lowest quotes.

Waste has been eliminated by having
“planned overs” offered as cholces with the
published lunch,

Hopefully we will end our school year in
the black or close to this alm,

This looks like an impossibility for next
yvear at this time.

Bincerely,
Lovuise J. SNELL,
Director, North Atileboro School Food
Services.

Remarxs ofF EuNice P. Howe

Several years ago, along with two other con-
sumer representatives, I viewed an electronie
computer check-out at the Army Lab here in
Natick, Massachusetts. It had the capacity to
print out a tape which identified the article,
the purchase price and the unit price (price
per pint, quart, pound, count, etc.). At that
time, the potential which computer tech-
nology offered for speeding up and perfect-
ing service at the supermarket check-out
counter was apparent. My reaction was “mar-
velous.”

In 1870, Massachusetts became the first
state to require Unit Pricing. The retail food
industry at that time appeared to accept
Unit Pricing. The Consumers Council, of
which I have been a member for nine years,
has mandated strict requirements for the
Unit Price shelf marker (orange color, 7/16
inch size, ete.) . We had high hopes that Unit
Pricing would catch hold with the publie,
anticipating a campalgn of education by the
industry, schools and government.

Why this dedication on our part to Unit
Pricing? Because it is the only way to make
eense out of shopping for food and household
items, It i= a system which enables the cus-
tomer to cope with misleading advertising
and deceptive packaging in the marketplace.

A few months ago, my daughter and I
visited four stores near our home. We found
17 different weights in dry cereal packaging,
9 in peanut butter, 7 in corn oil, and 18 in
rice.

Two packages of dried cereal from the same
manufacturer were the same size but one
package held 7 ounces at 49¢ and the other,
18 ounces at 53¢. The Unit Price signs told
us we were paying at the rate of $1.12 a pound
for the T ounces and 47.1¢ a pound for the
18 gunces. The Unit Price on the shelf marker
told the story, not the package price.

The information on the side panels indi-
cated that one package contained 7 servings
and the other, 18 servings. For a difference of
four cents, the household would have an
additional eleven servings! This kind of com-
parison shopping is one way to beat the high
cost of food.

More Information—not less—is necessary
when the customer makes his decision. When
he puts his feet up on a chalr at home and
peruses the store ads, he is doing what gov-
ernment extension courses tell him to do:
make your decision at home, avoid impulse
buying, shop wisely.

How can bhe when in one issue of the
Boston Globe (February 21, 1974), five stores
ddvertised frozen orange juice, one 2
fer, one 3 fer, two 4 fers and one 5 fer at
four different prices? This is why the Mas=
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sachusetts Consumers Council feels strongly
that Unit Pricing should be included in news-
paper and advertising in order to enable be-
tween store comparisons,

In addition, he needs better Unit Pricing
in the store to facilitate comparisons be-
tween brands and sizes.

At present, the consumer is bewildered by
confusing advertising and deceptive pack-
aging. With escalating prices and food the
only contractible item in his budget, he is
uptight about what he has to spend to eat.

Against this background, the industry is
preparing to introduce the electronic com=-
puter check-out. Items will be coded and
tallied at the check-out by a computer.
There will be no need to mark the price on
the individual package, although the food
industry, under pressure, appears to he will-
ing to retain the price markings on the indi-
vidual packages for the time being. In addi~
tion to other pressures, the consumer is now
threatened by a robot adding up his sales
slip.

The system has been developed without
consultation with consumer representatives.
Somewhere along the line, consumer voices
should have said “EKeep Unit Pricing on the
tape" “Clean up packaging” “Improve shelf
markings” “Will the consumer get the sav-
ings from this new system?”

If we assume that food prices will be infiu-
enced by the Increasing interdependency of
nations and if we assume that our govern=
ment controls will be lifted at the end of this
month, we can also assume that the price
of food will remain of crucial significance to
the consumer,

The only way to beat the game will be for
the consumer to insist on getting the best
buy for his money. To do this, he needs more
information and education about what he is
buying,

SPEAEER’'S PRESS CONFERENCE
ON THE ECONOMY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from California (Mr. McFaLL) Is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. McFALL, Mr. Speaker, on April 9,
shortly before the Easter recess, you held
a press conference to review the Nation’s
economic plight and to document the
economic mismanagement of the cur-
rent administration. I submit your en-
tire statement for inclusion in the Rec-
ORD:

STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE CARL ALBERT,

THE SPEAKER, U.S, HOUSE OF REFRESENTA-
TIVES

When President Nizon took office in 1969,
he inherited from his democratic predecessor
& healthy, growing economy—one with low
unemployment, tolerable inflation and a
high rate of utilization of productive ca-
pacity.

‘Within 18 months, however, the President’s
economic policies plunged our stable economy
into the first serious recession since the last
Eisenhower slump in the late 1950's. Now,
even before we have completely recovered
from the Nixon recession of 1970, production
is again falling, unemployment again rising,
and the nation is in the grip of a raging in-
flation unparalleled in our peacetime history.

For the more than 96% of all Americans
who must depend on their jobs and pay-
checks for their income and security, the
Nixon Administration’s management or mis-
management of the economy has been dis-
astrous. Last year, for the first time since
World War II the average worker saw his real
spendable income decline by more than 4%.
The average American worker clearly feels
he and his family have been in a recession
for more than a year.
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Tlie effect of rapld price increases at a time
of declining production and rising unemploy-
ment has been severe, documenting the Ad-
ministration’s glaring failures. Unemploy-
ment was only 3.8% In January, 1969, when
Mr, Nixon took office. Unemployment rose to
6% in his second year in office and is expect-
ed to be near 6% again at the end of this
year, Meanwhile, the Nixon Administration
stands idly by, as stagnation engulfs the
economy and milllons of workers lose their
jobs.

Like unemployment, inflation is also ris-
ing rapidly, The overall rate of inflation for
the five Nixon years in office is more than
twice that of the rate during the Eennedy
and Johnson Administrations. During the
most recent twelve month period, price in-
crcases have soared above 10%—the first
double figure inflation in twenty-seven years.

In the past five years the United States lost
more than #8200 billion in output—more
than $1,000 for each man, woman and child
in America.

Naturally, declining production has led to
declining federal revenue and this revenue
loss—not & spendthrift Congress—has been
the basis of Mr. Nixon’s huge budget deficits.

Not only has our natlon forever lost a great
amount of production under the Nixon Ad-
ministration but $10 billlon has been shift-
ed from the pockets of the poor and middle
income families to the pockets of the rich.

Time and time again congresslonal efforts
to move this country forward have been
frustrated by vetoes, impoundments and dis-
mantling of programs, Much more could be
done to get this nation moving again. We in
the Congress have not had the Administra-
tration’s cooperation in achieving this goal
and when all is said and done, the President
is still the President: He does administer our
national economic policles.

In his first Economic Report, Mr. Nixon
sald: “If we apply the hard lessons of the
sixties to the decade ahead, and add a new
realism to the management of our economie
policies, I believe we can attain the goal of
plentiful jobs earning dollars of stable pur-
chasing power.

By his own standards, President Nixon has
failed in his management of the nation’s
economy.

NmoN ADMINISTRATION MISMANAGEMENT
oF THE EcCONOMY

(Statement of Representative CARL ALBERT,
the Speaker, U.S. House of Representa-
tives)

Pive years of Nixon Administration mis-
management of our economy has produced
economic disaster for the American people.

By virtually any measure of performance,
the five Nixon years have had dismal results
for the more than 95% of all Americans who
must depend on their jobs and paychecks for
their income and security.

When he took office, Mr, Nixon inherited a
healthy, growing economy—one with low un-
employment, tolerable infiation, and a high
rate of utilization of productive capacity.
But within eighteen months, the President
and his aides managed to turn our stable,
healthy economy completely upside-down,
plunging it into the first recession since the
last Eisenhower slump, in the late 1950's.

And now, before we have even recovered
from the Nixon recession of 1970, the economy
is again on the skids. Production is falling,
unemployment rising, and the Nation is in
the grip of a raging inflation unparalleled in
our peacetime history.

In his first Economic Report (1970), Mr.
Nixcon said: "“If we apply the hard lessons
learned from the sixties to the decade ahead,
and add a new realism to the management
of our economic policies, I believe we can
attain the goal of plentiful jobs earning dol-
lars of stable purchasing power.”
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Now, as we approach the middle seventies,
it is time to examine the economic evidence
in detall, to see how well Mr, Nixon has ap-
plied the “hard lessons” of the sixties, how
well his Administration has performed in
providing “plentiful” jobs which earn dollars
of “stable” purchasing power.

And to these most important criteria of
performance advanced by Mr. Nixon—jobs
and purchasing power—we should add several
of our own in evaluating his performance, in-
cluding: full utilization of the great produc-
tive capacity of our economy; the size of
budget deficits and thelr effect on national
debt; the strength of advances in productiv-
ity; the maintaining of a high rate of eco-
nomie growth; control of inflation; reason-
ably low interest rate levels; and the effects
of all these factors on workers and consum-
ers, as revealed Iin workers' real wages, hous-
ing availability, and a myriad of other im-
portant indexes of well-being of the average
citizen,

Then, after examining all these measures
of economic performance of the Nixon Ad-
ministration, we can see clearly just how in-
effective—and for the average working man,
how truly calamitous—Mr. Nixon's handling
of economic matters has been.

1. UTNEMPLOYMENT

Employment—the avallability of meaning-
ful, well-paying jobs—is the bedrock of both
our Nation's prosperity and the individual
cltizen's security. Mr. Nixon was absolutely
correct in stressing this vital factor so very
heavily in his first Economic Report.

But how has the Nixon Administration per-
formed on ordering the economy so as to
maintain low unemployment?

The facts speak more elogquently to this
point than any adjectives I can supply. Mr.
Nixon inherited a legacy of low unemploy-
ment and, within eighteen months, had
boosted it to recession levels.

A little background is helpful here. Unem-
ployment was at a 35 year peak at the height
of the second Eisenhower recession, in 1958.
It was 6.8% In that year and was still high
when John Kennedy took office in 1961.

For the next eight years, the economy was
managed well and the trend of unemploy-
ment was practically straight down, from
6.7% during President Eennedy’s first year in
office to 3.6% in 1968, the last year of Presi-
dent Johnson's term.

When Mr. Nizon took office in January of
1969, unemployment was at 3.3%, the lowest
level since 19563, and the momentum of a
healthy economy kept it at this low level for
about nine months. But by September of
1969, the effects of the new Republican Ad-
ministration’s economic policies had begun
to show. Unemployment rose in that month
to 4.0%; the following February it was 4.2%;
by July it reached 5.07%; and, by December of
1970, unemployment rates were up to full-
fledged recession levels, from which they have
never completely emerged. In fact, during the
last three years, since the beginning of the
Nixon recession of 1970, unemployment has
averaged 5.59—50% higher than the 3.7%
rate during the last three years of the preced-
ing Democratic Administration (1968-88).

The number of unemployed Americans had
dropped to about two and a half million by
the end of the Johnson Administration. The
Nizon recesslon of 1970 doubled that rate,
to above 56 milllon persons, and the number
of unemployed has remained above 4 million
persons ever since.

In short, unemployment under Mr. Nixon
has been unconscionably high ever since 1970,
when his traditional Republican high unem-
ployment policles first began to take effect.

Moreover, we have been looking only at a
portion of the unemployment problem—
measured unemployment. The truth of the
matter is that real unemployment is far
higher mow than the measured unemploy-
ment statistics indicate.
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There is a substantial amount of concealed
unemployment currently in the economy,
composed in part of the more than 700,000
“discouraged workers” who have been un-
employed for so long that they have given
up trying to find work.

Also to be included in measuring the true
level of unemployment is the full-time
equivalent of part-time unemployment.

Under previous, Democratic Administra-
tions, as unemployment dropped, the num-
ber of people involuntarily working part-
time also declined. But under the current
Administration, when full-time unemploy-
ment has declined—as during the recent
partial recovery from the first Nixon reces-
slon—involuntary part-time unemployment
has jumped. In other words, where we used
to trade unemployment for full-time employ-
ment, under Nixon, we trade full-time unems-
ployment for part-time unemployment—
which does not show in the measured unem-
ployment rate.

Taking into account both discouraged
workers, who are not counted as part of the
labor force, and the full-time equivalent of
part-time wunemployment, real unemploy-
ment (rather than measured unemployment)
in February was 6.8%—and not the 52%
level Indicated in the measured unemploy-
ment statistics. And even this frue level of
unemployment does not measure the effects
of under-utilization of full-time workers be-
cause of extensive slack in the economy,
which 1is reflected in the sharply reduced pro-
ductivity gains of the Nixon years,

The effects of Republican high unemploy-
ment policies are tragic, Despite our depend-
ence on statistics to describe the problem,
we are dealing in real men and women, not
numbers. For the unemployed breadwinner,
loss of his Job means looking for work day
after day without success, and the anguish
of returning Fome empty-handed; the paln
and fear of watching his family go without
the things they need, food, clothing, medi-
cine; and the heartache and loss of confi-
dence that accompanles being unable to
make a contribution to soclety and to one's
own well-being through useful work.

For particular groups in our Nation, for
instance, young people, minorities, and resl-
dents of depressed areas, the consequences
of unemployment are particularly harsh.

The unemployment rate for our youngest
workers was 17% during the peak year of the
first Nixon recession, and it has come down
very little (to 16.3% ) since then. This means
that a huge proportion of our youngest
workers, who desperately need to learn good
work habits and skills, cannot even find a

ob.

< Among minority-group members, unems-
ployment averaged 10% during 1971 and has
come down hardly at all during the partial
recovery from the first Nixon recession, to
the still terribly high level of 8%. And, in the
forgotten depressed areas of the United
States there are whole counties where un-
employment rates in the vicinity of 30-40%
are not uncommon,

If the effects of unemployment are stag-
gering to the individual, they are equally
burdensome to the economy as a whole.

The number of hours of productive labor
lost by the Nation to Mr. Nixon's foollsh and
inconsistent economic policies is incredible.
More than 20 milllon man-days of productive
labor are lost every week, more than one bil-
lion man-days of labor per year. Tapping
even half that huge reservoir of time and
talent would go far toward, solving our Na-
tion's great problems—poverty, pollution,
lack of adeguate hcusing, and many others,

While the great human costs of unems-
ployment, such as hunger and fear and loss
of self-esteem, can never be measured, some
costs can be reduced to dollars and cents.
For instance, our Nation has expended more
than $22 billlon in unemployment compen-
satlon costs since Mr. Nixon took office; and
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we have pald out more than $100 billion in
welfare, much of which has gone to families
who simply had no money for food and
shelter when the breadwinner could not find
work, Much of this money could have been
pald out for useful work, if the Administra~
ticn had not been so senselessly opposed to
meaningful public employment programs.
And much more money need not have been
paid out at all, if the Administration had
not followed its game plan for certaln reces-
sion,

Bince the costs of unemploymeni—hboth
to the individual and to soclety—are so
enormous, it is reasonable to ask what the
Nixon Administration s doing about this
core problem,

Traglcally, the answer is, nothing. This Ad-
ministration has no commitment to main-
telning low unemployment in an orderly,
healthy economy, and the proof of this is all
around us.

The average work week has dropped from
above 37 hours In 1973 to 36.5 hours cur-
rently, and the trend is down. The number
of workers leaving jobs voluntarily has de-
clined sharply—a sure sign of the drying up
of job opportunities. And newspaper space
advertising Jobs has declined by 10% in the
last two months, indicating growing tight-
ness in the job market.

Meanwhile, the Nizxon Administration
stands idly by and watches, as stagnation
engulfs the economy, workers lose their jobs,
and millions go on relief,

There I8 no commitment on the part of
the Administration to implementing the full
employment goals of the Employment Act of
1946, Instead, with utter disregard for the
facts, Mr. Nizon simply looks at our monu-
mental unemployment problem and pro-
claims that it is not there.

In what amounts to outright fraud, Mr.
Nixon has sald that our Nation nearly
achieved full employment in 1973. The way
he arrived at this conclusion is typical of
the semantic trickery which has already
destroyed the trust of the electorate in Mr,
Nixon on so many other issues—he simply
changed the definition of “full employment”,

Under the Kennedy-Johnson Administra-
tions, full employment was understood to be
around 3.5-409%. This was the goal, and
it was achieved.

EBut Mr. Nixon, nnwilling to accept the re-
sponsibility for current high unemployment,
has seen fit to proclaim 1973 a year of nearly
full employment—despite the fact that un-
employment averaged 4.9% for the year and
was at 5.09% or above for one-third of the
year, and despite the fact that there are
nearly two million more workers unemployed
than when Mr, Nixon took office.

The President’s apologists say that the
new “full employment” rate is at about 4.5%
because of changes in the composition of the
labor force.

This is indefensible. To begin with, changes
in the labor force have not been particularly
significant over the last four years. Big,
broad social groups simply do not change so
rapldly as that. And, more importantly, sim-
ply because a person happens to be a young
Viet Nam veteran, or a woman (two areas
of recent labor force growth), hardly seems
sufficient grounds to justify Mr. Nixon in de-
fining that person out of his need for a job.

The Republicans have tried this redefini-
tion trick before, and they were fust as
wrong then as now. High unemployment in
the second Elsenhower recession (6.8% In
1958) was defined as “normal™ or unavold-
able “structural” unemployment. The theory
then was that, because of automation, tech-
nological progress and the rise of services
over factory work, the economy would be un-
able to provide jobs which could be handled
by the unskilled, non-farm workers, the
“structurally” unemployed. Higher “normal"
unemployment would be the new order of
the day, and any attempt to bring down
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this new high rate would only bring terrible
inflation.

The structuralists were wrong, of course,
Just as the cuwrrent Republican “changing
labor force” theorists are wrong, By the end
of 1965, after several years of Democratic
administration, the “unavoidable structural
unemployment’ had dropped below 4% ; and
infiation remained at a very low rate, below
29 for the year,

At essence, the redefinition upward of “nor-
mal” unemployment rests on nothing more
than traditional Republican Big Business dis-
crimination against labor force minorities
and against workers generally. The thinking
goes like this: Viet Nam veterans, women,
blacks and other minorities aren’t really
important, so it is all right to say we have
full employment even if there are millions
of these groups of people still unemployed.
Then, when the public has come to accept
terribly high unemployment as normal, Big
Business can wield its traditionally increased
bargaining power over a labor force in fear
of losing their jobs,

The Administration’s publicly stated rea-
son for pursuing high unemployment poli-
cles—to keep inflation down—is looking a
little weak these days, now that we have
both terribly high Inflation and high unem-
ployment simultaneously, Inflation is ad-
vancing at a 109% annual rate, and unemploy-
ment is currently heading toward the six
or seven percent level,

In reality, President Nixon and his eco-
nomic advisors have done nothing more than
implement traditional Republican policies
of strengthening the power and financial
galns of Big Business at the expense of work-
ers. That, along with simple incompetence,
is the real reason for current high unem-
ployment and the reason why the President
and his advisors pursue and defend it so
vigorously.

2. LOST PRODUCTION

One of the most important consequences
of the Nixon Administration’s high unem-
ployment policy, and numerous other pro-
recession policies, has been a staggering
amount of lost production.

In the five years since Mr. Nixon took
office, the United States has forever lost
more than $225 billion in output or income
and built up large pools of idle resources in
all sectors of the economy.

‘When Mr, Nixon took office, he inherited a
healthy economy, an economy whose actusal
performance was meeting its full potential,
Within twelve months, the Administration
had succeeded In dissipating the strength
and momentum of the economy and in open-
ing a gap of about $25 billlon between the
economy’s potential and its actual perform-
ance—2.T% gap. By a year later, Mr. Nixon
and his advisors had widened that gap to
7.19% and the Nation was losing production
for a time at a §70 billion annual rate.

Mr. Nixon has never succeeded in closing
this gap between our capacity and what we
actually produce. By the end of 1971, the
production gap had narrowed only slightly,
to about $60 billion annually.

For a brief time, at the height of the
feeble economie recovery at the beginning
of 1673, the gap between performance and
potential did narrow somewhat, to within
about $20 billion annually. But it imme-
diately began to widen sharply, and now, at
the end of the first quarter of 1974, the gap
appears to be widening to about $65 billion
annually again.

The approximately $270 billion total lost
production, which we will have lost forever
by the end of this sixth year of Mr, Nixon's
economic mismanagement, can never be re-
covered, no more than the millions of un-
employed Americans can retrieve their lost
hours of idleness,

What all this means is that there is less
of everything to go around in the United
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States. How much less is difficult to grasp.
Suffice it to say that, if Mr. Nixon had main-
tained the rate of utilization of productive
capacity which he inherited when he first
entered office, this Nation would by now have
produced an additional $1285 for every man,
woman and child in America, or more than
$5000 for a family of four—the equivalent
of & new car, or the down payment on a new
home,

If Mr, Nixon had maintained the sound
economic policies of the preceding Demo-
cratic Administration, we would all be weal-
thier and more prosperous. Incomes would
be rising, instead of sagging. Our industry
would be running around 90% of capacity,
as it was when Mr, Nixon took office, instead
of limping along around 809% as it has done
ever since the first Nixon recession. And the
millions of workers now sitting idle would
be doing useful, productive work, instead of
drawing unemployment compensation.

Indeed, the costs of the unused resources
of our society are enormous, And what has
been the Nixon Administration’s response to
the tremendous waste of human and material
resources engendered by their economic poli-
cles? Virtually nothing.

Rather than facing up to the enormous
gap between America’s capacity and her cur-
rent level of production, and doing some-
thing about the gap, the President’s economic
asslstants instead have slmply lowered their
estimate of growth capacity. This makes the
gap look smaller, but it does nothing to put
the unemployed to work or to increase utili-
zation of our manufacturing capacity.

The most charitable thing which can be
said for the lowering of estimates of produc-
tive capacity is that, because of prior lost
production during the Nixon Administration
perhaps our future productive capacity has
indeed been impaired. The lack of new tools,
of modernized Iindustry, resulting from

Nixon’s high unemployment policies perhaps
really has made it impossible for our Nation

to be as productive in the future as we
would have been if the high employment
policies of Democratic Administrations had
maintained.

Another response of the Nixon Adminis-
tration to the gap between America’s produc-
tive capacity and our actual production is
far more serious than the mere revising
dowvnward of estimates of capacity. This more
serious error is the Administration’s failure
to understand the role of scarcities of goods
in the economic dilemma they have created.
The Administration has yet to realize that,
through their haste to hold down wages, they
have destroyed purchasing power and de-
mand and, ultimately, production. Businesses
then raise prices, to ensure profits on lower
sales volume, leading to inflation. So what
does the Administration do then? Clamp
down g little harder on employment, through
monetary, spending, and tax policles, and so
the viclous circle of economic stagnation and
inflation continues to worsen.

The failure of Republican Administra-
tions—from Herbert Hoover through Eisen-
hower to Nixon—to learn even the lessons
of the Great Depression, much less “the hard
lessons of the sixties”, is almost astounding.
The only thing which can explain it is the
seemingly compulsive need of the Republi-
can party to hold down wages while letting
profits soar and to enrich the already wealthy
at the expense of the average working people.

3. BUDGET DEFICITS AND NATIONAL DEBT

The current Eepublican President has fre-
quently castigated the Democratic Congress
as “big spenders"” who have caused huge
budget deficits and Increases in the national
debt. In fact, it is Mr. Nixon's economic poli-
cies which are chiefly responsible for Federal
budget defleits.

The simple truth is that, of the approxi-
mately $225 billion in production which our
Nation has lost since Mr, Nixon took office,
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at least $70 billion would have come into
the Federal treasury—more than enough to
balance the books—if the economy had been
operating at full capacity. For example, Mr.
Nixon's budget for 1971 anticipated a surplus
of $1.3 billion in revenues over expenditures.
In fact, the budget went $23 billion into the
red—and the lion’s share of this amount was
due to revenue shortfalls below original esti-
mates caused by the recession of 1870,

Has the Congress gone on a spending spree?
Over the five years of the Nixon Presidency,
Congress has raised overall expenditures
twice, lowered them twice, and left them
unchanged once. The net effect has been a
total budget increase of $4.4 billion, or about
$0.9 billion per year in a budget which is
now running above $300 billion annually.

President Nixon's revenue estimates, on
the other hand, have been low by tens of
billlons of dollars because of unanticipated
recessions and falling Federal receipts.

Congress has not boosted the budget to an
unwarranted degree. The Federal budget, as
a per cent of the Gross National Product, has
been remarkably steady for years. It 1s reve-
nue shortfalls caused by bad economic man-
agement that have led to the large Nixon
budget deficits.

Sooner or later, of course, budget deficits
caused by revenue shortfalls show up in the
figures on national debt. In this light, it is
flluminating to review the growth of the
Federal debt over the last decade. Under
Presidents Eennedy and Johnson, the Fed-
eral debt grew by about $77 billlon over
elght years, a rate of approxzimately %9.6
billion per year. During this period many
broad new programs were instituted and
many advances toward economic and social
Jjustice were made. During the five years of
the Nixon Administration, on the other hand,
retrenchment has been the order of the
day; effective, badly-needed domestic social
programs have been attacked on all sides.
And yet, during the five years of the Nixon
Administration, the Federal debt has risen
by about $120 billion, an annual rate of $24
billlon.

What are the fruits of Mr. Nixon's massive
bulld-up in Federal debt; what are the great
new programs made possible by a rate of
debt increase twice that of Kennedy's New
Frontier or Johnson's Great Society? The
answer Is, quite simply, that there are no
new programs, no new domestic Initiatives.
This rapid growth in Federal debt originated
not as the cost of social progress, but rather
as the consequence of economlc mismanage-
ment, as the result of revenue shortfalls
stemming from high unemployment and no-
growth economic policies.

4. PRODUCTIVITY, GROWTH, AND INFLATION

One of the cruelest misdeeds of the Nixon
Administration has been to hold down work-
ers’ pay, claiming that productivity increases
have not been great enough—while the Ad-
ministration simultaneously pursues eco-
nomlic policies calculated to hold down the
very productivity they say is lacking,

It is a well known economic fact that
productivity rises when the economy is near-
ing peak performance, as workers and ma-
chinery are used at their full productive
capacity. So Nixon economic policies, pro-
ducing high unemployment and tremendous
slack in the ecomomy generally, have nat-
urally led to very low increases in produc-
tivity. The Administration has then used low
productivity increases as a rationale for
holding down wages, leading of course to
further declining consumption and further
recession.

During the elght years of the Kennedy-
Johnson Administrations, output per man
hour advanced at an annual rate of 3.5%.
During the Nixon Administration, with pro-
ductivity held down by a sluggish, stagnating
economy, the average annual rate of produc-
tivity increase has been 2.4%—barely two-
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thirds the rate of the preceding eight years,
and a clear reflection of the inadequnacy of
the Administration’s low-growth and no-
growth policies.

Meanwhile—while the Administration has
held down wages—prices and business profits
have been allowed to soar at almost unbe-
lievable rates.

The consumer price index during the first
five years of the Nixon Administration rose
at an annual rate of 5.6% —more than double
the rate of the previous eight years of Demo-
cratic management of the economy. More=
over, price increases have been accelerating.
For all of 1973, the consumer price index
moved up at the astounding rate of 8.8%
and, by February, annual inflation had
moved well into the 10% range.

The prognosis for the Immediate future is
a continuation of overall price rises at 10%
annually or more. The wholesale price index
glves a dire warning of what the longer-term
future holds. Wholesale prices for industrial
commodities—which for the most part have
yet to be passed on to consumers—were up
almost 20% in 1973. And, once again, the
trend is toward an acceleration of rate in-
creases. In the three months ending in Feb-
ruary, 1974, wholesale prices for industrial
commodities were rising at the incredible
rate of about 30% annually.

The fearful “Latin American"” style infia-
tion which Authur Burns warned might
someday be visited on the American economy
has already arrived, brought upon us by
the Nixon Administration’'s mismanagement
of our economy.

What is Mr. Nixon doing to curb our enor-
mous inflation rate? Steerlng the economy
further into recession, curbing employment
and production instead of encouraging it.
As Mr. Nixon has said, his is a “moderately
restrictive” budget, and one guaranteed

neither to curb inflation nor to increase em-«
ployment, purchasing power and production.
What will it take to make the Republicans

understand that the supposed trade-off be=
tween inflation and jobs is pure fantasy?
How many times must they produce both
galloping infiation and high unemployment
before they realize that they cannot trade
Jobs for low inflation? When will Mr. Nixon,
in his own words, learn the “hard lessons of
the sizties"? Evidently not until the Admin-
istration has once again taken us to the
brink of another Great Depression and fiirted
with Latin American-style inflation simul-
taneousiy.

Growth of the economy in 1974 is not
expected to be more than about .5% and,
in fact, the year may well see no growth
whatsoever. Thus, by the end of 1974, we
can anticipate having an overall six-year real
growth record for the Nixon Administration
of 3% annually, compared to the long-term
4% real growth rate our Nation needs to
absorb new workers and to provide a teche
nologlcally progressive economy.

Can America do better than this? During
the eight years of the EKennedy and Johnson
Administrations, real growth in the economy
averaged 4.6% annually. Jobs were plentiful
and prices advanced at less than one-guarter
of their current rate. Clearly, under sound
management, the American economy can
perform very well indeed—far better than it
has under the mistaken policies of the
current Administration.

One of the most tragic aspects of the
current inflation is that it is striking hardest
at those who can least afford it—the elderly,
the poor, and those living on fixed incomes.
The price increases which have been most
dramatic are for food (up 30% in 1973).
and energy (up 76% in 1973). These
are items which take a much Iarger
chunk from low-income family budgets than
they do from wealthier families, so the effects
of food price rises, for example, will have far
greater impact on a family earning $5,000
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annually than on a family earning $15,000
annually.

Moreover, the prices of the foods which
poor people depend on—potatoes, dry beans,
cereals—have risen more rapidly than other
kinds of foods. Thus, over the last year, the
price of the Department of Agriculture's
“low-cost” food plan has shot up at a rate
259% faster than the more “liberal” food plan
intended for moderate-income families. So
the effect of the inflation we are having has
been magnified for low and fixed-income
people.

But it is not just low-income families who
are being hurt by the Nixon inflation. In fact,
the average American worker is losing pur=-
chasing power at a rapld pace. Under Nixon
economic policies and controls, the average
non-pgricultural worker's wages have gone
up by 6%—but inflation has eaten 10% of
his paycheck. When all adjustments have
been made, the average worker has lost 4% of
his spendable weekly income over the last
twelve months Over the last 156 months, the
average worker's purchasing power is down
by an even greater proportion—by 5.5%.

The Administration’s wage and price con-~
trol program was supposed to protect workers
against the ravages of inflation. It has not.

When he introduced the first price freeze,
in August, 1971, Mr, Nizon told working peo-
ple that they had made little progress from
10656 to 19860. “Your wages were higher but
you were not better off' the President said.
In fact, workers may not have been much
better off, but at least they were not so
much worse off as they have been under Mr.
Nixon.

Workers have been losing purchasing power
under Mr. Nixon, as prices have outstripped
wages. But what about profits, and the Ad-
ministration’s friends in Big Business? How
have they been doing?

Corporate profits rose by 36.3% from 1971
to 1873. About half of all corporate stock in
America is owned by less than 1% of the
population—so clearly the Administration’'s
wealthy Republican friends are doing very
well under Mr. Nixon's policies—while the
workers are being driven to the wall.

The concept of wage and price controls
is a good one. They were intended by the
Democratic Congress to be used to protect
the average American family from the ravages
of inflation. Unfortunately, however, Mr.
Nixon has chosen to use wage and price con-
trols to enrich the rich at the expense of the
average American working family,

We have just experienced what the New
York Times called “the worst set of monthly
economic statistics in at least a guarter
century” and we are well on our way to the
worst quarterly figures since World War II.
Administration economists keep telling us
that things will get better—and things keep
getting worse. The latest estimate for food
price increases (responsible for fully half of
all inflation 1973) is for inflation at a 20%
annual rate—in a year of declining employ-
ment and little or no increase in production.

When this inflation will end, and when the
economy will be restored to healthy, stable
growth is beyond any of us to know. But of
one thing we can now be quite sure: stability
and prosperity are beyond the grasp of the
Nixon Administration.

5. INTEREST RATES

Inflation of interest rates is one of the
most pernicious aspects of the current Nixon
inflation. The cost of borrowing money has
soared to the highest levels since the Civil
War, practically doubling under the current
Administration,

The high cost of money is pyramided
through the economy, making everything else
more expensive to produce and to purchase.
The consequence is obvious: higher prices,
declining demand, declining production and
continuing stagnation.
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The construction industry is the most
obvious vietim of Mr. Nizxon's brand of
Republican economics. The level of unem-
ployment in construction—often twice that
of the whole labor force—is a national dis-
grace at a time when housing starts are
running generally between 600,000 and 1 mil-
lion below the government-established goal
of 2.6 million annually and fully 20% of
our citizens still live in inadequate housing.
Nevertheless, we have a terribly high level
of unemployment in construction, and & low
level of housing starts, principally because of
traditional Republican high interest rates.

Conaider: a difference of 2% 'in home
morigage interest rates on a $33,000 mortgage
for 80 years adds almost $10,000 to the total
cost of purchasing a home. And the difference
between the average FHA new home morigage
yield under the Nixon Administration and its
Democratic predecessors 18 2.2%.

Mr. Nizon has effectively added thousands
of dollars in interests costs to the cost of
purchasing a home for every young family
in America. In so doing, he has virtually
priced the low and middle-income family
right out of the housing market and knocked
the bottom out of the housing industry.

The lost production capacity of the con-
struction industry represents one of the great
drags on our nation's economy, as well as one
of the great opportunities for turning idle
resources to the work of solving our big prob-
lems. But the Nixon Administration has
shown little or no interest in bringing in-
terest rates down or putting construction
workers to work. Instead, the Administra-
tion has visited upon us the “wild card”
flasco—the no-interest-limit certificate of
deposit which nearly put the Savings and
Loan industry out of the mortgage business
last fall.

Of course, home bullding is not the only
industry affected by the Nixon squeeze on
money. All across America, discouraged busi-
nessmen, who cannot get credit at less than
exorbitant interest rates do not expand, or
even cut back on production, and so gen-
eral construction jobs are lost. State, county,
and local governments—who are paying some
of the highest interest rates in history—put
off building hospitals, schools, roads, and so
more jobs are lost.

High interest rates hurt more than just
home buyers. They affect every person who
needs to borrow money—for a car, a college
education, or other reason. Payments on debt
are taking an all-time-high 239, of the aver-
age family's income, after taxes. And record
high interest rates have made a large con-
tribution to creating that burdensome record
high debt load.

Naturally, workers and thelr families, stag-
gering under the impact of higher prices,
shorter work weeks and declining real in-
come, are having a hard time repaying loans
at Republican interest rates. Delinguencies
on installment loans are at 2.227, up from
192% a year ago, and the highest level in
20 years., Mortgage delinquencies are also at
20 year highs.

Overall, high interest rates are one of the
most destructive of all Mr. Nizon's economic
policies.

6. DISTRIBUTION OF INCOME

The “bottom line" of all the foregoing eco-
nomic statistics is income distribution. What
counts, after all, is not just whether infiation
is rapid or interest rates are high, but rather
what effect these factors have on the share
of our national production received by each
group in our soclety.

An examination of income distribution in
America at the end of 1972 (the most recent
data available) reveals just about the
changes one might expect from four years of
big-money Republican control of the econ-
omy., During the first four years of Mr,
Nixon's term, he has succeeded in shifting
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about $10 billlon from those families at the
lower end of the income scale to the highest-
income families.

What this means in dollars and cents is
that as of 1972, using a four-person family
basis, Mr. Nixon had provided each family
with income above $17,000 (one-fifth of all
families) with an additional $1,000 taken
from the pockets of the 60% of families with
lowest incomes (ranging up to $13,000, but
mostly far lower).

It is expected that when data for 1973
and 1974 become available they will show a
continunation of this trend.

The current year, 1974, is expected to show
an especially sharp decline in the share of
national income going to the millions of
average working men and women who con=-
stitute the backbone of America. After all,
in times of recession and high interest rates,
it is the average worker who pays for the Re-
publican bankers' profits (up more than
807%) first with his income and purchasing
power and, finally, with his job.

The typical factory or office worker, who
has already lost more than 59 of his pur-
chasing power in the last fifteen months,
and whose family is already giving up &
large part of its income to upper income
familles, is going to be squeezed even harder
by the Nixon Administration again this year,

That wealthy, Republican 1% of Ameri-
cans who own more than half of all corpo-
rate stock in this Nation are doing fine, of
course; corporate profits are up sharply, to
record levels.

Following is a table showing the relative
share of family income going to families at
various income levels.

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF AGGREGATE FAMILY INCOME

Income rank 1947 1960 1965 1968 1972

All Tamilies (total).... 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
335 348 352 3T 8

Lowest three-fifths.___._
Fou

rth fifth 22 240 239 237 239
Highest fifth.__ ...

43.3 41.2 40.9 40.6 4L3

As might be expected, the three-fifths of
all families in the lower and middle portions
of the income spectrum increased their share
of total income by about one percent between
1960 and 1968 under the Democratic Ken-
nedy and Johnson Administrations, These
were years of high employment and steady,
sustained growth.

Since 1968, however, upper income fam-
ilies have increased their share of income by
about 1%—entirely at the expense of lower
and middle-income families. This is due
largely to the first Nixon recession of 18970.
The second Nixzon recession—the one we are
now in—will have the same effect.

7. CONCLUSION

For five years, the Nizxon Administration
has mismanaged the American economy,
fostering inflation and unemployment, reces-
sion and high interest rates.

The current Administration, in a classle
Republican maneuver, has managed to choke
off first purchasing power, then demand and,
finally, production, which has fallen more
than 4% since November.

In only three years since 1950 has the pro-
duction of the American economy for the
entire year actually declined. Two of those
three years belong to Mr. Eisenhower and
one to Mr. Nixon—and now it appears that
Mr. Nixon may have created another such

ear,

# The signs of economic breakdown are all
around us, Unemployment in January made
its biggest one-month rise in years. Grocery
bills are running 13% higher than last year,
even though less food is belng carrled home.
The average family is buying about 7% fewer
goods at retall stores this year than a year
ago—but spending about 3.8% more because
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of higher prices. This is the price of Nixon's
mismanagement of the economy.

Mr. Nixon says that 1973 was a “great year
for consumers'”. A few more such great years
and we will all be going barefoot and hun-
gry. Mr, Nixon promises that we will not have
a recession this year. The average working
man and his family are already in a reces-
sion, and have been for fifteen months.

The Federal budget, like the working
man's family, has been taking a licking, not
because Federal spending has moved sud-
denly higher, but because Federal receipts,
tied to our faltering economy, are plunging
as rapidly as unemployment is rising. Instead
of the small deficit originally expected for
Fiscal Year 1975, it now appears that the
budget deficit will be about 820 billion.

Does this anticipated $20 billion deficit
mean that Federal spending is too high?
Not at all. At full employment (4% unems-
ployment rate) the economy would actually
produce a surplus this year of about $10 bil-
lion. If well managed, the economy can carry
the current spending load with ease.

But the economy has not been managed
well. We are not at full employment. Instead,
Mr, Nixon has brought us to—or perhaps
across—the brink of recession. In fact, tak-
ing into account loss of purchasing power,
it is fair to say that most American families
have been living under recession conditions
for more than a year.

Unfortunately, the Nizon Administration,
like its Republican predecessors, is neither
very concerned nor very competent to deal
with the current economie slump.

The Democratic Congress, on the other
hand, has done a great deal to protect work-
ers and consumers from Mr. Nixon's econo-
mic mistakes.

For instance, we have repassed minimum
wage increase legislation to protect the very
lowest income workers from the ravages of
the Nizxon inflation. This is important legis-
lation which Mr. Nixon wvetced last year.
We have passed a major Farm Bill, to in-
crease agricultural supplies during the pres-
ent period of scarcity, and we are working
on an extension of the Public Works and
Economic Development Act.

We are also working on consumer protec-
tion . legislation, badly needed now that
prices have risen so terribly high, and we
are trying to work out a compromise Housing
bill with an Administration which remains
philosophically opposed to the goal of the
Democratic Congress of decent housing for
all Americans.

Of course if Mr. Nixon were truly con-
cerned with correcting his misguided econo-
mic policies, a great deal more could be
done to, in John Kennedy's words, “get this
Nation moving again.” For instance, we could
have a real recommitment to the goals of
the Housing Act of 1949, instead of the com-
promise measure we will have to work out
with this Republican Administration. After
all, millions of Americans still need better
housing, and we have a large pool of idle
construction manpower.

And, we could have a really meaningful
renewal of effort toward the goals of the
Employment Act of 1946, and a meaningful
public employment program instead of the
battles the Democratic Congress now must
fight with Mr. Nizon merely to keep these
badly needed programs alive.

These are all programs our Natlon needs,
and we could have them. But can we expect
to have them with Mr. Nizon in the White
House and a strong Republican minority in
Congress? I think not. When unemploy-
ment rises and production drops, when in-
terest rates and inflation soar while growth
declines, there are only two things which
we can expect with real certainty: that we
have a Republican in the White House, and
that the working man is about to pay for
this fact once again—~first with his purchas-
ing power, and then with his job.
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NO US. AID FOR EGYPT

The SPEAKER pro tempore, Under a
previous order of the House, the gentie-
man from Florida (Mr. LEaman) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes,

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr, Speaker, President
Nixon has proposed a massive new for-
eign aid program for Egypt. This pro-
posal represents another futile attempt
o use the American taxpayer’s hard-
earned dollar to buy friendship. This pol-
icy has not worked in India or France;
and in Turkey, U.S. money cannot even
prevent the growing of opium.

Egypt’s request for U.S. aid is just the
latest chapter in a long history going
back to the 1950's when Egypt began to
play the United States and Russia off
against one another in return for bil-
lions in American dollars and Russian
rubles.

The United States has already given
Egypt more than $1 billion in foreign aid
and in return we received for years a
steady stream of anti-American propa-
gandsa from Cairo.

If Egypt is in such desperate need of
aid, why doesn't it look to its oil-rich
Arab neighbors? Because the cost of oil
production has remained stable, the re-
cent gasoline price increase of 20 cents a
gallon becomes an involuntary $3 to $5
billion program of U.S. aid to the Arab
oil countries. Together, the oil consum-
ing nations of the West including the
United States will be providing the Arabs
with more than $100 billion each year.

We cannot afford foreign aid for Egypt
on top of these exorbitant oil profits.

Let Saudi Arabia and Libya and Al-
geria and Kuwait give aid to Egypt, not
the American taxpayer.

SMALL BUSINESSMEN NEED HELP
FROM CONGRESS

The SPEAEKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Indiana (Mr. Hamnrow) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, America
owes much to its small businessmen, The
debt is too often forgotten, however, in
our preoccupation with giant corpora-
tions, big unions, conglomerates, multi-
national corporations, and agribusiness.

In our fascination with bigness, Ameri-
cans often lose sight of the importance
of the “smalls"—the small businessman
who is the economiec and commercial
backbone of our communities. Anyone
who has walked around a courthouse
square in rural America or down most
any street in an urban business district
is soon made aware of the role the small
businessman plays in his community.
SBA Administrator Thomas Kleppe re-
cently commented on the significance of
the small businessman in America when
he said:

Our traditional values of individual initia-
tive, social moblility, and political freedom
are significantly dependent upon the strength
of the free enterprise system, a system which
is {itself dependent in large measure upon
the maintenance of competition provided by
the existence of a large and healthy coms-
mun.tty of small enterprises.

The contributions of small entrepre-
neurs to our society are legion. Such
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technological marvels as the rocket en-
gine, the Polaroid camera, the helicopter,
the jet engine, the xerox process, insulin,
the vacuum tube, and countless other
production devices and processes have
been developed by independent inventors
and small farms.

The people of the Ninth Congressional
District in southeastern Indiana depend
upon the small businessman for most of
their daily needs. He contributes to the
wide diversity of the economy in our com-
munities. He is independent, civie-
minded, resourceful, and self-reliant,
These are the qualities that go to the
heart of what our Nation is all about. The
small businessman has contributed sig-
nificantly to the guality of life in Amer-
ica. His demise would have an unfortu-
nate and worrisome impact.

That is why I am concerned that so
much of what the Government does
places a special hardship on the small
businessman. He is less apt to be able to
absorb higher taxes, inflation, increased
wage rates, more paperwork, and tighter
Federal regulations. Environmental and
consumer legislation often cause him se-
vere problems. All of these governmental
actions fall with great force upon the
small businessman, and I am persuaded
he needs relief and special attention.

In economic terms, the small business-
man’s impact is enormous. Small busi-
nesses comprise 98 percent of the coun-
try’s total business units, employ 65 per-
cent of the Nation's nongovernmental
work force, and produce about 40 percent
of our gross national product. In 1972,
they were responsible for 29 percent of
fotal Government procurcment.

Despite these contributions, small busi-
nesses are losing ground rapidly and dis-
astrously to larger firms in terms of mar-
ket share, assets and profits. In 270 of
413 manufacturing industries—the busi-
ness sector where figures are most com-
plete—the eight largest companies ac-
count for 40 percent or more of the value
of the shipments from their industry.

In 1960, small- an . medium-sized cor-
porations in manufacturing had 50 per-
cent of this sector’s assets and were re-
sponsible for 41 percent of the profits.
By 1970, these firms had only 33 percent
of the assets, and by 1972 this had de-
clined to 30 percent of the assets and 28
percent of the profits.

Small businesses are also losing out to
the “bigs” in terms of tax liability. Re-
cent studies, including one by my col-
league, Congressman VAwix, have shown
that the biggest U.S. corporations pay
taxes at half the rate paid by small- and
medium-sized businesses—26.9 percent
against 51 percent.

Furthermore, the small businessman
carries the heaviest portion of the enor-
mous Federal paperwork burden. A firm
employing fewer than 50 people, for ex-
ample, may be required to fill out as
many as 75 to 80 different types of forms
in the course of a year. For a business
with a small office staff, and especially
for the “mom and pop” stores, comple-
tion of these forms is a tremendously
time-consuming and costly operation.
Unlike large corporations, they cannot
draw on in-house accountants or tax
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lawyers to handle this work. Small busi-
nessmen do it themselves.

Mr. Speaker, I am quite concerned
by these developments that so adversely
affect small businesses. The small busi-
nessman'’s situation remains tenuous,
and the Federal Government should do
all that it can to improve his chances
for successful operation and growth.

One way to help would be for the Con-
gress to enact the Federal Paperwork
Relief Act, HR. 12269, which I cospon-
sored earlier this year with several of
my colleagues, This bill requires the Gen-
eral Accounting Office to study how re-
porting requirements could be reduced
and streamlined and to report its find-
ings to the Congress and the Executive,
within a year after enactment, for leg-
islative action and admimistrative im-
provements. In this way, small business-
men would be relieved of the unnecessary
portion of an estimated yearly load of
415 million cubic feet of Federal paper-
work. I am hopeful that the House Gov-
ernment Operations Committee, where
the bill is now pending, will see fit to
take action on it this year.

Another important congressional move
of assistance to small firms would be
passage of the Small Business Tax Sim-
plification and Reform Act, known as the
Evins-Bible bill. I introduced this bill in
the 92d Congress, along with more than
100 of my colleagues, and am introducing
it again in hopes that the Ways and
Means Committee will include it in its
forthcoming sessions on tax reform. This
bill creates a permanent Federal Gov-
ernment committee to make a continuing
effort to simplify our tax system, includ-
ing business taxation; restructures down-
ward the tax rates for firms earning less
than $1 million in receipts a year in
order to bring the rates more into line
with the principle of ability to pay, the
principle now applied to individual in-
come taxes; encourages the establish-
ment of new small business enterprises;
promotes modernization, efficiency and
cost reductions for small business with
provisions such as a 10-year carryover
for small business net operating losses,
accumulated earnings tax, and multiple
surtax exemptions for certain small busi-
nesses under single family control; and
authorizes a comprehensive study of the
factors causing business failures, with
recommendations to be made for pre-
venting future failures.

The Evins-Bible bill, like the paper-
work bill, is just pending, with no action
scheduled. I hope this will not be the
case for much longer. The challenges
and obstacles that small businesses face
are not going to disappear to improve
small firms’' chances of survival, and
would be one small way of thanking small
businessmen for their tremendous contri-
bution to the strength of our society and
economy.

NATIONAL LIBRARY WEEK—A TIME
FOR RENEWAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Minnesota (Mr. FrASER) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.
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Mr. FRASER. Mr. Speaker, this is Na-
tional Library Week, April 21-27, and I
want to suggest to my colleagues several
ways in which we can renew our dedica-
tion to and support for the library as an
institution as essential to the strength of
American culture and education as are
our schools and colleges.

And make no mistake, our libraries do
require Federal support, notwithstanding
anything the administration may say to
the conftrary. Last week, addressing the
Library Staff Forum in Minneapolis, I
observed that the library has been one
of the most successful institutions in
American education, and added that:

Perhaps due in part to the success of li-
braries, the Administration contends that the
Federal mission has been fulfilled and be-
cause of the libraries’ success, they no longer
need Fderal support. We still need public li-
braries, school libraries, college and univer-
sity libraries. Libraries are changing with the
times but libraries need a Federal leg of sup-
port on which to stand.

One way this changing role of the Ili-
brary can be reemphasized and reex-
amined is through holding a White
House Conference on Library and Infor-
mation Services in 1976, our Nation’s bi-
centennial year. Assuming favorable ac-
tion soon in the Education and Labor
Committee, this body soon will consider
Senate Joint Resolution 40, which au-
thorizes the President to convene such a
conference in 1976, with State and local
conferences preceding it. I commend this
legislation to my colleagues as a means
of allowing the Nation to give appropri-
ate attention to the many rapid changes
occurring in the provision of library and
information services and to the rising
demand for them. Undue postponement
of this consideration would be unwise, in
my opinion.

Second, we can demonstrate our sup-
port for our publie, academic and school
libraries by continuing to support au-
thorizations and appropriations for li-
brary purposes, as we have already done
by including some $179 million for library
programs in the 1974 Labor-HEW appro-
priation, where the administration had
proposed no Federal funding at all, Al-
though this year the administration has
retreated from its position of total with-
drawal of Federal support from all li-
brary programs, it did propose zero-
funding of college library resource pro-
grams, drastic reduction and phaseout
in Federal support for public libraries,
and incorporating school library re-
sources support in a consolidation with
other programs as a part of a revised
Elementary and Secondary Education
Act. Mr. Speaker, I am sure that our
committees will demonstrate sounder pri-
orities. An estimated 20 million Ameri-
cans do not have access to an adequate
public library, between 30 and 40 percent
of our Nation's elementary schools are
without anything that could be called 2
library and academic libraries are in fear
of a double blow resulting from tue ad-
ministration’s proposed elimination of
Federal funding at the same time as it
shifts its emphasis from institutional
support to inadequate student assistance
Programs.

A third opportunity for us to manifest
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our support for our libraries will be of-
fered when we consider legislation such
as is being offered by Mr, Hantey and
others to provide a public service sub-
sidy to the U.S. Postal Service and an
increased period of phasing for postal
rate inereases for books and other edu-
cational and cultural materials. Such
legislation would insure that libraries
would not have to devote even more ex-
orbitant portions of already skimpy
budgets to paying for postage on the
books they receive. Libraries pay the full
cost of such postage and, as the Ameri-
can Library Association repeatedly points
out in congressional testimony, every dol-
lar spent on increased postal charges
means a dollar less spent on keeping li-
brary collections up to date.

Mr. Speaker, these are at least three
ways in which the Congress can act to
make National Library Week more than
a perfunctory observance.

LABOR—FAIR-WEATHER FRIEND—
XX1

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Texas (Mr. GoNzaLEz) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, one of
the moving spirits in the Labor Council
for Latin American Advancement has
been especially vocal and emotional in
his denunciation of me—not because I
am any kind of labor enemy, but because
this man bears personal malice against
me, and is using his position to give vent
to that malice.

This man is Arnold Flores, and I am
sure that nothing would delight him
more than to be able to use all his con-
nections and influence, such as they are,
to embarrass and discredit me. Arnold
Flores bears a personal grudge, one that
has nothing to do with unionism. And he
is an opportunist, using his union offices
in a way that he thinks will gain him
personal revenge.

Armnold Flores is not what you would
call a professional union man.

The first time I ever heard of this
man was about 6 years ago, when he was
employed by the Government in a civil
service job. He wrote to complain that
he had been victimized in some way, and
that he had not received a promotion
that he felt he should have. He was ap-
pealing to me for help. But Flores did
not live in my district, and iIn keeping
with the custom of the House and the
Texas delegation, I referred him to his
own Congressman. Flores did not like
this. He thought that I had a duty to
take up his case, because of ethnic
loyalty. The next thing I knew, he was
going around saying what a bad guy I
was, and how I had forgotten the poor
Mejicano.

Flores soon became an officer in the
Government employees union, and after
that went to work for the Service Em-
ployees, where he now works. And for
this whole time he has used every op-
portunity to belittle me.

So it is not much of a surprise that
this same man would be in El1 Paso last
week denouncing me as a traitor to la
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raza in general and labor in particular,
and declaring war on me. It is nothing
new; it is merely the rantings of a man
whose old animosity has grown so cal-
loused that he cannot do anything other
than hate me. In this hatred he is will-
ing to twist and use his union offices in
any and every way he can to oppose me.
All of this is his perfect right. But it
also explains a little more about how a
few people have been able to use their
positions in a way that finally involved
using the AFL-CIO itself in an attack
on me,

As I have said, Arnold Flores is no pro-
fessional union man. In fact, his conver-
sion is relatively new. While he now
rails against me for imagined offenses
against the Amalgamated Clothing
Workers, I cannot recall that he ever
went to the defense of beleaguered
unionists in San Antonio or anywhere
else, when his personal interests were not
at stake. Virtually every clothing shop in
San Antonio was once organized, but I
did not see Flores around when those
unions were being destroyed, their mem-
bers harassed and arrested, and their
progress erased, some 10 years ago. These
crusaders were nowhere fo be found then.
But they know that I was the only pub-
lic official willing to stand up for these
unionists, and to defend their rights to
organize, and to call for decency and fair
play. No, Arnold Flores was not there,
then. But then in those days he was not
being paid to be there. I wonder if he
would be a crusader if it were nof in
his job description.

So much for Arnold Flores, latter day
defender of the faith.

If this man and his friends have per-
sonal malice for me, I understand that,
and can deal with it. But the tragic thing
is that the AFL-CIO has allowed its or-
ganizations and its money be used by
such people as this Flores, who do not
care so much about helping the poor, or
organizing the unorganized, as they do
about gaining personal positions of power
and carrying out their own private ven-
detta.

There are many hundreds of workers
in San Antonio who would benefit from
union organization. They need help. But
Flores and his friends waste their time
and resources in fights against other
unions, or in personal grudges against
me. The losers are the unorganized work-
ers.

It is shameful that the AFL-CIO
should have its resources and good in-
tentions maliciously abused by such peo-
ple as Flores. But if that is going to con-
tinue, it will be the responsibility of the
AFIL-CIO, which alone controls its purse
and programs. I would rather not see it
go to waste; but it is not my decision to
malke.

STETSON MODEL SENATE—A
UNIQUE EDUCATION EXPERIENCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Florida (Mr. CEAPPELL) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. CHAPPELL, Mr. Speaker, I will
have the opportunity this weekend to
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participate once again in what I consider
to be a unique educational experience.
Stetson University, in DeLand, Fla., will
sponsor its third annual U.S, model sen-
ate, a program which seeks to duplicate
as closely as possible the activities and
atmosphere of the U.S. Senate.

Sixty students, representing 20 colleges
and universities across the Southeast,
will each assume a senatorial character-
ization and participate in 4 days of
committee hearings, party caucuses and
Senate floor sessions.

The students have already been ac-
tively researching and rewriting some of
the major proposals we, in the Congress,
are now considering.

Mr. Speaker, this particular form of
simulation is an important learning tool
for our Nation's future lawmakers, The
interchange of ideas which has occurred
in past sessions and which is certain to
occur again this weekend is stimulating
and productive for both students and
congressional representatives.

I believe one of the most remarkable
features of this program is that it was
Initiated and is carried out by the stu-
dents themselves. These young people
have planned the program, invited the
congressional representatives and han-
dled the local arrangements. It is a bi-
partisan effort, as evidenced by repre-
sentatives from both sides of the aisle.

Joining in the model senate program
this year are Senator Ernest HoLLINGS,
Dr. Floyd Riddick, Senate Parliamen-
tarian, and Florida State Senator Rich-
ard Pettigrew. I welcome these colleagues
to the fourth and foremost district of
Florida as they visit out State’s oldest in-
stitution of higher learning. By their
presence and participating, they are
helping fo provide our young people with
a deeper knowledge and understanding
of our governmental process.

President John E. Johns is to be com-
mended for providing an educational at-
mosphere at Stetson which encourages
this kind of learning experience. Dr. T.
Wayne Bailey and Dr. Gary Maris have
inspired the students to continue the pro-
gram, however, the implementation of
this program has rested with the stu-
dents. I should like to commend the stu-
dent chairman, Mr. Jeff Hurley, of Day-
tona Beach, Fla., for his effective lead-
ership. Other Stetson students vitally in-
volved in the program are Diane Bird,
Miami, Fla.; Richard George, Jackson-
ville, Fla.; Nancy Kingstad, Miami, Fla.;
Ray McCleod, Apopka, Fla.; Bob Schu-
maker, Fort Pierce, Fla.; Bruce Thomas,
Daytona Beach, Fla.; Pam Waxler, Stu-
art, Fla.; and Matt Wimer, DeLand, Fla.

A TRIBUTE TO GOLDA MEIR AND
HER WORK

The SPEAEER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. PobeLL) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. PODELL, Mr. Speaker, last week
the woman that could have been any-
body’s grandmother, Golda Meir, decided
to end her career in Israeli politics. Her
work in the last few years would have
taxed the strength and capacities of a
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much younger person, and yet she kept
on working, driving herself, to ensure
peace and prosperity to her tiny country.

Ciolda Meir was a rare figure in world
politics, and not just because she is a
woman. She was perhaps one of the
toughest politicians ever produced by
any country, and yet she was not
ashamed to cry out in anguish when the
tragedy of Arab terrorism repeatedly
struck out at her people. What she
lacked in glamour and style she made
up for in guts and determination. She
has consistently been one of the world’s
most admired heads of state, and with
good reason.

The Prime Minister of Israel has no
easy job. It is made even more difficult
when Israel is at war. In the last 6
months, Israel was first brutally at-
tacked by Egypt and Syria, and then
tried to recover from that attack and
the economic and political disruptions
it caused. It was that vicious aggression
which may have been ultimately respon-
sible for Mrs, Meir's resignation coming
at this time.

Israel was still reeling from the after-
maths of war when she was hit by the
Agranat Report, which attempted to fix
the blame for Israel’s slow start in com-
batting Arab aggression last October.
The report focused on individuals high
in Israel’s military and government cir-
cles. The repercussions shook Mrs. Meir’'s
coalition cabinet so badly that she per-
haps had no choice but to resign. After
last winter’s inconclusive elections, she
worked long and hard to form a coali-
tion out of the myriad diverse elements
which characterize Israel’s Government.
That she was able to form a government
at all is a testament to her skill and
strength as a politician. That the coali-
tion as too unstable to survive the added
stresses of the Agranat Report, cannot
take away from Mrs. Meir's achieve-
ments as Prime Minister.

Frankly, I do not blame her for resign-
ing in the face of adversity. Rather than
political cowardice, it may be wisdom of
the highest sort. She did everything she
could to give Israel a good government,
one that tried to meet the needs of its
people, from the generations of sabras to
the greenest immigrants from Russia.
But it was hard work, and she did all she
could. It was time for somebody younger
and stronger than this grandmother
from Minneapolis to take over the reins
of government.

Mrs. Meir's stewardship will always be
remembered as a period in which Israel
made great economic strides forward.
The economic strength and self-suffi-
ciency of Israel has always been a point
of pride in the free world. True, Israel
has long been the recipient of aid from
the United States for military purposes,
but her economic growth has been en-
tirely self-directed.

Mrs, Meir's term as prime minister was
continually marked by her peace efforts,
and just as consistently met with rebuffs.
Until only recently, the open face-to-face
negotiations with the Arabs in the hope
of ending decades of conflict and blood-
shed were fantasies. Long before Henry
Kissinger took an interest in the Middle
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East, Golda Meir was seeking ways to
reach the Arabs and convince them that
Israel was genuinely interested in peace.

It is rare that the world is treated to
so singular a figure among its politicians.
It is rarer still when that figure is a
woman who looked like she would be
more at home in her kitchen making
chicken soup than in a parliament hail
making far-reaching political decisions.
The world is fortumate that it was Golda
Meir who was Prime Minister of Israel
for the last 5 years. She tempered
military strength and determination for
victory with an unquenchable thirst for
genuine peace. She felt the loss of every
Israeli soldier who dies since the out-
break of the Yom Kippur War as though
it was her own son who had been killed.
And as any mother would, the desire for
peace and rest for her couniry, her chil-
dren was at all times uppermost in her
mind.

I regret to see her leave the prime
ministership, while understanding her
reasons for doing so. One can be asked to
give only so much, to make only so many
sacrifices, to devote only so many years
to the welfare of others, before saying
“Enough, I am tired.” I welcome Itzhak
Rabin as he carries on in Mrs. Meir’s
footsteps, and I wish him the best in his
efforts to ereate a new coalition govern-
ment. It will not be easy. But I am con-
fident that he can complete the work
which she began.

This is an important time not only
for Israel but for the United States. Sec-
retary of State Kissinger will soon leave
on another trip to the Middle East, hope-
fully to bring Israel and Syria a little
closer to peace negotiations, Whether
Israel under the leadership of Rabin, who
was once Ambassador to the United
States, will change in her attitude to-
ward Syria, is impossible to know at this
time. However, I strongly urge the Sec-
retary to redouble his efforts to bring
peace to the Middle East. It is more im-
portant now than ever before, and it
would be the most fitting tribute that the
United States could pay to the service
Golda Meir gave to Israel and the world.

INNOVATIVE LEGISLATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Kansas (Mr., Roy) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. ROY. Mr. Speaker, I wish to bring
to the attention of my colleagues a piece
of innovative legislation which was re-
cently approved by the Kansas State
Legislature and signed into law by Gov-
ernor Docking. This legislation will per-
mit graduates of Haskell Indian Junior
College, located in Lawrence, Kans., to
be considered residents of Kansas for
the purposes of tuition to State colleges
and universities. The new law will allow
Haskell graduates to attend any State
college or university in Kansas and pay
only in-State tuition. Several of the stu-
dents at Haskell are out-of-State resi-
dents. This action on the part of the
State legislature will mean considerable
savings for those Indians who graduate
from Haskell and who wish to con-
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tinue their education in Eansas. I am
most pleased with this situation and
am confident that many students will
avail themselves of this newly enacted
opportunity.

A TIME TO HELP THE STEEL
INDUSTRY

The SPEAEER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the genfle-
man from Pennsylvania (Mr. Gaypos)
is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. GAYDOS. Mr. Speaker, we can
be gratified that the new no-strike agree-
ment befween the United Steel Workers
and the steel corporations has worked
out with a contract providing much-
needed raises to the workers and the
promise of labor peace in the years
ahead.

But the contract, I fear, is not the full
answer to what has gradually become the
Nation’s steel problem. Though enlight-
ening and setting the course for future
labor-management relationships, the
contract also underscores the steel in-
dustry’s vital needs, many of which can
be met only by governmental considera-
tion and action, especially in the field of
trade regulation and taxes.

I am indebted, as I feel this Congress
should be indebted, to Holmes Alexander,
a columnist whose writings appear in the
McEKeesport, Pa., Daily News' in my steel-
producing district, for wrapping up the
steel industry’s concerns in such suc-
cinct terms that all can understand them.

He wrote recently:

In 1955, we had only five percent of the
world's population, but we produced and con-
sumed nearly 40 percent of the world's steel.
Our exports of steel stood at about 14 per
cent of international trade, and our imports
were about 3.2 per cent of the world’s im-
ports of steel. This was true self-sufficiency.

I might add to Mr. Alexander’s con-
clusion that it, too, marked a high point
in this Nation’s prosperity at home and
prestige abroad. Steel remains the basic
element in industry, and while we were
self-sufficient in the production of this
element, then our industrial structure
was firmly based and confident.

What has happened since these per-
centages prevailed? Mr. Alexander sup-
plied the answer. He reported:

We dished out dollars and technology to
rebuild Western Europe and Japan, and to
aid underdeveloped nations. By 1972, our pro-
duction and comsumption (of steel) had
dropped from 40 to 20 per cent of the world
total. Our exports had plunged from 14 to 2.6
percent of international totals. Instead of
importing a mere 3.5 percent, we were im-
porting over 16 percent of the world's in-
bound cargoes of steel.

There is little wonder, then, that Amer-
ican steel jobs have vanished by the
thousands over recent years, a fact which
should not be obscured by the current
high rate of production here or the de-
mand for metal which continues brisk.
Our industry has been unable to keep
pace and, therefore, no longer is domi-
nant in the world markets and this, cer-
tainly, is a sorry turn in affairs for all of
us. The industry now must be safe-
guarded and helped and it behooves this
Congress, and most surely the White
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House, to accept this proposition with a
resolve to do something about it.

Mr, Alexander, in his column, also
pointed out that our steel industry is
now competing in a world in which 70
percent of the steel output is nationally
owned or controlled, and where sfeel, in
consequence, has become a matter of
state policy. In other words, our competi-
tors in this business who make up the 70
percent enjoy subsidies, tax breaks, and
every other type of governmental aid
possible to keep them in good position
vis a vis U.S. production while our own
industry gets little such help. In fact, the
American steel industry rates at the bot-
tom of the First National City Bank,
N.Y., list of industries in return on
investment.

Mr. Speaker, it appears that, in this
steel situation, our foreign aid chickens
have come home again to roost. We did
much to end our advantageous steel posi-
tion by giving away tax dollars to for-
eign interests so they could build new
competing plants and refurbish existing
ones in the postwar era. We did this for
interests in Western Europe and Japan.
We also gave aid funds to nations which
were our steel customers so they could
build steel-making industries of their
own and thus remove themselves from
our trade lists.

Not only this, but, in a strained no-
tion of our global responsibility, we sup-
plied the techmical assistance which
these new steel-producing countries
needed to get their plants operating. We
did so in most cases at no cost whatso-
ever to those helped. Our own people
footed the bill. And now we see the ef-
fects of all this on our once mighty
steel industry. It no longer is the un-
questioned leader because we, in truth,
harpooned it as we pursued our “world
mission” of spreading our wealth and, in-
deed, what were the jobs of thousands of
our workers all over the map. I need not
point out that, in today's international
trade erunches, we have received little
gratitude in return.

What are we going fto do for our steel
companies? Is the Government going to
get off their backs and assist them where
necessary, and thus enable them to re-
gain top position? Or are we going to
settle back as a second-rate steel pro-
ducer, knowing, as we must, that, as steel
goes, so goes the military strength of a
nation? The new United Steel Workers
contract is such that it provides a period
of labor peace for the industry in which
the overall problem can be studied and
proper measures taken fo modernize and
construct the facilities required for self
sufficlency once more. I wince at Mr.
Alexander's description of American
steel today as a “distressed industry.”
Can we allow this condition to continue?

Also, I question whether we have
learned our lesson from steel. Secretary
of State Kissinger was in a very gener-
ous mood at the United Nations recently,
promising all kinds of U.8. cooperation in
building up the supposed “have-not” na-
tions and giving little notice to the fact
that, in some important things, we have
become a “have-not” Naftion, foo. What
is more, the Secretary, according to the
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Wall Street Journal, is planning to visit
India some fime this summer to an-
nounce there a resumption of our bounti-
ful aid to that country despite its pench-
ant for getting on the side opposite to us
in issues of international significance.

But, is it not time that, instead of
responding so readily to the needs of
others, we Americans begin paying full
attention to the needs here at home? Our
first duty ought to be one of getting this
country back in first place again in those
fields where it once prevailed. I, as one
Congressman, shall not rest content until
our steel industry regains the No. 1
spot in the world and I hope others here
will join in seeing that whatever it takes
for Government to help bring this about
will be provided.

RODINO REPORTS ON ACTION TO
MEET ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL
NEEDS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New Jersey (Mr. Ropino) is
recognized for 15 minutes,

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to take this opportunity to report to
my constituents on developments dur-
ing the first 3 months of the new session.

CONSTITUTIONAL QUESTIONS

This Congress is now faced with chal-
lenges unparalleled in my 25 years as
the Representative of the 10th District
of New Jersey. For only the second time
in our Nation’s history we have been
called on to consider the possible im-
peachment of a President of the United
States. On February 6 the House voted
overwhelmingly to direct the Judiciary
Committee to proceed with an inquiry
that should settle once and for all the
grave doubts that the American people
have about the conduct of their Gov-
ernment. In asking that day for support
for the House resolution I stated:

We are going to work expeditiously and
fairly. When we have completed our inquiry,
whatever the result, we will make our recom=-
mendations to the House. We will do so as
soon as we can, consistent with principles of
fairness and completeness,

Whatever the result, whatever we learn
or conclude, let us now proceed, with such
care and decency and thoroughness and
honor that the vast ma.]orlty of the Amerlcan
people, and their children after them, will
say: That was the right course. There was no
other way.

While I have been called on to direct
this constitutional inquiry for all the
people, I continue to be concerned about
the very real human needs of my con-
stituents. The hundreds of letters I re-
ceive each week show that people are
worried about shortages of food and
fuel, rising prices, rising unemployment,
and continuing high erime rates. These
are problems that challenge the elected
representatives of the people.

WORKING FOR MORE JOBS

Increasing the number of jobs for
people of the 10th District is a major
concern for me, To fighting higher unem-
ployment I called on the Labor De-
partment to take immediate action to
assist my jobless constituents. Nearly $3
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million will be spent fo sponsor man-
power programs for the unemployed and
to give work experience to disadvantaged
high school students. New jobs in local
public service programs will be available
soon, as a result of a bill I sponsored last
session. I have pushed for improvement
of waterways to Ports Newark and Eliza-
beth as a boost to maritime activity—a
vital economic asset and employment
center in the 10th District. In order to
insure against sudden and widespread
unemployment, I have introduced a hill
that calls for planning ahead to control
the relocation or closing of an industrial
plant.
HOLDING DOWN PRICES

Rising prices are forcing most Ameri-
cans to cut back on spending for such
basic items as food and fuel. As Monop-
olies Subcommittee chairman I am tak-
ing action to hold down food prices by
working for vigorous enforcement of
antitrust laws. One bill I sponsored
would require the Justice Department
to publicize information on antitrust
suits that are settled out of court. Hear-
ings held by my subcommittee last sum-
mer called attention to the need fo learn
more about practices of the food indus-
try, and the FTC recently acted to begin
an investigation into the industry's pric-
ing system.

HELPING OLDER AMERICANS

Action is necessary to protect the pur-
chasing power of our senior citizens who
have a particularly hard time making
ends meet. I sponsored a bill to assure
that veterans receive the full benefit of
both their pension and the recent 11
percent increase in social security pay-
ments, by raising the ceiling on total
allowable payments. Other bills I intro-
duced would provide tax counseling fo
the elderly in the preparation of their
Federal income tax returns and would
protect them from being denied credit
cards because of their age. The House
recently passed a bill I introduced to ex-
tend the nufrition for the elderly pro-
gram that currently provides a hot meal
every day for 200,000 needy, older
Americans.

FIGHTING CRIME

Crime is a problem that has plagued us
too long already. Recent statistics show
that we have made progress in reducing
crime against property. But I have called
on Attorney General Saxbe to take ac-
tion to reduce crimes against people,
which remain at a high level. I have also
told Secretary of State Kissinger of my
alarm that Turkey may again begin
growing opium poppies, an action that
would increase drug-connected crime by
renewing the flow of illegal drugs into
U.S. cities. It was legislation I introduced
that forced Turkey to stop growing pop-
pies or lose U.8. aid.

Money is vital to controlling crime,
and the Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration—which was established
by legislation I sponsored—has awarded
nearly $19 million to New Jersey to im-
prove its criminal justice system.

Innocent victims of violent crime
would be compensated by a bill I intro-
duced again this session. Another bill—
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scheduled for action this week—would
provide benefits to survivors of police-
men snd fremen killed in the line of
duty.

EEERING ADEQUATE ENERGY SUPPLIES

In February the people of the 10th
District faced severe shortages of gaso-
line. A survey I conducted showed gas
prices in Newark service stations up 30
percent since last year, with sales down
57 percent.

While the crisis has eased, it is vital
that we now focus on what happened
in order to assure that it never happens
again. There are unanswered questions
of whether the shortage was real or was
part of an oil industry efiort to raise
prices for their own ben¢fit at the ex-
pense of the consumer.

In order to protect the consumer from
that kind of action, I have been pushing
for antitrust measures that would guard
against the higher prices encouraged by
monopolies. At my urging, antitrust pro-
visions were included in legislation that
provides for research and development
of new energy sources. Other measures
I have introduced seek to improve our
energy situation by eliminating special
tax breaks to the oil companies for drill-
ing outside the United States, and by im-
proving regulation of pricing and alloca-
tion of oil and natural gas.

QUALITY OF LIFE

Personal safety, adequate transporta-
tion, food—these are basic to human sur-
vival. But we must do more to assure a
truly satisfactory quality of life.

At my urging the Subcommitiee on
Housing is considering effective solutions
to nationwide problems of public hous-
ing. A new health maintenance plan I
supported will encourage preventive
medical care at a paid-in-advance, fixed
cost. I am also cosponsoring with Sen-
ator KENNEDY, 8 new national compre-
hensive health insurance plan that will
assure lifelong health care at a reason-
able cost for all Americans. Finally, a
clean Passaic River may be possible if
the President responds to my request,
along with other New Jersey represent-
atives, to release funds for construction
of water pollution control facilities.

Mr. Speaker, these are some of the
actions I have urged be taken by this
Congress—a Congress faced with seri-
ous social and economic problems as well
as what may be the most important con-
stitutional guestion ever to face the Na-
tion. I am confident that the people of
this country and the Members of this
Congress have the strength and the de-
termination to resolve these problems.
I think we stand on a new threshold—
where we can look forward to realizing
; gt}-eater part of the potential of this

atvion.

THE ARMENIAN MASSACRES, THE
FIRST GENOCIDE OF THE 20TH
CENTURY

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

Mr. D ON. Mr. Speaker, last
week I was visited by a group of young
people representing the April 24 Coali-
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tion for Armenian Rights, who engaged
in an occupation, or sit-in in my Dis-
trict office in Montery Park, Calif. Those
young people presented me with a pro-
test against certain actions and policies
of the U.S. Government. The citation of
their grievances is a legitimate exercise
of their Constitutional rights as citizens
to freedom of speech and to petition their
Government.

The protest of the coalition made
three points:

First. They protest the payment of
money by the United States to Turkey
in exchange for a promise that Turkey
will bring an end fo the production of
opium. They claim that the Turkish
Government has received more than $35
million through that program but that
Turkey continues to produce opium pop-
pies which produce the heroin and
morphine which finds its way into the
illicit drug traffic.

Second. They have also protesied
against the granting of all financial aid
by America to Turkey, which today
amounts to more than $300 million per
year. As citizens and taxpayers, they
help raise and provide that money while,
at the same time, their relatives and
friends who are a part of the Armenian
community in Turkey are being denied
their rights to own real property, to build
and operate churches and schools of
their own choice, and to participate in
other activity to which all free people
are entitled.

Third. Lastly, they protest the policy
which has been followed in the United
Nations by the U.8. Representative who
acquiesced in a report which denies that
the Armenian massacres of 50 years ago
were the first genocide of the 20th cen-
tury, They protest that this is a gross
understatement and misstatement of
historical fact, and an insult to their
own people.

Mr. Speaker, today is April 24, 1974,
the 59th anniversary of the day on which
the Armenian massacre began in Tur-
key. I submit that the following book
jacket description of a book entitled
“Armenia: The Case for a Forgotten
Genocide,” written by Mr. Dickran II
Boyajian, summarizes the situation and
the depth of feeling that still exists con-
cerning this black period in history.
ArvENTA: THRE CASE OF A FORGOTTEN GENOCIDE

(By Dickran H. Boyajlan)

On the Night of April 24-25, 1015, the in-
humane rulers of Turkey swooped down on
the leaders of the Armenian people and tick-
eted them for deportation and almost certain
death. With this single stroke the Turkish
government wiped out the existing leader-
ship of a great and noble people and left the
great mass of Armenians without a single ef-
fective buffer against disaster. It was an act
worthy of the ruthless cunning of the Nazis a
generation later.

A month earlier the Turkish co-dictators
Talaat Bey and Enver Pasha had decreed the
Armenian’s extermination, Emboldened by
the fallure of the British invasion campaign
at Gallipoll, the Turkish rulers turned on
the defenseless Armenian population—easily
the most advanced and civilized group within
its borders—the full fury of a corrupt and
merciless horde. The Turkish plan of genocide
was as simple as it was heartless; to round
up and drive forth into the Syrian desert
every Armenian of whatever age until all
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were gone and the “Armenian Question™ was
solved.

By mid-1916 between a half and two-thirds
of the Armenians had been exterminated,
most of them in the most horrible manner
conceivable. The first genocide in history was
complete.

The author has assembled documentary
evidence from every conceivable source to
bring the reader the historical background
of this enormous crime and to show that the
responsibility lay squarely with the Turkish
government and its World War I ally, Ger-
many. The tale is one of incredible misery
and human waste, lightened if at all by the
heroism of the Armenians themselves.

The author has done more than make the
great crime against Armenia real again. He
has presented with eloquence the case for
the restoration of the Armenian homeland.
After Turkey's humiliating defeat under
Minister of War Enver, the Armenlan Re-
public was formed in 1918, thus creating for
the first time in half a millenium an inde-
pendent Armenla. But through treachery, in-
difference, confusion, and fear, Armenia had
no chance for survival. The Treaty of Laus-
anne gave Armenia nothing, even of its most
basic rights, and gave Turkey everything it
asked, and our President Woodrow Wilson's
plan for an Armenian homeland became a
forgotten document.

Yet the case for Armenia is not closed. The
forgotten genocide has never had its Nurem-
berg, but the case for justice in the form of
an Armenian homeland remains valld today.
Conceived as a legitimate legal demand, the
plan for an Armenian homeland would rec-
tify some of the ancient wrongs committed
against a universally admired people.

Historian Arnold J. Toynbee has de-
seribed the situation as follows:

Only a third of the two million Armenians
in Turkey have survived. . . . The other two-
thirds were ‘deported’—that is, they were
marched away from their homes in gangs,
with no food or clothing for the journey, in
flerce heat and bitter cold, hundreds of miles
over rough mountain roads. . . . They died
of hunger and exposure and exhaustion, and
in lonely places the guards and robbers fell
upon them and murdered them in batches.
. « « About half the deportees—and there was
at least 1,200,000 of them in all—perished
thus on their journey, and the other half
have been dying lingering deaths ever since.

Therefore, my colleagues can better
understand the concern that has been
generated by the third point which was
made by the April 24 Coalition for Ar-
menian Rights—acquiescence by the
United States representatives to the
United Nations in the position taken by
the Turkish representative concerning
the Report on Genocide of the Sub-
Commission on the Prevention of
Discrimination and Protection of
Minorities.

Mr, Speaker, I am asking Secretary of
State Henry Kissinger to review person-
ally the questions brought up in a letter
I have received from Mr. Albert Bagian,
Chairman, Armenian National Commit-
tee of America, which relates to this
latest affront to all Americans of Ar-
menian descent. The full text of the
letter is as follows:

ARMENIAN NATIONAL COMMITTEE,
Boston, Mass., April 11, 1974.
The Honorable GEorRGE DANIELSON,
U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DeaR CownNGrREsSSMAN: It has come to our
attention that, in the March 6, 1674 discus-
slons of the United Nations Human Rights
Commission which conslidered the Report on
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Genoclde of the Sub-Commission on the Pre-
vention of Discrimination and Protection of
Minorities, the Representative of the United
States, Mr. Philip Hofiman, spoke in support
of a move by Turkey to remove a brief refer-
ence to the 1915 genocide of the Armenians
by the Turks from the report.

The reference in gquestion, Paragraph 380
of the report, is in itself grossly inadequate
as a description of the holocaust that
shocked the entire world at the time: “Pass-
ing to the modern era, one may note the
existence of relatively full documentations
dealing with the massacres of Armenians,
which have been described as “The first case
of genocide in the Twentleth Century'.”
Btrangely, the reference does not even men-
tion Turkey, making the Turkish reaction
an interesting example of puilt expressing
itself,

To advance his position, the Turkish Per-
manent Representative, His Excellency, Mr,
Osman Olcay, presented a distorted and one-
slded view of the genocide, asserting that it
Was a mesasure necessary to prevent wartime
seditious actlvities and stem a planned na-
tionwide uprising by Armenians in the Otto-
man Empire. These Turkish arguments,
which are myths concocted as pretexts to
“justify" the murder of two million people
and which have been refuted by countless
authorities, including Arnold Toynbee (in
the work referred to below), are clearly de-
slgned to screen from view the guilt of Mr.
Olcays' nation in that act.

The American Representative agreed with
His Excellency, Mr. Olcay, that the view of
the Report presented the Armenian view-
point. In so doing, the American Represen-
tative completely ignored the fact that there
were numerous non-Armenian observers of
the genocide, on the side of the allies (Brit-
ain and France), neutrals (the United
States), and the Turkish-Germsan bellig-
erents, each of whom testify to the actual
nature of the events which took place and
support the so-called “Armenian" viewpoint.

Ample documentary evidence is available
to show that Turkey was indeed guilty of a
carefully planned, premeditated, and brutal
genocide for which it has not atoned. Such
evidence includes but is not limited to the
following works: /Viscount Bryce (with Arn-
old Toynbee), Treatment of the Armenians
in the Ottoman Empire (London, 1916)_
About 150 documents and statements by
eyewitnesses, diplomats, ete.:/Naim Bey, The
Memoirs of Naim Bey (London, 1920)-Con-
tains numerous Turkish telegrams and gov-
ernmental decrees ordering the massacres
and testifying to their nature, by a Turkish
official who was personally involved:/Mev-
lanzadeh Rifat, Turkia Inkilabinin Ich Yuzu
(The Inner Folds of the Turkish Revolu-
tion) (Aleppo, 1920)-More first hand in-
formation by a Turkish official involved in
the planning of the genocide, including min-
utes of secret meetings:/Johannes Lepsius,
“Deutschland und Armenien, 1914-1918,
Sammlung  Diplomatischer  Aktenstucke
(Potsdam, 1919)-Contains 296 documents of
a diplomatic nature concerning the geno-
cide:/Henry Morgenthau, Ambassador Mor-
genthau’s Story (Garden City, 1918)-The re-
port of the American Ambassador who held
numerous meetings with Talaat and his
+henchmen who planned and directed the
genocide from Constantinople.

We would be glad to provide you with
further references if you wish, for we are
confident that you will agree that, in view
of the facts and the enormity of the crime,
the one sentence reference in the UN Report
not ondly must not be deleted or distorted,
but ought to have been expanded conslder-
ably.

It should be clear that the American com-
mitment to justice for minority peoples and
our nation's specific commitments to the
Armenians after World War I, deserve better
expression that Mr., Hoffman has provided.
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While we appreciate that Mr. Hoffman did
not completely conour with Mr. Olcay, we
are surprised that he did so at all after Ol~
cay’'s tendentious assertions. Mr. Hoffman
cautioned against the use of sources subject
to bias, but ignored the fact that the Turk-
ish Representative's account itself was a
transparent attempt to distort recognized
historical fact and expunge It from the
record. We expect that the American gov-
ernment would make exira efforts to insure
that the United Nations remain a forum in
which those national minorities which are
not offically represented still have a voice.
We further stress our displeasure that the
United States saw fit to support and come
to the aid, in whatever way, of the Turkish
Representative’s attempt to distort and
erase historical fact.

We urge that you contact the State De-
partment immediately on this matter and
inquire as to the instructions given to our
UN delegation on this matter. Does the
United States agree that the Turkish gov-
ernment was justified in perpetrating the
genccide against the Armenians in 1915 in
spite of the testimony of its own Ambassa-
dor (Morgenthau), does our government
concur in the Turkish myth that the Ar-
menians ‘“revolted”? If our government's
position 18 that the “Turkish viewpoint”
should be presented in the interest of “fair-
ness” as one source had indicated, can we
assume that our government is prepared to
assume an egually distasteful position vis-
a-vis the Jewish genocide and insist that the
Nazi's be treated “fairly”? Is Mr. Hoffman
aware of the fact that, in unleashing his
horror, Hitler cited the Armenian Genocide
with the comment “Who today remembers
the Armenians The world believes in success
alonel!" Are Mr. Hoffman and our State De-
partment willing to give further encourage-
ment to future Hitlers by conspiring to
erase the first genocide of this century from
the record or by distorting it as an “act of
war!'?

We ask that you take every effort to elarify
these questions, and use all your influence to
alter the indefensible position of our Gov-
ernment.

We would appreciate a reply at your earli-
est convenience describing your efforts in
regard to this matter.

Very sincerely,
ArserT BAGIaw, Chairman.

THE NEGLECTED POTENTIAL OF
HYDROGEN FUEL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Ohio (Mr, Vamix) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr, VANIE. Mr. Speaker, the immense
potential of hydrogen as a fuel for the
future has been absolutely neglected in
our past energy research and develop-
ment efforts. Hydrogen offers a limitless
supply of pollution-free fuel. We can
generate hydrogen by splitting apart
water into its chemical components—
hydrogen and water. When hydrogen is
burned, there are no pollutants; the only
byproduct is water. In short, the devel-
opment of hydrogen as a fuel offers us
the opportunity of creating a self-per-
petuating energy system.

An excellent discussion of hydrogen
fuel was presented in an article by
Wilson Clark, which appeared in the
Smithsonian magazine of August 1972, I
would like to take this opportunity of
reprinting major portions of Mr, Wilson's
article in the RECORD,

I would also like to draw the attention
of my colleagues to the fact that tomor-
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row consideration will be given to au-
thorization legislation for both the Na-
tional Science Foundation and the
National Aeronautics and Space Admin-
istration. It will be my intention during
consideration of this legislation to ques-
tion the limited commitment the Federal
Government has shown to hydroge
research.

Clark’s article follows:

CEN MAY EMERGE AS THE Masrtee Fusn

To Powez A CLEAN-ATR FUTURE

(By Wilson Clark)

Hydrogen is the most abundant stuff of
thie Universe, but the average American
thinks of it only in terms of a high school
physics experiment. Yet in the last few years
& determined and scattered band of inventors,
chemists, businessmen, scientists and citizens
have found a compelling use for this lightest
of all elements. They have identified simple
hydregen, which can be made from ordinary
water, as the most flexible fuel Man has yet
learned to harness.

In addition, they have tackled one of the
single preatest enemiss of the world envi-
ronment—the automobile engine—and have
converted it into a machine capable in some
cagses of expelling water vapor as its single
emission,

In 1968 more than 50 million tons of as-
sorted pollutants were emitted in the United
States by cars, one-third of total air pollu-
tants.

With the passage of the Clean Air Act, as
amended in 1970, stringent federal standards
have been set for the emissions of major
pollutants arising from the combustion of
gasoline in automobile engines: primarily
hydrocarbons, carbon monoxide and oxides
of nitrogen (NOx). To enforce the new
standards, the Environmental Protection
Agency's strategy is to compel automobile
manufacturers to place as many antipollu-
tion devices as possible on the mass-produced
car, and the news is full of the manufac-
turers' difficulties as they try to meet EPA's
timetables.

The emission-control systems for cars in
the next two or three years will cost any-
where from $300 to $700, You can either pay
the stiff penalty for “cleaning up" the in-
ternal-combustion engine, give up your car,
or find a different kind of automobile. Many
have been proposed and built experimentally,
including rotary turbine cars and hybrids,

However, very little attention has been paid
to changing the fuel instead of the engine.
It is, after all, the fuel—gasoline—not the
engine, that is dirty. So far, experience with
fuels other than gasoline has been primarily
confined to cars using natural gas or propaune,
which burn without the mass of noxious
combustion by-products identified with gaso-
line. 'To burn propane or natural gas, a car
needs a new fuel tank and modifications of
the engine, particularly the carburetor. The
cost of converslon is about £300.

According to a recent EPA report, “Enough
experience has now been sccumulated with
gaseous fuel vehicles to demonstrate that
under closely controlled fleet-operation, the
fuels can be used safely.” EPA concludes that
a “significant reduction in hydrocarbons and
carbon monoxide can be expected,” and
“gome reduction in oxides of nitrogen.”
Fuel costs are lower. The only major oper-
ating drawbacks to natural gas are a 156 per-
cent reduction in engine horsepower at high
speeds and a more limited operating range.

Given such a rosy prospect, the use of
gaseous-fueled vehicles might increase rap-
idly—except for one problem. The supply of
the key ingredient—the fuel—is dwindling.
Severe shortages of natural gas exist in the
United States and imports are necessary.
Propane, a by-product of natural gas proces-
sing and petroleum refining, is next. Even ofl
supplies, ultimately, are finite.
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Fortunately, a substitute fuel is available,
though few people know of it. Yet hydrogen
put the first man on the moon. Engines have
been powered with it on a small scale in this
country since the early 1920s. It contains
more than twice the energy per pound of gas-
oline but no hydrocarbons. It burns well in
almost any vehicle engine and it would not
require a complete retooling in Detroit.

Most current experiments with hydrogen
engines are relatively simple, if Ingenious,
adaptations of standard internal-combustion
engines,

However, ancther scheme, tested by Union
Carbide Corporation, employs a fuel cell
which combines oxygen and hydrogen to
produce electricity which drives a converted
Austin, Though in the early stages of en-
gineering, these experimental engines dems=-
onstrate the feasibility of using hydrogen
for transportation. Three additional prob-
lems need to be explored: safety, storage, and
production of hydrogen fuel.

The simplest and most common method of
hydrogen storage is as a gas under pressure,
but this method is bulky and impractical
for long-distance (200 miles) range in an
automobile. A normal 20-gallon tankful of
gasoline weighs about 120 pounds. To store
the equivalent amount of energy in the form
of hydrogen gas would require an enormous
container holding 66 cubic feet of gaseous
hydrogen and weighing a ton.

A lighter, more compact means of storing
hydrogen is as a supercold liguid. The liquid
hydrogen storage tank equivalent to the nor-
mal gasoline tankful weighs 353 pounds and
stores the hydrogen in a 10.2 cubie-foot tank,
four times the size of & normal gas tank,

Dr. Lawrence W. Jones of the University
of Michigan reported last year in Science
magazine that the future large-scale uses for
liguid hydrogen fuel would logically be in
airplanes, long-haul trucks and city buses.
He recommended the development of re-
placeable tanks (dewars) which could be
quickly installed on vehicles. For private
cars, he suggested “local hydrogen refrigera=
tors” or a “home delivery"” of liquid hydrogen
by service stations.

Dating back to the tragic experience of
the Hindenburg explosion, considerable pub-
lic fear exists over the explosive potential of
hydrogen. However, wrote Dr. Jones, “In
many ways hydrogen is safer than gasoline
in that any escaping hydrogen goes directly
into the air rather than remaining as a
slowly evaporating liquid.” He cited a poten-
tially serious accident In which a truck
carrying liquid hydrogen went off & moun-
tain road and broke apart, spilling the tanks’
contents: “No fire ensued and the driver
walked away."”

EPA’s Charles Gray says that it i1s con-
ceivable that hydrogen fuel tanks could be
designed “so that on impact the fuel tank
would rupture and the hydrogen would
quickly disperse. Even if the hydrogen
ignited, it would probably be rising so rapidly
that you wouldn't get an explosion. Such
tanks are not commercially available, though
8 similar—and safe—storage technology al-
ready exists for natural gas.

In addition to its vast potential for trans-
portation, hydrogen could supplant all the
uses of natural gas for fuel in the United
States, including heating and air condition-
ing for buildings and fueling gas turbines
for the production of electricity. Before such
a “hydrogen economy” can emerge, a major
concern must be: Where is the hydrogen
going to come from and how much is it going
to cost? Hydrogen is already being produced
for many industrial applications, most of it
by reforming hydrocarbon ‘“feed” materials,
such as natural gas, propane and butane,

HOW TO PRODUCE HYDROGEN

Another commercially viable process, elec-
trolysis, uses electricity to break water down
to produce hydrogen and oxygen. Any source
of electricity can be used.
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Sclentists at the Institute of Gas Tech-
nology (IGT) recently estimated that with
further improvements in electrolyzer tech-
nology, hydrogen may become available at
prices competitive with expensive imported
natural gas. The IGT hopes that a proposed
new generation of nuclear power reactors,
called “breeder reactors,” will be available
in a few years to provide almost unlimited
supplies of electricity to fuel the water elec-
trolyzers. Many hydrogen-fuel researchers
are pinning their hopes on yet another ex-
perimental power device, the nuclear fusion
reactor. Nuclear fusion works on the prin-
ciple of the sun's own heat source, as well
as that of the hydrogen bomb,

CONJURING THE GODS OF SUN AND SEA

Another long-range possibility for produc-
tion of hydrogen fuel is the use of solar
radiation falling on the Earth’s surface to
power machines which would break hydrogen
out of water. One ambitious scheme, called
“Helios-Poseidon,” after the gods of sun and
sea, was suggested last April by a Michigan
engineer, William J. D, Escher. It would use
vast arrays of solar energy collectors (mirror-
like energy-concentrating devices) to heat
steam-turbogenerators, which in turn would
produce electricity for the conversion of sea
water, purified first by simple solar distilla-
tion, to hydrogen (and oxygen) through
electrolysis. The hydrogen production plant
could be in the mid-Pacific Ocean near the
Marquesas Islands where there s little an-
nual cloud cover, allowing bright sunshine
year-round.

Hydrogen fuel, as well as oxygen produced
from the solar electrolysis system, would be
liquefied to supercold (cryogenic) form and
transported to home port in special tankers.
The “Helios-Poseldon” plant would occupy
a square area of ocean about 4.3 miles on a
side (see¢ next page). Its basic advantage,
Escher notes, is its low environmental im-
pact. No natural resources or fresh water
would be depleted for initial fuel and no
land would be used up.

Other schemes for hydrogen production
include windmills and the use of enzyme-
enriched green plants in large ponds. Tech-
niques already exist for the large-scale con-
version of organic and agricultural wastes
into methane (natural gas) which can be
further converted to hydrogen. Another im-
mediate source is coal, the most abundant
of all fossil fuels in North America. In a
rush to supplant the diminishing supply of
natural gas with a synthetic substitute, a
number of coal, oll and gas companies have
begun developmental efforts to produce
natural gas (methane) from coal. The Nixon
administration places a high priority on the
technology of gasifying coal, and the Interior
Department is spending $75 million on coal
gasification.

Dr. Derek Gregory of IGT believes that
coal gasification plants will eventually pro-
duce both methane and hydrogen, depending
on user needs. He notes that the transmis-
slon of hydrogen in pipelines and its use
as a fuel are not unknown in this country.
“Twenty or 30 years ago, when we manu-
factured gas from coal, the gas in everyone's
kitchen was 50 percent hydrogen." Today,
he says, the transition to higher hydrogen
concentrations would not be difficult.

Nuclear scientists at the Ispra (Italy) Eur-
atom research center have developed a
chemlical process which uses the heat pro-
duced by a nuclear reactor to decompose
water to produce hydrogen fuel, Dr. Cesare
Marchetti, director of the Materials Division
of Euratom, says that the chemical decom-
position method was being pursued by his
group because the process is half as expen-
sive and twice as eflicient as splitting water
in an electrolyzer. Furthermore, hydrogen
can be both transmitted and stored more
readily than electricity. Existing natural gas
pipelines could be adapted in many cases for
hydrogen transport,
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CIEAN, EFFICIENT, AND UNFUNDED

In a projected “hydrogen economy,” no un-
sightly power lines would slash continents
with enormous rights-of-way and the en-
vironmentally destructive method of storing
peak-period electrical energy as water In
mountain reservoirs would be eliminated.
Hydrogen can be stored (similarly to the
storage of natural gas) simply by pumping
the gas Into underground caverns, certain
types of sandstone formations and depleted
oll wells, When needed during peak-use
periods, it can be pumped out of the ground
and into a pipeline. When it reaches the final
engine, house heater or electrical generator,
it can generate energy at that point efi-
clently, cleanly and quickly.

The U.S. government 1s apparently spend-
ing nothing for specific research on hydro-
gen-fueled vehicles or other aspects of an
integrated, modern, clean hydrogen-energy
system, The only industry that is actlvely
supporting the concept of the hydrogen
economy is the now-threatened natural gas
industry.

In a recent article in a European scientific
review, Dr. Marchettl described many of the
aspects of a hydrogen economy, but mused
that “polities is a far more complicated
sphere than technology. . . ."

RESTRICTING FETAL RESEARCH:
THE CHILLING EFFECT ON MED-
ICAL PROGRESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from New York (Ms. Aszug) is
recognized for 40 minutes.

Ms, ABZUG. Mr. Speaker, last sum-
mer when the House voted to approve an
amendment to the National Secience
Foundation bill placing restrictions on
fetal research, I warned that the effect
would be to shackle medical progress.
Events since then are tragically bearing
out this warning.

Omnce again Congress is under pres-
sure from the scientific know-nothings
who are using the issue of fetal research
to generate emotional heat without
compensatory enlightenment. If Con-
gress again acts in haste, ignorance, and
without any hearings on this issue, then
it will be on the conscience of this body
that its Members, albeit unwittingly,
have acted to halt or impede medical re-
search that is of the greatest importance
to humanity and generations to come.

The irony is that in imposing a restric-
tion on the NSF, the House was telling
the Foundation to stop doing something
it has not done and does not intend to do.
The NSF does not fund research on
fetuses and I understand that it will not
do so. Furthermore, the language of the
restriction, approved by the Congress,
presumably intended to prevent experi-
mentation on “live” fetuses, was so poorly
worded that it could easily have been in-
terpreted to preclude attempts to sus-
tain the life of a premature infant.

Irrelevant as the rider was to reality,
it set a dangerous precedent of unin-
formed legislative meddling with scien-
tific research and has resulted in fur-
ther attempts in the States to place
harmful restrictions on medical research-
ers and even to threaten them with im-
prisonment, In California, the legislature
approved a bill making it unlawful for
any physician in the State to do scien-
tific or laboratory studies on a live abor-
tus except to preserve its life. This ap-
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parently could prevent a medical re-
searcher from taking a blood sampling
from an abortus, a routine medical pro-
cedure that almost all of us accept for
diagnostic purposes in humans.

In opposing the California law, Dean
Clayton Rich of the Stanford University
Medical School, one of the most highly
rated medical schools in the world, de-
scribed the bhill as “potentially more

armiul than beneficial.” He pointed out
that—

Although maternal mortality has de-
creased remarkably since 1935, neonatal
mortality remains disappointingly high. One
of the reasons . . . is our ignorance of fetal
physiology. Simply stated, we need new
knowledge.

Nevertheless, the California bill passed
with only minor modifications.

In Cleveland, an ordinance was en-
acted prohibiting research on, or medical
use of, products of aborted human con-
ception. The result, according to Dr.
Fred Robbins, dean of Case Western Re-
serve University Medical School, is that—

We are in danger of losing a major ground
that 1s bullt around developing diagnostic
tests for early dlagnosis.

The most alarming development has
been the indictment on April 11 of a
Boston physician charged with man-
sl.ughter in connection with a legal
abortion. The abortion was performed at
Boston City Hospital in 1973 by Dr. Ken-
neth Edelin, the hospital's chief resident
in obstetrics and gynecology. Simultane-
ously, four other physicians were in-
dicted in connection with studies they
performed at Boston City Hospital on
dead fefal tissue. The studies involved a
comparison of two anitbiotics adminis-
tered to 33 women scheduled to undergo
therapeutic abortions in an effort to de-
termine which drug was more effective in
treating infections in the unborn child.
After abortion, the fetal tissues were
analyzed to determine the resuli. The
four physicians were indicted by a coun-
ty grand jury on charges of illegal dis-
section, under an early 19th century
statute pertaining originally to grave
robbing. It should be noted that in former
centuries medical researchers sometimes
surreptitiously had to obtain human ca-
davers in order to gather basic informa-
tion about physiology and disease proc-
esses. Now, of course, autopsies are rou-
tinely performed and pathology research
has provided the fundamental core of
knowledge upon which modern medical
advances have been based,

The Boston indictments are a throw-
back to the oppressive and fantasy-
ridden Salem witch hunts and they are
viewed with shocked horror by medical
researchers and lay people who know
how indispensable fetal research is to
preventing and curing a great variety of

aSes.

A bill to prohibit research on human
fetuses has been introduced in the Mas-
sachusetts Legislature and a similar bill
is pending in the New York Legislature.

It is most unlikely that the Boston
indictments will be sustained in court,
but nevertheless this action as well as
restrictive legislation will have an in-
hibiting effect on vital medical research.
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A New York Times reporter, Dr. Law-
rence K. Altman, reported on April 20,
1974, that—

The curbs are now affecting research on
cancer, birth defects, aging, the common
cold and other major health problems.

He quoted Dr. Robbins, of Case West-
ern Reserve, as saying:

You have to be a brave fellow to do fetal
research these days.

Dr. Duane Alexander of the National
Institutes of Health reportedly said that
in the wake of the Boston indictments,
officials at Johns Hopkins Hospital in
Baltimore “had prohibited their doctors
from obtaining samples of fetal cells,
which would otherwise have been dis-
carded, as material for scientific con-
trols for tests msed in treating mothers
and newborns.”

According to the Times story:

Concern resulting from debate over the
ethics of fetal research has reportedly led
to curtailment of some grants to research-
ers using fetal tissue. Further, researchers
here (New York), in Boston, Philadelphia
and Cleveland said the growing public de-
bate over fetal research had hampered some
of their projects.

Over the last several decades, fetal re-
search has resulted in successful preven-
tlons of cripplers such as polio and German
measles (rubella). And successful treat-
ments of newborns as well as adults have
resulted since World War II from research
dependent on fetal tissues obtained from
natural miscarriages and legal abortions.

But the investigators said that such ther-
aples had become so routine that the public
took them for granted and overlooked the
fact that they had been developed from
fetal research.

Since the Boston indictments members of
my staffl have talked to a number of physi~
clans and medical researchers, including Dr,
L. Stanley James, a pe-~iatrician on the staff
of Columbia Presbyterian Medical Center,
in my district. Dr., James is the chairman
of the American Academy of Pediatrics
Committee on Fetus and Newborn and he
also happens to be the pediatrician of the
Klenast gquintuplets, who were born at Co-
lumbia Presbyterlan several years ago after
thelr mother had been treated with fertility
drugs. Dr. James said flatly that develop-
ment of the fertility drugs, which have
helped so many women to conceive and give
birth, was dependent on fetal research.

Dr. James also cited the following exam-
ples of new methods of diagnosis and treat-
ment that have been made possible only
through research on the human fetus and
newborn:

A. AMNIOCENTESIS—REMOVING FLUID FROM THE
AMNIOTIC CAVITY

This technlque was first used for the
measurement of intrautarine pressure dur-
ing labor and could in no way have been
considered beneficlal to that particular
fetus or could the Information be obtained
from research on animals. During the past
decade application of this technigue to
study amnlotic fluid has made possible
the detection of over 50 diseases before birth.
Many of these diseases result in death during
childhood or profound mental retardation.

Familial Disorders of Intracellular Meta-
bolism,—Over 4 such disorders can now be
detected. The risk to families of having a
child affected with any of these disorders can
be as high as 1 out of 4. Many of these dis-
orders have been detected In utero and in a
few cases treatment has been started during
intreuterine life. In instances in which par-
ents have elected termination of pregnancy,
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examination of the fetus has provided im-
portant insight into the fetal manifestations
of the disease and has indicated that if ra-
tional postnatal treatment is developed, it
may have to be started during intrauterine
life to be maximally eflective,

Chromosomal Aberrations such as mon-
golism or Down’s syndrome occur with a
freqquency of 1 in 600 live born births, These
can now be detected early in pregnancy.
This information is of tmmense value to
those families who are at high risk of having
children with this disorder. The ability to
detect chromosomal saberrations provides
families with the option of having normal
children rather than a child with an un-
treatable disease in which profound mental
deficlency is the hallmark,

Iso-Immune Disease—Rh incompatibility.
The antenatal prediction of those fetuses
which would be most severely affected from
this condition and of greatest risk of dying
in utero was made possible through amnio-
centesis.

B. RETEOLENTAL FIBROPLASIA—BLINDNESS FROM
OXYGEN TOXICITY

Control studies in human infants demon-
strated that oxygen toxicity was the cause
of retrolental fibroplasia; this led to specific
animal experiments where the lesions were
reproduced. These human cobservations per-
formed in the early 1950's revealed the role
of oxygen in this disease and led to the pre-
vention of blindness in thousands of chil-
dren. The original control study could not
have been considered as beneficlal to that
particular infant in the lght of knowledge
avallable at that time, nor could this initial
information have been obtained through
animal experiments,

C. FETAL MONITORING DURING LABOR

This important fleld could not have been
developed and advanced to its present state
without closely coordinated animal research
and observations on the human fetus. The
actual application of the techniques to the
human fetus could in the initial phases not
have been considered beneficial to that par-
ticular fetus.

D. RESFIRATORY DISTRESS SYNDROME OR HYALINE
MEMBEANE DISEASE

This conditlon is responsible for more
deaths in infancy than any other single
cause. (This was the disease that claimed
the life on the infant son of President and
Mrs. EKennedy.) In the last 20 years the
cause of this condition, its dlagnosis, treat-
ment and even prevention, has been possi-
ble primarily through human investigation.

‘This led to the development of animal

models from which detalls of pathogenesis
and prevention were derived. Application of
this new information to the human would
of necessity again reguire human investi-
gation.

FUTURE RESEARCH WHICH CAN ONLY BE POSSIELE

IN THE HUMAN
A. Perinatal Pharmacology

Because of markel interspecies variation
in rate of development and in the degree of
maturity at birth, animal experimentation
will provide only leads, but not specific an-
swers. The ultimate research will always have
to be done on the human fetus or newborn
if new theraples are golng to be introduced
or the toxicity of current modes of therapy
are to be evaluated.

Placental transfer. S8tudy of the placental
transfer of drugs must also in its final analy-
sis be done in the human subject. This is
essentlal if we are to make advances in the
area of obstetrical anesthesia; it is vital to
increase our knowledge of teratology.

B. Endocrinology

A study of steroid metabolism by the feto-
placental unit has been shown to have an
important bearing on the onset of labor. An
understanding of the onset of labor is es-
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sentlal if we are going to make any inroads
into the perinatal mortality figures—between
18 and 30/1000. Without such knowledge we
'will not be able to control gestation and pre-
vent prematurity. In the last analysis no
animal can be used for this.

Fetal Parathyroid Function, In the future,
a study of this condition is likely to lead to
an understanding of tetany and convulsions
in the newborn.

C. Immunology

There is now evidence that maternal-fetal
cell transfer is a cause of runting (an under-
grown or undernourished fetus). Further-
more, there is also evidence that the transfer
of cells which are least incompatible to the
fetus could be & cause of childhood leukemia.
In the last analysis research in this area
can only be carried out in the human fetus.

D. Normal Growth and Development

A study of the normal growth and develop-
ment of both the fetus and newborn infant
is essential If departures from normal
through various disease and genetic processes
are to be appreclated. Information on this
area can be derived as a byproduct from much
of the fetal and newborn research outlined
above. Prohibitions of research on the fetus
and newborn would prevent the advances
necessary for the improvement in the health
and wellbeing of the mother and child.

In other words, according to Dr. James,
speaking in behalf of the American
Academy of Pediatrics Committee on
Fetus and Newborn, a fetal research is
vital to the preservation of life and the
health of the fetus, the infant, the child,
and the mother.

A similar explanation has been given
in a statement submitied to the New
York State Legislature by the deans of
the following medical schools: Albany
Medical College, Albert Einstein College
of Medicine of Yeshiva University, Co-
lumbia University-College of Physicians
and Surgeons, Cornell University Medi-
cal College, Mount Sinai School of Medi-
cine of City University of New York, Col-
leges of Medicine and Dentistry of New
Jersey, New York Medical College, New
York University School of Medicine,
School of Medicine and Dentistry, Uni-
versity of Rochester, State University of
New York-Downstate Medical Center,
Stony Brook and Upstate Medical Center,
and the New York Academy of Medicine.

In their statement opposing enact-
ment of the proposed New York bill
which prohibits any kind of research or
study on “any live human fetus, wheth-
er before or after expulsion from its
mother’s womb—except to preserve the
life of said fetus,” the medical deans
said they “strongly feel” it would “place
serious obstacles in the path of research
toward the improvement of the quality
of life of children and toward the de-
velopment of diagnostic and therapeu-
tic measures designed to preserve the
safety of pregnant women.” They said:

There is even now a large body of knowl-
edge which has become invaluable along
these lines, made possible by the study of
the fetus and the abortus. A few of the many
examples which can be cited are: the pre-
natal diagnosis of genetic diseases and de-
fects including mental retardation which
could, by extension of research, result ulti-
mately in prevention of these tragic defects
by enzyme therapy and other measures; the
understanding of the effects on the fetus of
drugs taken by the mother; the early detec-
tion and treatment before birth of severe Rh
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incompatibility and the prevention of death
of or defects in the infant; the effects of ma~-
ternal infectlons on the fetus and the host
defense mechanisms of the fetus against
such infections as well as their therapeutic
modification; prenatal factors leading to in-
creased susceptibilty in later life to leu-
kemia and cancer.

Much of what we now know would never
have been learned had research on the fetus
been prohibited earlier; much that is still
to be learned will remain unknown if this
research is prohibited now.

Whatever feelings one may have about
abortion, and there are of course differences
of opinion among reasonable people, none-
theless as long as planned abortion is prac-
ticed legally, to ban the opportunity to re-
duce human suffering through the study of
the non-viable abortus impairs the right of
the future citizen to be born without pre-
ventable injuries or handicaps.

As the bill in question recognizes, there
are problems relating to research on the
non-viable fetus whizh shows some evidence
of life. We agree that human sensibilities
and ethics must be respected in this regard,
but & complete ban on any studies, even such
procedures as are customarily done on living
individuals of any age, such as the drawing
of body fluids, the obtaining of cell samples
and the like, would again result in missed
opportunities to advance knowledge without
compromising human rights or dignity. As
to the abortus that has died, the postmortem
examination is as important as the examina-
tion after death at any age and as valuable
as autopsies are and have been in contribut-
ing to human welfare through the exten-
sion of understanding of disease processes.

I understand that tomorrow another
Roncallo amendment will be submitted
to the National Science Foundation bill,
again without hearings having been held
on the issue of fetal research and with-
out Members of Congress, most of whom
are laypersons, having had an opportu-
nity to familiarize themselves with the
medical or legal ramifications of this
very complicated matter.

It is my belief that this is not a sub-
ject for legislation. It should be dealt
with in a rational and studied way by
those who have a background and direct
concern with medical research and re-
lated issues of ethics. That is being done.

Aiter the two Roncallo amendments
were adopted by the House last year, the
National Institutes of Health, concerned
about charges of gruesome experiments
on so-called live fetuses, determined
that of its 15,000 outstanding grants,
only two or three concerned previable
human fetuses, and those studies were
halted. There is a reason for this. It is an
extremely rare event in the United States
to get an abortus with a beating heart.
Only when an abortion is performed by
hysterotomy is such an abortus delivered,
and, according fo information I have re-
ceived, abortions are not performed by
hysterotomy in this counfry except at
one medical center in Kansas. The pre-
ferred abortion techniques are curettage,
saline injection, or injection of prosta-
glandin. In none of these methods does
the abortus emerge with a beating heart.

Although the uninformed layperson
defines a fetus outside the womb with a
beating heart as a “live” fetus, medical
researchers disagree. For example,
Dr, Peter A. J. Adam, associate profes-
sor of pediatrics at Case Western Re-
serve University, says:

11745

People need to understand that the fetus
doesn't have the neurologic development for
consciousness or pain and that it also doesn’t
have the pulmonary system to survive.

Despite the fact that the NIH funded
only two or three studies involving a
fetus with a beating heart and has halted
these it is now in the process of develop-
ing regulations that deal with the entire
subject of experimentation on human
subjects and such special groups as pris-
oners, the mentally retarded, the emo-
tionally disturbed, as well as the preg-
nant woman, the child, the fetus and the
shortus.

Preliminary regulations were pub-
lished by NIH in the Federal Register of
November 19, 1973 and a period of public
comment followed. The NIH has since
revised those regulations, and I have seen
a copy of the revised regulations which,
it appears to me, deal adequately with
research reiated to the fetus and the
abortus.

The regulations provide, for example,
that “no procedures should be under-
taken on an abortus which clearly af-
front societal values” and ethical review
boards would be authorized to evaluate
and authorize such procedures. The reg-
ulations state that:

Nevertheless, certain research is essential
to improve both the chance of survival and
ihe health status of premature infants. Such
research must meet ethical standards as well
as show a clear relation either to the expec-
tation of saving the life of premature infants
through the development of rescue tech-
nigues, or to the furthering of our knowledge
of human development and thereby our ca-
pacity to offset the disabilities associated
with prematurity, It is imperative, however,
that the investigator first demonstrate that
appropriate studies on animals have in fact
been exhausted.

The proposed regulations state fur-
ther:

In order to insure that research considera-
tions do not influence decisions as to timing,
method, or extent of a procedure to termi-
nate a pregnancy, no investigator engaged
in the research on the abortus may take
part in these decisions. These are decisions
to be made by the woman and her physi-
clian,

The attending physician, not the investi-
gator, must determine the viability of the
fetus at the termination of pregnancy. In
general, and all other circumstances not-
withstanding, a beating heart is not suffi-
clent evidence of viability, At least one addi-
tional necessary condition is the possibility
that the lungs can be inflated. Without this
pre-condition no currently avallable mech-
anisms to initiate or maintain respiration
can sustain life; and in this case, though the
heart is beating, the fetus is in fact non-
viable (i.e., an abortus).

If there is a reasonable possibility that the
fetus may be viable, experimental and es-
tablished methods may be used to achieve
that goal. Artificial life support techniques
may be employed only If the physiclan of
record determines that the fetus is not via-
ble. It is not acceptable to maintain heart
beat or respiration artificlally for the pur-
pose of research on the abortus. Experimen-
tal procedures which of themselves will ter-
minate respiration and heart beat may not
be undertaken.

Although these regulations have not
vet been formally promulgated, I believe
that they will provide a more satisfac-
tory safeguard and ethical resolution of
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the issues involved in fetal research than
we can expect from a hasty and limited
consideration on the floor of the House.

In closing, I was impressed by a state-
ment ascribed in the New York Times
article to Dr. Fred Robbins, a Nobel
laureate and president of the American
Pediatric Society. He said:

The most important thing in the debate
is the infringement curbs offer to human
rights by imposing one group of standards
on us sall. I don't care for it. If there were
more women in Congress, I don't think you'd
have quite this problem.

As one of the few women we do have
in Congress, I agree. As a mother of two
grown daughters whose births were pre-
ceded by several miscarriages, I have a
personal and very deeply felt apprecia-
tion of what medical research has ac-
complished. In the year 1974, in the
most medically advanced nation in the
world, I believe it would be inappropri-
ate for Congress to succumb to emotional
and uninformed pressure that in the
name of safeguarding life would deny life
and health to the unborn and fo their
mothers.

CONGRESSIONAL BANQUET—
ORDER OF AHEPA

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, on
March 25, 1974, I had the privilege, to-
gether with the distinguished Vice Presi-
dent of the United States, the Honorable
Geratp R. Forp; the Ambassador of
Greece to the United States, His Excel-
lency, C. P. Panayotacos; the distin-

guished junior Senator from Washing-
ton, the Honorable Henry M. JACKSON;

and our distinguished colleague in the
House of Representatives, the Honorable
Jorn B. Anperson of Illinois, of address-
ing the 21st National Banquet of the Or-
der of Ahepa, in honor of the 93d Con-
gress of the United States.

Mr. Speaker, excerpts from the pro-
ceedings follow:

THE ORDER OF AHEPA
American Hellenic Educational Progressive

Assoclation, 21st National Banguet in hon-

or of the 93d Congress of the United States,

Monday, March 25, 1974, Washington, D.C.
WILLIAM P. TSAFFARAS, SUPREME PRESIDENT,

ORDER OF AHEPA

Mr. TsarFaras. On hehalf of the members
of the AHEPA family and our friends, I ex-
tend to you our most cordial and warmest
welcome on this our 21st biennial Congres-
slonal banquet. I may note that this day,
March 265th, also commemorates the 153rd
anniversary of Greek Independence. The Or-
der of AHEPA, known as the American Hel-
lenic Educational Progressive Assoclation, Is
an Amerlcan organization dedicated to pro-
mote and promulgate the ideals and prin-
ciples of Hellenism through education, pro-
grams of charity, philanthropy, the creation
of soclal programs for the enjoyment of our
members and an assoclation of people always
striving for a better way of life for our
famlilies.

I could spend several hours extolling the
many deeds and accomplishments of this
organization, but I can find no better words
than thosé of the late Senator William B.
King of Utah, who was the principal speaker
at the first national banquet of AHEPA In
1929:

“The work of AHEPA has been of higher
character and its accomplishments of inesti-
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mable value, not only to its members but to
those who have been brought within its
influences, It has been a sincere “eaching of
Americanism and has exercised a powerful
influence upon those of Hellenic birth or
descent within and outside the United
States. It has impressed the Hellene who
have come to America that they were serlous
and heavy responsibilities resting upon them
when they sought citizenship in this coun-
try. In addition to its demands that all of
fts members be patriotic and loyal to the
spirit and the Institution of this republic,
it has emphasized moral, efhical and spir-
itual precepts as indispensable guides to
their way of life.”

Yes, during the past 50 years our predeces-
sors left their mark., They have taught us
loyalty, obedience, respect for our elders and
above all, love and understanding for our
fellowmen. Today we must not only con-~
tinue to observe and practice these ideals
and precepts but we must instill in the
hearts and the minds of our fellowmen other
important values.

EIGHT BASIC VALUES OF AHEPA

As we look back in history we cannot
help but look to those inspiring years of
greatness attached to anclent Greece. Yes,
when we speak of Hellenism we speak of a
way of life that demanded from its citizens
its best performance. In a program for
AHEPA recently prepared by Dr. Peter Pau-
lus, past supreme treasurer of the Order of
AHEPA, he stated that there are eight basic
values that truly define Hellenism. The first
three, which make up the mental attributes
of men, are truth, reason and a free mind.
The fourth is the constant desire for excel-
lence.

Consider also the aesthetic values, which
are two well placed precepts. These are the
appreciation of beauty and the joy of life.
Finally, the seventh and elghth wvalues are
the most powerful and revolutionary even
under today’s standards. These are freedom,
the right of being free born, and last but not
least the right of the individual. Yes, ladies
and gentlemen, these basic values brought
about an expression of joy and happiness.
They brought about major accomplishments
in the field of science, art, literature, gov-
ernment and many others which still make
up our way of life.

Today these values have been diluted. We
have substituted for these values dogma,
emotions, pessimism, fillth, conformity. For
many years we have been told that this
United States is a melting pot of all races,
all creeds, of ethnic backgrounds. No, ladles
and gentlemen, these ingredients do not mix.
Each of us must maintain his ethnic back-
ground. We must pass on to our children
and to our grandchildren those traditions,
those cultures and bonds and the many other
attributes handed down to us by our an-
cestors, We must encourage the maintenance
and the continuation of ethnic studies and
languages. All ethnic groups have so many
values that they contribute to our way of
life. These values are what made these
United States the number one nation in the
world. Let us once again evaluate these
precepts and ideals, We look to you, our Con-
gressmen, for leadership. For the adoption
of legislation and programs which will raise
our standards to their highest pinnacle.

Let me assure you of our utmost coopera-
tion in this important undertaking. Thank
you very much,

Ladies and gentlemen, the first speaker
on this evening's program s & young man
who I know needs no introduction to most
of you. We have had the honor and the
privilege of having this man as a member
of our dinners for many, many years. I speak
of none other than the Honorable John
Brademas, United States Representative from
the Third District of Indiana, from South
Bend. Indiana,
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HON, JOHN BRADEMAS, U.S, REPRESENTATIVE,
INDIANA

Mr. BRADEMAS, As many of you know, I am
the first native American of Greek origin
elected to the Congress of the United States
and, as I was explaining to our former col-
league in the House of Representatives and
our beloved Vice-President, Mr. Ford, a few
moments before the dinner began, the first
member of Congress of Greek origin was a
man named Lucas Miltiades Miller, who rep-
resented the State of Wisconsin and who, I
&m distressed to have to report, was a He-
publican,

You will, I am sure, appreclate why I take
great pride In the fact that I am the first na-
tive born American of Greek origin elected
to Congress. But for eight long years Mr,
Vice-President, I was the only Hellene in
either the House or the Senate and It has
therefore been a still greater source of pride
to me that, during the years since 1968, more
Americans of Greek descent have been elected
to Congress. One of them who served in the
House with great distinction 1s this year
making a second effort to be the first Greek-
American elected to the United States Sen-
ate and I refer of course to our dear friend,
whom I shall ask to take a bow, Nick Gali-
fianakis.

Tonight, as dean of the Greek bloc in the
Congress of the United States, I have the
high honor to present to you a quartet of
outstanding Hellenes In the Unilted States
House of Representatives. I am proud to
serve with all of them and proud to ask each
of them to stand a moment, so that all of
you may meet them.

HON, PETER N. KYROS OF MAINE

First, in order of seniority, elected In
1966 and re-elected since, is a vigorous and
hardworking member of the House Commit-
tee on Interstate and Forelgn Commerce and
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. His legisla~
tive expertise ranges from regional medical
programs and drug abuse to alr and water
purification, cancer control and fishing rights
—Representative in Congress from the First
District of Maine, the Honorable Peter N.
Kyros.

HON. GUS YATRON OF PENNSYLVANIA

Second, first elected in 1068, a leading
businessman in Reading, Pa., an outstand-
ing legislator in both his state House of
Representatives and Senate, he now serves
with distinction and dedication on the pres-
tiglous commitiee on foreign afairs—Rep-
resentative in Congress from the Sixth Dis-
trict of Pennsylvania, the Hon. Gus Yatron.

HON. PAUL §. SARBANES

Next, first elected in 1974, a Rhodes Scholar
at Oxford and, like Peter Kyros, a graduate
of the Harvard Law School, he serves on the
House Judiciary Committee and the Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries Committee. In
the present Congress he has as well served
on the committee to reassess the jurisdiec-
tions of House committees. One of the most
thoughtful and respected members of the
House, representing the Third District of
Maryland, the Hon., Paul 8. Sarbanes,

HON. SEKIP BAFALIS

And finally, elected In 1972, a successful
investment banker, civic leader and mem-
ber of both the Florida House and Senate,
now serving on the House Committees on
Public Works and Post Office and Clvil Bexrv-
ice, and the only Republican in the Hellenic
House quintet—but we're working on him—
Representative in Congress from the Tenth
District in Florida, our colleague and friend.
the Hon, Skip Bafalis,

And so Mr. Vice-Presldent and Senator
Jackson, I most respectfully draw your at-
tention to the obvious fact that "Greek pow-
er” is on the march In the Congress of the
United States.
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And let me, Supreme President Tsaffaras,
say this only in coneclusion about my col-
leagues and myself.,

All five of us are Ahepans and proud of it.

All five of us are of Greek origin and proud
of it.

And all five of us are Americans and proud
of it.

AMBASSADOR €. P. PANAYOTACOS OF GREECE TO

THE UNITED STATES

Ambassador Pawavoracos, As the distin-
guished president of Ahepa has just pointed
out, by a happy coincidence today's gather-
ing in honor of the Congress of the United
Btates, is being held on the very day when
Greeks all over the world are celebrating
the 153rd anniversary of the outbreak of
their long struggle for Independence.

When a handful of Greek freedom fighters
raised the flag of revolution against foreign
oppression, their cause immediately caught
the imagination of the younz American na-
tion which had recently earned its own in-
dependence by means of a similar uprising
against forelgn and arbitrary rule,

Spontaneous expressions of sympathy and
solidarity were forthcoming from commu-
nities all across the country, while Presi-
dent James Monroe was addressing on the
December 3rd, 1822, his historic message to
the Congress. Other eminent Americans such
as Senators Henry Clay and Danifel Web-
ster have joined in voicing their profound
admiration for the general arousing of the
vallant Greek nation, and various Hellene
organizations were extending a helping hand.

The USA and Greece have remained ever
gince closely linked by common heritage and
a common destiny in a joint pursuit of lofty
pringiples they both cherish. The Green peo-
ple, having a built in sense of gratitude,
shall always keep alive in their hearts the
memory of these early American supporters
of thelr cause. Nor will they ever forget Pres-
ident Truman's timely intervention in their
behsalf, both morally and materially when
their very survival as a free nation was at
stake in the aftermath of World War IL Call-
ing to mind this vital American assistance
in our darkest hours, I deem it a duty as
Ambassador of Greece to pay once more
tribute to this great country and express
to its representatives here present our deep
gratitude for each longstanding and generous
contribution to our national security and
welfare.

On the other hand, I take this occasion
to also congratulate the distinguished mem-
bers of the Order of AHEPA who spared no
efforts for making this biennial national
banquet in honor of the American Congress
such a successful ritual.

Actually, I am very pleased that Americans
of Greek extraction are becoming such an
integral part of American life in all its mani-
fold manifestations, and I feel equally proud
to observe that Green Americans, without
departing from the primary loyalty which
they owe to their country of adoption, are
still keeping a prominent place in the bot-
tom of their hearts for the birthplace of their
forefathers thus building a living bridge be-
tween two great nations.

My dear Ahepans, and distinguished guests,
allow me to conclude my short remarks by
reiterating the feelings of deep rooted
friendship of the Greek nation towards the
American people as well by thanking once
more the Order of the AHEPA for this pleas-
ant and meaningful evening. Thank you.

RT. REV. GEORGE BACOPOULOS, CHANCELLOR,
GREEK ORTHODOX ARCHDIOCESE

Chancellor BacoroorLos. I have the honor
because of the illness of his Eminence, Arch-
bishop Iskovos, to bring to you his message
which I trust you realize he truly regrets
being unable to deliver in person.
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MESSAGE OF HIS EMINENCE, ARCHEISHOP
IAKOVOS

Songs and poems and hymns and hallelu-
Jahs flood my ears with resounding echoes
this evening when one of the greatest epi-
sodes of history is unfurled before our very
eyes,

The episode of which I speak is of course
the pulverization of a mighty empire by the
rushing, refreshing winds of the passion for
liberty. Eyes with lightning and thunder,
refreshing faceless spiritual human forms,
shadows together with scorched slopes and
hopes all join my soul tonight in an endless
litany prayer.

A litany of prayer which in essence is a
painful quest for the ideals that made pos-
sible an uprising of a few against the hoards.
A revolution of the enslaved agalnst their
powerful tyrants and ultimately the triumph
of justice over injustice and the iInhumanity
of the captors.

What then is truly the meaning of this
celebration this year, of this commemora-
tion, of this banquet, of this Congressional
dinner? Is it that we need to once again
nurture in our hearts the withering flower
which announces the coming of spring in the
midst of an icy desolate and frustrating win-
ter, a winter which covers with frost our
intermost hopes for a national rebirth, or
is it that the challce which Christ and hu-
man history offered to us, even now touches
our parched lips?

The saga of 1821 tells us that there was a
time when faith in God and love of country
could move the dead in their tombs, could
move mountalns from their unshakeable
foundations, and could remake life and re-
make the world itself; the saga of 1821 tells
us that there was a time when ideals had
some practical validity, a time when moral
and spiritual values would intermingle with
ideals and together weave not simply flags
and banners of national pride but the very
texture and fibre of the life of a nation.

Tonight here in Washington, our nation’s
capital, the saga of 1821 tells us that na-
tional might, political power, financial sta-
bility, ecoromic strength, industrial superi-
ority, diplomatic excellence, if vold of mo-
rality and of elementary ethics avall you
nothing, not even self-defense. For it is
falth, not expediency; it is honesty, not di-
plomacy, moral and intellectual integrity
not cleverness and craftiness and humility
and self-respect not arrogance, which make
up the consclence and the psychiognomy of
a nation.

The 1821 saga finally tells us that history
is written by gallantry and valor and not by
cowardice or the dishonesty of the great and
powerful. It tells us that freedom belongs
only to the worthy, those who prize dignity
high above all other dehumanizing com-
modities, conveniences or accommodations,

In our dual capacity and our dual identity
as Americans of Greek origin, we would do
well even for & brlef moment to rise and
pray not for the souls of the heroes of 1821,
but for the sustenance of those souls which
would even conspire in these troubled times
against the land of the free and the home
of the brave. Let us search the pages of our
history and let us search the hearts of our
people for a promising light which would
lead us again unto the sunlight of true pa-
triotism, a sunlight which would add more
radiance to the ageless ideals of Hellenism
and Americanism and more beauty to the
faces of men who live and die for these
principles. Thank you.

HON, JOHN B, ANDERSON, U.S. REFRESENTATIVE,
ILLINOIS

Mr, ANpDERSON., We are here tonight to sa-
lute the contributions of Greek Amerlcans
and the great heritage that they have
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brought to the cultural bloodlines of Amer-
ican soclety and since as you have already
learned the blood of ancient Greece is
mingled with that of my own Viking fore-
bears in the five children, with whom my
Greek American wife has presented me, I
think perhaps I can speak with some au-
thority this evening on that subject.

I have had the opportunity afier all to
admire Greek beauty for more than 21 years
now, even as I have been exposed to a mild
tendency on the part of Greek women to dis-
play on occasion a somewhat flery tempera-
ment and even & certain tendency to be ar-
gumentative when provoked and on those
rare occasions I always like to tell Keke, well,
my dear, like the Queen of Hellenes, you
have a face that has launched a thousand
ships to which she invariably replies, yes, but
why do the ships have to belong to Onassis
instead of you? Now, if that isn't a perfectly
balanced tribute to the Hellenes, I will un-
doubtedly hear more about It when I get
home tonight.

The Order of AHEPA is certainly known
and honored wherever men and women en-
joy the great tradition of western civilization,
a tradition decisively marked by the union of
two great spiritual, cultural and intellectual
streams, represented by our Judeo Christian
ethic and we who live in a free soclety are
particularly sensitive to the contribution of
Helos, mother and progenitor of democracy
and those humane ideals imperishably asso-
clated with that precious flowering of the
human spirlt, that we call the age of Pericles.

We know all of us here tonight that we are
living in deeply froubled times for America.
Times in which the ideals and values that
have been basic to our history are under un-
precedented challenge and strain, and while
external threats do remain, I belleve that the
roots of our present difficulties come pri-
marily from within.

We are suffering a loss of confidence in our
democratic institutions, a situation that’s
grave in its implications as that posed by any
external threat. Those of us who are familiar
with the long experience of Greek people
are moved therefore to turn to them for in-
struction, to turn to the past in the hope of
flluminating the present and helping us to
shape a future closer to the one that we de-
gire in our hearts.

Now, historical analogles and parallels are
always Inexact inasmuch as the unfolding
process of history is forever new and unique,
yet while this is so it is equally true that
history reveals the structure, the pattern and
the continuities which reflect the enduring
realities of our human nature In every age.
And we may therefore look with some meas-
ure of justification to man’s past in search of
insights for our own pllgrimage.

In the extraordinary annals of the ancient
Greeks there is a period strikingly and even
disturbingly like our own time. The after-
math of disastrous civil conflict we know as
the Peloponnesian Wars, The ancient enemy
Persia had receded as a threat for as the
real danger Macedon, under Phillip the
Father of Alexander, was percelived, If at all,
by the Greek clty states, and what strikes us
about this period in Greek history are some
of the parallels that extends to our time
today.

The Peloponnesian Wars, the great 30 years
of war of the anclent world had weakened the
Greek cltles, accentuating their derisive
rivalries and shattering any possibility of
common action on collective security. More-
over, and more serious, there was a profound
change in Greek public life, a loss of morale,
& loss of confidence in the political and social
order, the fabric and traditional religions
had been rent beyond repalr, The centers of
family worship in the countryside had been
virtually destroyed. The fires of faith burned
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low throughout that soclety as the pursuit
of self interests replaced religious traditions.

The long war years had left a legacy of
instability in government, guestioned mili-
tary leadership and declining popular morale,
The classic qualities of hope, of reference,
seli-discipline and Iliberty had gradually
given way before the war spirit to greed and
anger, suspicion and envy. The death of
Pericles himself and the rise of a man like
Alciblades and whom intellectual was pres-
ent without morale scruple or principle
marked that change of spirit in which mere
expediency and naked self-interest replaced
the idealism of an earlier time.

Listen to me tonight to the greatest volce
of that era in the Greek community, Thuecy-
dides, the great historian speaking of this
very time, that I have just described. Fear
of gods or laws of man there was none to
maintain them, and looking back on the
results of the wars he wrote “Words had
to change their ordinary meaning and to
take that which was now given them. The
cause of all these evils was the lust for
power, arising from greed and ambition.”
Thus spake Thucydides,

I suppose that lust for power arising
from greed and ambition is not peculiar to
any age or soclety. Indeed it would seem
too endemic to man, and yet societies, espe-
clally free societies have always constructed
restraints morale and legal and have called
forth resources of good to enable men to
live together with some messure of justice,
and Greece in the century that I have de-
seribed witnessed the tragic weakening of
those restraints and the impairment of
those resources with a result that eventually
a people who had successfully resisted the
influence of Greek political ideals, won

mastery of all Greece on the field of battle.

In short, it was indeed a time of sad de-
cline for the glory that had been Greece,
and yet and surely this is the most striking

and hopeful note for our consideration here
tonight, the Greek spirit was not destroyed.
Indeed, it was destined not only to survey,
but to take on a larger sphere of culture
and spiritual influence than ever before,
thanks to the rise of Hellenism and its
spread by the advance of the great Alexan-
der profoundly shaping all subsequent his-
tory.

The civilizing mission of Hellas, trans-
formed every people that it touched, giving
rise to the same that captive Greece had
taken her captor captive. Moreover, the cen-
tury of which I have been speaking and
rather somberly this evening was paradox-
ically enough a time of remarkable cultural
and intellectual vitality. It was after all the
age of Bocrates or Plato and Aristotle, and
a spirit of artistic refinement. The age of the
great orators, Isocrates and Demosthenes. In
other words, there was light in the darkness
and in the end it was that light that tri-
umphed. There was an inerradicable charac-
ter of strength, or resiliency, of renewal, of
courage and of hope deep within the soul of
Greece which endured the worst only to
triumph in unexpected and unforeseen ways
in the end.

And s0 it has been through the centuries,
that the Greek people have survived. They
have preserved for us traditions and ideals
which are a part of our heritage as 20th
Century Americans. And in the most trying
times they have held to faith, faith in God
and in man formed in God's image and
endowed with the gifts of reasons, truth and
Justice and I believe that this is the same
spirit which will surely bring this nation of
ours through our own difficult time to a new
and better era in which the promise of
America will find greater fulfillment.

Let us therefore here tonight dedicate our-
sclves to all that may be needed to bring
about that spiritual remewal. A renewal of
integrity and confidence in the common life
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of our people, in Government, in business, in
church, in home and family, This {5 the kind
of spirit which can restore unity and trust
in our land and your organization as has
been amply pointed out by others who have
preceded me to the rostrum this evening, the
order of AHEPA exists for the very purpose
of identifying and preserving respect for the
profound contribution that Greek Americans
have made in the bullding of our nation.

You are rightfully proud of your heritage
and I think you rightfuily look back to gain
a better perspective for the journey that
still lies ahead. I know in my own case, and
you will pardon me if I close these remarks
on a personal note, there is no man who has
had a more profound impact on my own life
than my own immigrant father. He brought
with him from the old world not just a de-
sire to succeed in the new but more im-
portantly some very basic principles and
beliefs, a deep religious faith and commit-
ment and also a determination to become an
active participant in the role of being an
American citizen.

I was rather appalled last week on Tues-
day when my own State of Illinois conduct-
ed a primary at the very low rate of voter
participation, something like 20 percent
and I called my father the following day but
I wasn't surprised and he told me—and mind
you, he's now in his 90th year, when I asked
him about the results that of course he had
gone to the polls and he had voted, and so
I think that in many respects, he is like
those many Greek immigrants who
were represented in spirit and perhaps even
in fact, by this great audience tonight, those
immigrants who constitute that resolute
breed of men of whom a great American
poet, Walt Whitman, wrote these lines:

“There is no week nor day nor hour when
tyranny may not enter upon this counrty,
if the people lose their supreme confidence
in themselves, and lose their roughness and
spirit of defiance, tyranny may always enter.
There i8 no charm, no bar against it. The
only bar against it is a large resolute breed
of men."”

HON, HENRY M, JACKSON, U.S. SENATOR,

WASHINGTON

Senator Jackson, You make me feel as
welcome as 32 cent gasoline. Vice-President
and Mrs, Ford, Congresaman and Mrs. John
Anderson, Congressman John Brademas—
and Tom Korologos, you have been left out
here tonight. I think it takes a Democrat to
recognize a Republican.

You know, after listening to my old
friend, John Brademas, I got the impression
that the Greeks are coming. I thought it
would stop there, but then John Anderson
gets up and they are still coming. Now, my
parents were born in Norway. We were not
landlocked like the Swedes and last week
I pointed out to the Friendly Sons of St.
Patrick that the Vikings, the Norwegians
and the Danes that is, founded Dublin and
that's how the Irlsh got their rosy cheeks

and blue eyes and I ought to have a chance’

at least to extend John Anderson's tie here
to Greece by pointing out that there are
a number of blue eyed Greeks and the Vik-
ings also got into the Mediterranean,

And so I really do feel at home. I have
beenn to S0 many of the AHPEA banguets
over the years. This is a great organization.
I think of all of the organizations that really
endeavor to maintain the traditions of the
old world and John Anderson has covered
and saved you ten minutes of my speech
by doing such a scholarly job, as John
Brademas also always does, of covering early
Greek history. I should just Iike to be ex-
tremely brief this evening and say first, I am
proud that AHEPA is maintalning these
basic values of individual liberty and free-
dom, the great culture that has meant so
much to what we constantly refer to as
western civilization.
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I should just like to say a few words about
post war Greece. I was in the House when
the decision had to be made and it was
bitterly fought whether Greece and Turkey
would be saved, and that was known as
Greek/Turkey ald and it became known and
followed by Republican as well as Democratic
administrations as the Truman Doctrine and
Hlarry Truman in my book will go down in
history as one of the great, great Presidents.

That was bitterly fought. There was a
division in both parties on whether or not
the United States should provide that aid at a
critical time, and thank God the decision
was in the affirmative. Greece has been going
through a very difficult period. During this
entire post war era. It has been a traumatic
experience for the people of Greece. We know
that Greece is indeed of great strategic im-
portance to the whole North Atlantic Treaty
Organization, of great importance to the
entire western world. And the people of
Greece have kept thelr commitment to NATO
and to the Amerlcan forces in the Mediter-
ranean and we are mightly proud of that
contribution,

More recently there has been a growing
instability in Greece and all Americans and
all Greeks and all people committed to in-
dividual liberty and freedom are concerned
about those developments. May I say that
in the context of that instability and con-
cern, I have jolned with Senator Pell last year
on an amendment that he sponsored declar-
ing that it was the policy of the United States
to provide military assistance to Greece only
when the Greek government was in fullfill-
ment of its NATO Treaty obligations,

These include both adherence to the polit-
ical principles stated in the preamble to the
treaty and the maintenance of its capability
to perform the common defense and the
Tunctions assigned under the current North
Aflantic Treaty Organization defense plans,
A bill to carry out that objective which Sena-
tor Pell sponsored and I co-sponsored with
him passed the Senate unanimously just a
few days ago.

I hope that our legislative move will have
a positive effect, not only in the situation in
Greece, but on the allilance as a whole, We
want to see Greece restored to its full free-
dom so that it can play a more effective role
in the alliance, and I have the privilege of
personally talking with some of the top
Greek military leaders of the past pointing
out the weakening of their contribution as
the result of that instability.

And while I mention this particular prob-
lem, may I say that I think our government
has the responsibility in talking with our
allies to see to it that we are constructive
in our criticism when our allies in the At-
lantic community do not fullfill all of their
obligations. We in the Congress have pro-
vided under special amendment that I spon-
sored with Senator Nunn of Georgia, a re-
guirement that all of our allies fullfill their
commitment in providing an offset on the
balance of payments because I bhelieve
American presence in Europe is vital to the
security of Europe and all we ask is that they
contribute equally and I refer to all of our
allies in western Europe.

But I get a little concerned when some top
officials spend a great deal of time criticiz-
ing our allies and if we criticize the French,
that's a different thing. I am not quite sure
which side they are on, but I know when
they're in trouble, whom they'll be calling
upon for help In that situation.

But my friends, I am concerned as you
must be when so much time is devoted the
1ast few weeks to criticizing our allles and
not very much is sald about some of the
problems that our Russian friends have
caused particularly in the Middie East, and
the Mediterranean. All I can say 18 that if we
continue to treat our friends as adversaries
and our sdversaries as friends, we shall find
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ourselves with a declining number of friends
~and an increasing number of adversaries.

And so Greece has gone through a
traumatic post World War II period. We have
our problems in our own country and we have
been passing through a very difficult period
in our governmental history. To me there
is only one way I know for us to overcome
the mistakes of the past, for us to insure
that those mistakes will become nothing
more than a distant memory and that is for
us as Americans together to reach out for a
future that Is waiting to be born.

I mean business and labor, parents and
children, north and south, black and white,
farm and city, yes, Democrats and Republi-
cans and Independents. That's what most
Americans want to do and what they expect
of their Government is to lead them in that
effort, not to demean or degrade this coun-
try’s noble purposes. We've got a lot of work
to do together but it’s the kind of work—it’s
the work millions of us are eager to start on.
It's the work of decent and concerned citizens
all across this land,

Others may seek to make America great
again, I seek to make America good again,

For that 1s our best claim to greatness,
decency and dignity, justice and freedom,
honesty and integrity. That is our heritage
and if we just put our minds and our hearts
to this great task it can also be our legacy.
Thank you.

HON, GERALD R. FORD, VICE PRESIDENT OF THE
UNITED STATES

Vice President Forp. Mr. Chairman,
Reverend Clergy, Your Excellencies, Senator
Jackson, my former colleagues in the House
of Representatives, John Brademas, John

Anderson and others in the audience, our
loyal worker on behalf of all of us in the
United States Senate, Tom Eorologos, mem-
bers of the American Hellenic Educational
Progressive Assoclation and guests, it's a very
great privilege and honor to have the oppor-

tunity of participating in this 2ist Congres-
slonal dinner of AHEPA.

It's also & privilege to have an opportunity
to say a few words here tonight in the 52nd
year of AHEPA. In looking through the his-
tory of your great organization, I found that
in 1029 at the outset Senator King had the
privilege and distinet honor of speaking to
your first organization meeting here in the
nation’s capital, It's been my privilege to
attend 13 out of the 21 AHEPA meetings in
our nation’s capital.

In looking at the ends or objectives
of AHEPA, I found at the outset when it
was founded In Atlanta, Georgia, that one
of the basic purposes was to help to Ameri-
canize the Greek immigrant, and this very
worthy objective, as I look from one end of
the country to the other, has been achieved
and has been accomplished.

And I know first hand whether it's first
generation, second generation, third or on
that our Greek-Americans have assimilated
all the great principles and objectives of our
country because I have had the privilege
of working with and for two of my very best
friends at home, Alex Demar and Bill Scrugis,
who helped to give me whatever character,
whatever dedication that I have had.

And may I say that in the process of
achieving the objectives of AHEPA, it’s ob-
vious that those who came to America from
Greece have accomplished all that others
from other nationalities have achieved, de-
dication, hard work, high moral standards,
the principles that have made America what
it is today.

But the important point is in the process
of becoming the best of Americans they
have not in AHEPA lost the great heritage,
the great traditions of Greece itself. And
this is true of so many of our nationsalities
that have come and become a part of America
and we have among all of us the good Swedes,
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as John Anderson, our good Norwegians,
our good Italians, good Irish and the Fords
go back to Ireland, but tae thing that really
is important as' we become a bigger and
better America, it reminds me of a quotation
from the Bible that I think goes something
like this. “The beauty of Joseph’s coat is its
many colors”. The beauty of America is its
many nationalities.

When I first came to the ambition that I
had to serve in government back in 1946 and
1047 the first person that I sought advice
from was our then senior senator from the
State of Michigan, a fellow townsman of
mine by the ncme of Senator Arthur Van-
denberg. A man who had been in a pericd
prior to World War II an isolationist out a
man who after going through the traumsatic
experience of World War II, realized that no
longer could the United States be an island
in a globe where conflict and controversy
over the centuries had prevailed.

And I sat down literally at the feet of
Senator Arthur Vandenberg and asked him
for advice and counsel, and if you will re-
frest. your memory you will recall that Presi-
dent Truman took the initiative. He was
for Greek-Turkish ald. He had problems 'n
the United States Senate, both Democratie
and Republican, and the man that he sought
to give him assistance in this hour of dire
need and necessity was Senator Arthur Ven-
denberg who was then one of the more senior
members of the opposition party.

And Senator Vandenberg after pgoing
through this period in his early days as a
member of the United States Senate where
he thought we could be an island as a part
of a globe came to the conclusion that isola-
tionlsm no longer was a viable policy and
that the United St.tes had to look beyond
its border and become a part of the world
wnd give leadership and to take responsibility
£7d so he stood shoulder to shoulder in the
United States Senate with President Harry
Truman.

And I think the record is clear that SBen-
ator Vandenberg was an inestimable help
and assistance to a great President Harry
Truman in this hour of need. But the ad-
vice that Senator Vandenberg gave to me,
a young, somewhat idealistic person who
was challenging not a Democrat but a Re-
publican in the primary, was that as the
United States moved ahead in the latter
part of this century, we as a nation have to
stand up and be a part of the world and
not retreat behind the oceans that were
either side of our coast. And he urged that
in this rather remote campaign In a sort of
isolationist part of Michigan that it would
be well if I followed his example, and so I
did and I am proud that in that campaign
I made a commitment, as many others in
the House and Senate have, that in the area
of foreign policy, it was bi-partisanship that
was needed and necessary if America was to
be strong and to give the leadership to the
world that was so essential if we were to
achieve and to maintain peace.

I cannot recall the precise language that
was used in the United States Senate or the
House in those days when Greek-Turkish
aid was debated, but if my memory serves
me correctly, it was that when we left our
shores we stood as Amerlcans, not as Demo-
crats or Republicans. That we had an obliga-
tion to 200 million people plus some five
times that number throughout the world, if
we were to provide peace and a better life
for all of us.

And in the years since then the United
States has maintained this leadership, not
because of one President or another or one
Congress or another, but because a number
or a sufficient number of members on both
sides of the aisle working with Presidents of
different political philosophy, have realized
that we had to work with our allles, that we
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had to negotiate with our enemiles, If we
were to maintain for us as well as the rest
of mankind throughout the world the kind
of a life that was needed for this generation
and those generations to follow.

Now, I am an optimist. I happen to believe
that In the decade of the seventies we can
expect the same kind of bipartisan foreign
policy in this decade that we had in post
World War II, that saved Greece, that saved
Eurcope, that has brought peace in the Mid-
dle East. I believe that there are sufficient
number of members of the House and the
Senate on both sides of the alsle who will
stand up and dedicate themselves to poli-
cles, with some differences here and there,
that will give to us as well as to the others
in other nations a good life and peace for all.
Thank you very kindly.

Orpre oF AHEPA,
Vashington, D.C., April 3, 1974.
Hon. JoEN BRADEMAS,
U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear JoEN: Please accept my congratula-
tions on the outstanding presentation you
made at our Congressional Banquet, This
should always be a part of every banguet
program, and I will keep insisting on it.

Enclosed is a copy of the remarks made at
the banquet—I trust that you will see that if
is inserted in the Congressional Record at
your first opportunity,

I have indicated théreon the parts that
should be deleted, and trust that this meets
with your own judgment. If there are any
questions, please have a member of your
stafl call me.

We are vitally interested in the Ethnie
Heritage Studies Program, for which §2.3
million has been committed this fiscal year.
In conjunction with other groups, we have
met with the office of Education (Mr. Rob-
ert Leestma, Associate Commissioner for In-
ternational Education) In HEW and although
time is a factor, his office iz proceeding on this
year's program. We hope, eventually, to real-
ize the use of Ethnic History in the US. in
our schools, as a part of the curriculum.

The present problem is the introduction of
legislation for next fiscal year on this same
program, and we look forward to, and hope
for your personal support. I know your
schedule is always swamped, but is there
sometime I can meet with you or your leg-
islative staff, to discuss this matter? As you
know, Ahepa has been doing work in this
field, and we want to do a great deal more. I
am available at any time and hope a meeting
can be arranged soon,

With best personal regards,

Sincerely,
GEORGE J. LEBER,
Executive Secretary.
OrpER OF AHEPA, 21stT NatioNaAL BANQUET

v HoNOR OF THE 93D CONGRESS OF THE

UNITED STATES, MARCH 256, 1974, WASHING-

TON HrnroN HOTEL

WELCOME

The Order of Ahepa respectfully dedicates
this 21st Ahepa Biennial National Banguet
to the 93rd Congress of the United States,

We thank the Members of Congress for
their attendance this evening, and hope
that you will derive as much pleasure in
being present as we, the Order of Ahepa,
will experience in having you as our guests
this evening.

We hope you will have a pleasant evening,
and that you will return to meet with us
again at future dinners of the fraternity.

Again, our warm thanks for your presence.

WiLLiam P, TSAFFARAS,
Supreme President.
ANDREW MANOS,
Banguet Chairman.
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DINNEER MENT

Iced Fruit Macedolne Supreme,

Cambas Wine from Greece.

Roast Prime Ribs of Beef, au Jus.

Baked Potato with Sour Cream and
Chives.

Broccoli with Herbed Breadcrumbs.

Salad au Suilse.

Oll and Vinegar.

Bombe Glace Fantasie.

Crushed Strawberries.

Coiiee.

PROGEA DM

Readition: National Anthems, Australia,
Bahamas, Canada, Greece and United States
of America.

Invocation,

Welcome: Andrew Manos, Chairman,

Toastmaster.

SPEAEERS:

The Honorable John Brademas, U.S. Rep-
resentative, Indiana.

His Excellency C. P, Panayotacos, Ambas-
sador of Greece to the United States.

The Honorable John B, Anderson, U.S. Rep-
resentative, Illinois.

The Honorable Henry M. Jackson, U.S.
Senator, Washington,

The Honorable Gerald R. Ford, The Vice
President of the United States.

Response: Mr. Willlam P, Tsaffaras, Su-
preme President, Order of Ahepa.

Benediction.

MEMBERS OF CONGRESS AND HOST CHAPTERS

(Acceptances Received as of the printing
deadline for Program Bool)
Alabama
Host Chapters

No. 3, Birmingham.
Honor Guests
Sen. James B. Allen.
Arizona

Host Chapters

No. 219, Phoenix.
No. 275, Tucson.

Honor Guests
Arkansas
Host Chapters
No. 338, Hot Springs.
Honor Guests
Rep. John Paul Hammerschmidt,
California
Host Chapters
No. 171, Oakland.
No. 233, San Pedro.
No. 342, Long Beach.
No. 440, Inglewood.
No. 212, Btockton,
No. 318, Hollywood,
No. 411, Anaheim.
No. 231, Roseville.
No. 430, Norwalk,
No. 228, San Diego.
No. 152, Los Angeles.
No. 246, Modesto.

Honor Guests
Rep. Harold T. Johnson,
Rep. Del Clawson.
Rep. Charles H Wilson.
Rep. George E. Danielson.
Rep. Andrew J. Hinshaw.
Rep. Bob Wilson,
Rep. John J. McFall.
Colorado
Host Chapters
No. 145, Denver.
Honor Guests
Rep. Patricia Schroeder.
Connecticut
Host Chapters
No. 98, New Haven.
No. 48, Waterbury.
No. 62, Bridgeport.

Honor Guests

Rep. Robert N. Glaimo,
Eep. Ronald Sarasin (Reception).

Rep. Stewart B. McEinney (Reception).

Delaware
Host Chapters
No. 95, Wilmington.
Honor Guests
Sen. Willlam V. Roth, Jr.
Florida
Host Chapters
No. 14, Miami.
No. 409, Fort Pierce.
No, 421, North Miami.
No. 16, Tarpon Springs.
No. 18, West Palm Beach.
No. 384, Ft. Lauderdale.
No. 286, Pensacola.
Honor Guests
Sen. Edward J. Gurney.
Rep. Bill Gunter.
Rep. William Lehman,
Rep. Robert L. F, Sikes (Reception).
Rep. L, A, (Skip) Bafalis.
Rep. Dante F. Fascell (Reception).
Rep. J. Herbert Burke.
Georgia
Host Chapters
No. 5, Savannah,
No. 1, Atlanta.
Honor Guests

Sen. Herman E. Talmadge (Reception).

Rep. John W, Davis.
Rep. Andrew Young,
Rep. Ronald “Bo" Ginn,

Hawatii
Host Chapters
No. 450, Honolulu.
Honor CGuests
Rep. Spark M. Matsunaga.

Idaho
Host Chapters
No. 254, Boizse.
No. 238, Pocatello.
Honor Guests

Sen. Frank Church,
Rep. Orval Hansen (Reception).

Ilinois
Host Chapters
No. 46, Chicago.
No. 424, Park Forest.
No. 3256, Rockford.
No. 388, Glenview.
No. 260, Chicago.
No. 218, Waukegan.
No. 131, Joliet,
No. 204, Evanston.
No. 304, Alton.
Honor Guests
Rep. Frank Annunzio,
Rep. Edward J. Derwinski,
Rep. John B, Anderson,
Rep. Samuel H, Young.
Rep. Kenneth J, Gray.
Rep. Cardiss Collins.
Rep. Robert McClory.
Rep. George O'Brien.
. Melvin Price.
Indiana
Host Chapters
lo. 100, South Bend.
. 1567, East Chicago.
. 232, Indianapolis.
. 227, Kokomo.
Honor Guests
Rep. John Brademas.
Rep. Ray J. Madden.
Rep. Roger H. Zion (Reception).
Rep. William H, Hudnut.
Rep. Earl F'. Landgrebe.
Rep, Elwood Hillis (Reception).
Rep. William G. Bray (Recepfion).

Towa
Host Chapters

No. 261, Dubugue.
No, 184, Cedar Rapids.

Honor Guests
Rep. John C. Culver.
Rep, Willlam J. Scherle.
Kansas
Host Chapters
{o. 187, Wichita.
Honor Guests
Sen. Robert Dole (Reception),
Kentucky
Host Chaptlers
No. 129, Louisville.
No. 258, Lexington.
Honor Guests
Sen. Marlow W. Cook (Reception).
Rep. Tim Lee Carter.
Louisigna
Host Chapters
No. 8, Shreveport.
No. 13, New Orleans.
Honor Guests
Ben. J. Bennett Johnston, Jr.
Rep. Corrinne Boggs.
Rep. John R. Rarick.
Maine
Host Chapters
No. 82, Portland.
Honor Guests
Rep. Peter N, Kyros.

Maryland
Host Chapters
No. 30, Baltimore.
No. 364, Baltimore.
Honor Guests
Eep. Paul B. Sarbanes,

Massachusetts
Host Chapters
No. 57, Brockton.
No. 102, Lowell.
No. 112, Pittsfield.
No. 80, Worcester.
No. 85, Springfield.
No. 105, Marlboro.
No. 119, Peabody-Salem,
No. 24, Boston.
Honor Guests
Rep. James A. Burke.
Rep. Edward P, Boland.
Rep. Harold D. Donohue,
Rep. Paul Cronin,

Michigan
Host Chapters
No. 40, Detroit.
No. 141, Flint,
No. 196, Grand Rapids,
No. 371, Detroit.
No. 136, Pontiac,
No. 142, Lansing.
No. 213, Muskegon.
No. 374, Dearborn.
Honor Guests
Sen. Philip A. Hart.
Rep. Charles C. Diggs, Jr. (Reception).
Eep. John Dingell.
Minnesota
Host chapters
No. 66, Minneapolis.
No. 287, Duluth.
Missouri
Host chapters
No. 53, St. Louis.
No. T3, Eansas City.
Honor guests
Sen. Stuart Symington.
Rep. William L. Hungate,
Rep. Jerry Litton.
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Montana

Host chapters
No. 239, Missoula.

Honor guests
Rep. Dick Shoup.

Nebraska

Host chapters
No. 47, Omaha.

Honor guests
Sen. Carl T. Curtis.

Nevada

Host chapters

No. 314, Las Vegas,
New Hampshire

Host chapters
No. 44, Manchester.
No. 215, Portsmouth.
No. 248, Dover.

Honor guests
Sen. Thomas J. McIntyre.
Rep. Louis C. Wyman.

New Jersey

Host chapters
No. 52, Newark.
No. 69, Camden.
No. 75, New Brunswick,
No. 285, Hackensack.
No. 300, Dover.
No. 54, Paterson.
No. 72, Trenton.
No. 108, Jersey City.
No. 288, Perth Amboy.
No. 169, Atlantic City.

Honor Guests
Rep. Edward J. Patten.
Rep. Robert A. Roe.
Rep. Henry Helstoski.
Rep. Charles Sandman.
Rep. Edwin B. Forsythe.
Rep. William B, Widnall.

Rep. Joseph J. Maraziti.
New York

Host Chapters

No. 51, Yonkers.

No. 143, Utica.

No. 170, Hempstead.
No. 186, New York City.
No. 140, Albany.

No. 115, Newburgh.

No. 125, Schenectady.
No. 86, Jamaica.

No. 81, Buffalo.

No. 158, Poughkeepsle,
No. 175, Bronx.

No. 349, Staten Island.
No. 327, Saratoga Springs.
No. 37, Syracuse,

No. 97, Astoria.

Honor Guests

Sen. James L. Buckley (Reception).

Rep. Mario Biaggl.

Rep. Angelo D. Roncallo,

Rep. Henry P. Bmith III,

Rep. Jack F. Eemp (Reception).

Rep. Lester L. Wolff,

Rep. Peter A, Peyser,

Rep. Robert C. McEwen,

Rep. James J, Delaney.

Rep. Benjamin A. Gilman.

Rep. Hamilton Fish, Jr.

Rep. William F, Walsh

Rep. Carleton J. King.

Rep. John M. Murphy.

Rep. Samuel 8. Stratton.

Rep. Donald J. Mitchell.
North Carolina
Host Chapters

No. 2, Charlotte.

No. 10, Raleigh.

No. 28, Asheville.

No. 9, Fayetteville.

No. 32, Winston-Salem.

No. 11, Wilson.

No. 257, Greensboro.
Honor Guests

Rep. Wilmer D. Mizell,

Rep. L. H. Fountain.

Rep. Roy A. Taylor.

Rep. Charles Rose.

Rep. James G. Martin.

Rep. Walter B. Jones.

Rep. Richardson Preyer.
Norih Dakota
Host Chapter

No. 398, Minot.
Honor Guests

Sen, Quentin N, Burdick.

Ohio

Host Chapters

No. 88, Warren,

No. 127, Cinecinnati.

No. 59, Canton.

No 36, Cleveland.

No. 118, Toledo.

No. 89, Youngstown.

No. 200, Middletown.

No. 74, Masslilon.

No. 113, Dayton.

No. 247, Springfield.
Honor Guests

Rep. Charles J. Carney.
Rep. Ralph S. Regula.
Rep. Charles W. Whalen, Jr.
Rep. Donald D. Clancy (Reception).
Rep. Walter E. Powell.
Rep. Louis Stokes.
Rep. Thomas L. Ashley (Reception).
Rep. Clarence J. Brown.
Oregon
Host Chapter
No. 154, Portland.
Honor Guest
Rep. Edith Green.
Pennsylvania
Host Chapters
No. 84, Scranton.
No. 445, Upper Darby.
No. 556, Wilkes-Barre.
No. 61, Reading.
28, Philadelphia.
No. 60, Allentown.
No. 156, Canonsburg-Washington.
No. 34, Pittsburgh.
No. 116, Uniontown.
No. 109, Pottsville.
No. 65, Bethlehem.
No. 107, Erle.
Honor Guests
Rep. Daniel J. Flood.
Rep. Lawrence G. Williams.
Rep. Joseph M. McDade (Reception).
Rep. Willlam 8. Moorhead (Reception).
Rep. Joseph P. Vigorito.
. Thomas E, Morgan,
. Gus Yatron.
Willlam J. Green.
Fred B. Rooney.
p. Frank M. Clark.

Rhode Island
Host Chapters
No. 106, Providence,
No. 245, Newport.
Honor Guests
Rep. Robert O, Tiernan (Reception).
South Carolina
Host Chapters
No. 4, Charleston.
No, 242, Greenville,
No. 284, Columbia.
Honor Guests

Rep. Mendel J. Davis.
Rep. Jams R. Mann,
Rep. Floyd Spence.
Rep. Tom 8. Gettys.
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Tennessee
Host Chapters

No. 7, Memphis.
No. 858, Chattanooga.

Honor Guests
Rep. LaMar Baker.
Rep. James Quillen.
Rep. Joe L. Evins,
Tezas
Host Chapters
No. 29, Houston.
No. 333, San Angelo.
No. 311, San Antonio.
No. 341, Corpus Christi.

Honor Guests
Rep. O. C. Fisher (Reception).
Rep. Bill Archer.
Rep. John Young (Reception) .
Vermont
Host Chapters
No. 244, Burlington.
Honor Guests
Ben. Robert T. Stafford.
Rep. Richard W. Mallary.
Virginia
Host Chapters

No. 83, Richmond.

No. 241, Newport News.
No. 122, Norfolk,

No. 438, Arlington.

Honor Guests
Rep. G, Willlam Whitehurst.
Rep. Thomas N. Downing.
Washington
Host Chapters

No. 177, Seattle.
No. 266, Everett.

Honor Guests
Sen, Henry Jackson
Rep. Julia Butler Hansen
West Virginia
Host Chapters
No. 103, Weirton.
No. 68, Wheeling.
No. 307, Huntington.
No. 96, Clarksburg.
No. 309, Caarleston.
Honor Guests
Rep. Een Hechler.
Rep. John Slack.
Rep. Robert H. Mollohan.
Wisconsin
Host Chapters
No. 43, Milwaukee,
Honor Guests
Rep. Clement J. Zablockl (Reception).

Wyoming
Host Chapters
No. 159, Casper.
No. 211, Cheyenne.
Honor Guests
Rep. Teno Roncalio.
District of Columbia
Host Chapters
No. 81, Washington, D.C.
No. 236, Washington, D.C.
Honor Guests
Rep. Walter E. Fauntroy.
Guam
Host Chaplers
Honor Guests
Eep. Antonjo Borja Won Pat.

The Order of Ahepa strongly endorses and
supports: research Zur Cooley's Anemia (Tha-

lassemia); and &
Program.

Ethnic Herltage Studies
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William P, Tsaffaras, Supreme President,
Honorary Chairman,

Andrew Manos, Chairman.

Charles J. Papuchis, Vice Chairman,

William G. Chirgotis, Supreme Vice Presi-
dent, Supreme Lodge Coordinator.

Milton Sarris, Ahepa Ticket Chairman.

Anothony E. Manuel, General Reception
Chairman.

John N. Deoudes, Hospitality Night Chalr-
man.

Thomas Gikas, Congressional Ticket Chair-
man.

George J. Papuchis, Head Table Reception
Chairman,

John T, Pappas, Initiations Chairman.

George J. Leber, Executive Secretary.

Harry Brown, Debbie Charles, Dorothea
Dennlis, Athena Gikas, Tina Earcasinas, Ve-
neta Lambros, James Manuel, Penny Manuel,
John Maroules, George P. Pappas, Irene Pap-
pas, Stella Papuchis, Dr. Theodore Perros,
Peter T. Stathes, Mary Triantls, Christine
Warnke, Adrian Zizis,

Mary Carres, Joanne Cocolis, Chris Fotos,
Beatrice Hanft, Marletta Korson, George
Maggos, Mary Manuel, Harrlet Maroules, Mike
Morfessis, Catherine Pappas, Felecia Papu-
chis, Mary Paterson, Btacle Petroutsa, Mary
Summers, Angle Valtsos, Voula Zazanis, Bess
Zourdos.

SAN FRANCISCO TRAGEDY

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

Mr. EOCH. Mr. Speaker, a tragedy in-
volving racism is occurring in San Fran-
cisco, On the one hand there is an ap-
parent indiscriminant shooting of whites
by a black gunman or gunmen; 12 whites
have been killed, 6 others wounded in a
series of random street shootings. Those
shootings began in November 1973 and
claimed their most recent victim on April
16, 1974. As a result of that horror, Mayor
Joseph Alioto on April 17 publicly an-
nounced that a stop and search dragnet
would be used to try to find a suspect.
The dragnet provides for the stopping
and searching by the police of black
males between the ages of 20 and 30 from
5 feet 9 inches to 6 feet tall, of slender
to medium build. As of today the police
say they have stopped and searched more
than 500 such individuals. The black
community guite rightly is outraged as
are those in the white community who
are concerned not only with civil liber-
ties but with the extraordinary adverse
impact on racial relations that must flow
from such police action.

While it is possible the police may ar-
rest a suspect and even one of the gun-
men by such an indiseriminate search,
it is hardly likely and the remote possi-
bility is surely not worth the enormous
damage to the civil liberties of all blacks
and to relations between the races.

Thirty-three years ago a similar panic
precipitated the detention of Japanese-
Americans during World War II. It took
many years before that wrong was
righted and today there is no one I know
who would defend that action. While I
do not for a moment consider that Mayor
Joseph Alioto is anything but a decent
human being who has taken an action
out of frustration and in response to pub-
lic demand that he do something, one
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cannot accept such action that chal-
lenges the constitutional rights of every
American, You simply cannot indiserim-
inately stop and question every individ-
ual who may remotely fit into a category
as loosely described by the police in San
Francisco, San Francisco Police Chief
Donald Scott is quoted in today’s Wash-
ington Post as saying:

We're not going to stop very young blacks
or big fat blacks . . . T-foot blacks or 4-foot
blacks,

What a cavalier yesponse to a serious
problem in which such questionable
measures are being taken.

Of course, every legitimate police ac-
tion consistent with constitutional pro-
tections should be undertaken by the
San Francisco Police Department. I sus-
pect that when these gunmen are caught
it will not be because of an indiscrimi-
nate dragnet but because the police zero
in on their quarry on the basis of specific
leads and information. In the meanwhile
the country must sympathize with the
plight of every citizen in San Francisco,
the whites afraid to walk the streets for
fear of being killed and the blacks fear-
ful of being unfairly swept up in a de-
meaning dragnet.

THE TRAGEDY OF ARMENIA

(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. KOCH. Mr. Speaker, April 24 is a
day of remembrance and mourning for
people of Armenian ancestry the world
over. On that day in 1915, the Ottoman
Turks commenced the planned elimina-
tion of 2,000,000 Armenians in the Otto-
man Empire. For the world, it marked
the first policy of genocide witnessed in
modern times. For the Armenians, it was
the most barbaric period in centuries
of subjugation at the hands of more
powerful foreign rulers. It is important
to reflect upon this event, not only in
tribute to Armenians past and present,
but also in recognition of its meaning for
all mankind.

As a geographical bridge between East
and West, Armenia’s location has made
it particularly wvulnerable to invading
forces from Asia and Europe. In modern
times Persians, Russians, and Ottoman
Turks have confended for mastery of
Asia Minor and ruled over most or all
of Armenia, holding its inhabitants as
conquered subjects. The Turks held a
large portion of Armenian territory from
early in the 16th century until the end
of the First World War. During this time,
the Armenians suffered under a policy of
active racial and religious diserimina-
tion. In spite of repeated attacks on their
national consciousness, the Armenians
retained their national church, lan-
guage, and sense of unity. Their vision
of freedom and autonomy did not appeal
to their absolutist rulers and, by the turn
of the 19th century, the Turks had de-
cided to solve the “Armenian problem.”
The design was to eliminate some 2,000,-
000 Armenians through mass deporta-
tion, starvation, and massacre. It was
implemented with brutal success, as up-
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wards of 1,000,000 Armenians were re-

moved. Others survived in the Ottoman

Empire only by submitting to servitude

in Turkish homes.

After the defeat of the Turks in
World War I, Armenians who escaped
the massacres regrouped and declared
the independence of Armenia on May 28,
1918. The new nation, a fitting monu-
ment to the victims of 1915, survived
barely 2 years. Threatened by armed
attack by Turkish nationalists the
weaker Armenians accepted a cease-fire
imposed by Soviet Russia and were
forced to submit to the incorporation of
Armenia into the U.S.S.R. To this day,
the historic Armenian struggle for na-
tional identity continues against over-
whelming odds.

Mr. Speaker, I wish to submit for in-
clusion in the Recorp a petition sent to
the congressional delegation from the
Greater New York area by a large group
of New York citizens of Armenian de-
scent. The petition calls our attention
to the tragic historical fact that this
nation did nothing to prevent the geno-
cide of 1915. In addition, the U.S. Sen-
ate has consistently refused to ratify
the United Nations treaty which would
build a prohibition against genocide into
the canons of internatiomal law. The
petition is an eloquent reminder that
the oppression of any minority in any
nation must weigh upon the conscience
of not only the oppressor, but of all na-
tions refusing to relieve the suffering of
the oppressed. Perhaps it will give cause
for reflection to those who would insist
that our foreign policy not take note of
the internal affairs of other countries.

The petition follows:

PETITION TO THE U.S. CONGRESSIONAL DELE-
GATION FrOoM GREATER NEW YORE AREA
Whereas, People of Armenian ancestry all

over the world commemorate April 24 of each

year as a day of mourning for the victims
of the genocide perpetrated upon Armenians

living in Turkey, particularly in 1015;:
Woereas, Reliable and comprehensive doc-

umentation of this terrible atrocity was
made known in full detail to the American
people at the time of the tragedies through
the medium of U.S. Embassy reports and
the entire press of the Western World;

Whereas, The Senate of the United States
has again chosen to defer ratification of the
U.N. sponsored Treaty on Genocide presum-
ably for reasons disassociated from the tradi-

tional American sympathy for the suffering
of others;

Whereas, Despite extenslve documenta-
tion, the U.S. delegation to the recent ses-
slons of the United Nations Commission on
Human Rights supported Turkey and others
to delete reference to the massacres of the
Armenian people from the report on Geno-
cide submitted by the Sub-Commission on
Prevention of Discrimination and Protection
of Minorities;

We, the undersigned Amerlecans of Arme-
nian Extraction, in our concern that such
callous indifference on the part of the United
States to the Genocidal evll that has struck
Armenlans and others in the past will in-
crease the likelihood of wholesale slaughter
of other minorities in the future,

Do hereby petition the Congressional Dele-
gation from the Greater New York area to
introduce the necessary resolutions in the
Congress to establish a Natlonal Day of
Reminder of Man's Inhumanity to Man and
to accept the offer of the Armenian people
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to designate their sacred day, April 24, for
this purpose.

GALLOPING INFLATION

(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. KEOCH. Mr. Speaker, it really is
incredible that the Congress sits on its
hands while it witnesses a galloping in-
flation. To permit all wage and price
restraints to be discarded as they have
been by the administration when we are
presently facing a record rate of inflation
now at 12 percent in the cost of living
with an expectation that it will get worse,
is something that this Congress will be
held accountable for in the fall. While it
is true that the Nixon administration
failed to use the Economic Stabilization
Act in a manner that would have re-
strained prices as it did in restraining
wages, the Congress cannot abdicate its
responsibility to pass appropriate legisla-
tion even when the President either re-
fuses to employ the legislation or when
he does use it, does so unfairly.

The Economic Stabilization Act ex-
pires at the end of this month—6 days
away. The Banking and Currency Com-
mittee of which I am a member, by a
vote of 21 to 10 on April 5 tabled legisla-
tion which would have at the very least
provided stand-by controls. Even those
who are not for controls at the present
time should at least support stand-by
controls so that when as undoubtedly will
be the case, the inflation becomes so
massive and damaging to our people,
there will be the possibility of putting
into effect wage and price controls.

I am appending an excellent article
which appeared in the Wall Street Jour-
nal on April 15, authored by the noted
economist Walter W, Heller which urges:

First. A quick and simple extension of
the stand-by powers of the Economic
Stabilization Act;

Second. Granting of the authority re-
quested by John Dunlop for the transi-
tional period; and

Third. The establishment of a moni-
toring agency—preferably by statute and
equipped with last-resort suspension and
rollback powers.

[From the Wall Street Journal, Apr, 15, 1974]
THE UNTIMELY FLIGHT FrOM CONTROLS
(By Walter W. Heller)

Congress is about to outdo the White House
in running away from the inflation problem:

While correctly observing that business and
labor are bitterly opposed to wage-price con-
trols—and that consumer views range from
skeptical to cynical—Congress is mistakenly
sending such controls to the gas chamber
rather than putting them in cold storage.

While correctly concluding that broad-
scale mandatory controls had outlived their
usefulness in an excess-demand, shortage-
plagued economy, Congress is mistakenly
walking away from its responsibility to assert
the public interest in price-wage moderation
in an economy plagued by softening demand
and rising unemployment.

While correctly observing that the White
House has done its level worst to discredit
controls, Con is mistakenly refusing
even to give John Dunlop and the Cost of
Living Council the leverage they need to in-
sure that the pledges of price moderation and
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supply increases made In exchange for early
de-control by many industries will be re-
deemed.

Granting that controls are in ill repute,
one wonders how Congress can explain to
itself today—let alone to voters next fall—
the discarding of all wage-price restraints in
the face of record rates of inflation of 12%
in the cost of living and 165% in wholesale
prices (including an ominous 35% rate of in-
flation last month in industrial commodity
prices). Is it the product of a growing
“what's-the-use” attitude? Is it an Implicit
surrender to an inflation that is deemed in
part to e woven into the institutional fabric
of our economy and in part visited upon us
by uncontrollable external forces like world
food and material shortages and oil cartels?
In short, is inflation now thought to be not
Jjust out of control but beyond our control?

MILTON FRIEDMAN'S STREAK

An afirmative answer to these brooding
questions seems to underlie Milton Fried-
man's recent economic streak—one which
evokes surprise, astonishment, and disbellef
in the best streaking tradition—{rom Smith-
ian Iaissez-faire to Brazilian indexation. At
present, we use the cost-of-living escalator
selectively to protect 32 million Social Se-
curity and civil service beneficiaries and 13
million recipients of food-stamps and to
hedge inflation bets in wage contracts for
10% of the labor force. Mr. Friedman would
put all groups—those who profit from infla-
tion and those who suffer from it allke—on
the inflation escalator and thus help insti-
tutionalize our present double-diglt rates of
inflation.

Meanwhile, interest rates are soaring as
Arthur Burns and the Fed man their lonely
ramparts in the battle against inflation.
With wage-price control headed for oblivion
in the face of seething inflation, the Fed ap-
parently views itself as the last bastion of
inflation defense, So it 18 adding to the
witches' brew by implicitly calling on unem-
ployment and economic slack to help check
the inflation spiral.

In this atmosphere, and deafened by the
drumfire of powerful labor and business lob-
bies, Congress seems to have closed its mind
to the legitimate continuing role of price-
wage constraints. What is that role in an
economy relying primarily, as it should, on
the dictates of the marketplace?

First are the important transitional func-
tions of the Cost of Living Council for which
Mr. Dunolp, with vacillating support from
the White House, asked congressional au-
thority. In its new form after April 30 the
Council would have:

Enforced commitments made by the ce-
ment, fertilizer, auto, tire and tube, and
many other de-controlled industries to re-
strain prices and/or expand supplies—com=-
mitments that would become unenforceable
when COLC goes down the drain with the
Economic Stabilization Act on April 30;

Protected patients against an explosion of
hospital fees by keeping mandatory controls
on the health-care industry until Congress
adopts & national health insurance plan;

Prevented an early explosion of construc-
tion wages and the associated danger that
housing recovery might be crippled;

Maintalned veto power over wage bargains
that are eligible for reopening when manda-
tory controls are lifted.

Beyond Phase 4's post-operative period,
government needs to assert its presence in
wage-price developments in several critical
Ways.

The first would be to continue the im-
portant function of monitoring other gov-
ernment agencies, of keeping a wary anti-
inflationary eye on their farm, labor, trade,
transport, energy and housing policies. The
point is to protect consumers from the price
consequences of the cost-boosting and price-
propping activities of the producer-oriented
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agencies, The White House could continue
this function without congressional author-
ity, but a statutory base would give the
watchdog agency much more clout.

Becond would be the task of working with
industry, labor, and governmnet units to
improve wage bargaining and relieve bottle-
neck inflation by encouraging increased
production of scarce goods and raw mate-
rials,

Third, and by far the most important,
would be the monitoring of major wage bar-
pgains and price declisions and spotlighting
those that flout the public interest.

The trauma of Phases 3 and 4 has appar-
ently blotted out memories of the painfully
relevant experience of 1069-71:

The school’s out, hands-off policy an-
nounced by Mr. Nixon early in 1969 touched
off & rash of price increases and let a vicious
wage-price spiral propel inflation upward
even while the economy was moving dowii-
ward,

Only when Mr. Nixon finally moved in
with the powerful circult-breaker of the 90-
day Ifreeze was the spiral turned off.

Today, the urgent task is to see that it's
not turned on again. In that gquest, some
forces are working in our favor:

Much of the steam should be going out of
special-sector inflation in oil, food, and raw
materials.

The pop-up or bubble effect of ending
mandatory controls should work its infla-
tionary way through the economy by the
end of the year.

As yet, wage seitlements show few signs
of shooting upwards as they did in 19695-70,
when first-year increases jumped from 8%
10 16% in less than a year. Wage moderation
in 1973—induced in part by wage controls,
but even more by the absence of inordinate
profits in most labor-intensive industries
and by the fact that the critical bottlenecks
were in materials and manufacturing capac-
ity rather than in labor supply—has set no
high pay targets for labor to shoot at.

Thus far in 1974, the aluminum, can, and
newly-signed steel settlements won’t greatly
boost those targets. So the wage-wage spiral
is not yet at work. Since, in addition, cost-
of-living escalators apply to only one-tenth
of the U.S. work force, the ballooning cost
of living has not yet triggered a new price-
wage spiral. 8till, there is a distinct calm-
before-the-storm feeling abroad in the land
of labor negotiations.

A MODERNIZATION IN INFLATION

With demand softening and shortages
easing in large segments of the economy, the
old rules of the marketplace would suggest
that inflation is bound to moderate. And the
odds are that it will—but how fast, how far,
and how firmly is another matter. And that’s
where a price-wage monitor with a firm stat-
utory base is badly needed. It could play a
significant role in inducing big business to
break the heady habit of escalating prices
and In forestalling big labor's addiction to
double-digit wage advances.

Industry after Industry has gotten into
the habit of raising prices on a cost-justified
basis as energy, food, and raw material prices
skyrocketed, De-control will reinforce that
habit.

Once these bulges have worked thelr way
through the economy, we tend to assume
that virulent inflation will subside. Indeed,
in some areas such as retailing, farm prod-
ucts, small business, and much of unor-
ganized labor, competitive market forces
will operate to help business and labor kick
the inflationary habit,

But in areas dominated by powerful unions
and industrial oligopolies, a prod is needed
if habitual inflation—inflation with no visi-
ble means of support from underlying sup-
ply and demand conditions in the economy—
is to be broken. If it is not, the threat of a
wage break-out will loom large in upcoming
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wage. negotiations In the construction, com-
munications, aerospace, ship building, air-
lines, mining, and railroad Industries. In
those critical negotiations, the wage modera-
tion of the past two years could go up in
smoke If the ebbing of non-labor cost pres-
sures 18 simply converted into profits rather
than being shared with consumers in price
moderation.

Congress and the White House are taking
undue risks if they rely entirely on market
forces to achieve this end, especially in those
large areas of the economy where competi-
tive forces are not strong enough to protect
the consumer. To serve as his ombudsman
and to help prevent the picking of his pocket
by a management-labor coalition, the con-
sumer needs a watch-dog agency that will
bark and growl and occaslonally bite. Buch
an agency—which could accomplish a good
deal by skillful exercise of the powers of in-
quiry and publicity and much more if it
were able to draw, sparingly, on powers of
suspension and rollback when faced with
gross violations and defiance—could provide
substantial insurance against inflation by
habit,

CONTENTS OF AN ACTION PROGRAMI

An actlon program to accomplish the fore-
going would have included—indeed, given a
miracle of courage, conviction and speed
could still include—the following elements:

A guick and simple extension of the stand-
by powers of the Economic Stabilization Act,

Granting of the authority requested by
John Dunlop for the transitional period.

The establishment of a monitoring agen-
cy—preferably by statute and equipped with
last-resort suspension and rollback powers,
but if that is not to be, then by White House
action and relying mainly on instruments of
inguiry and publicity—to look over the
shoulder of big business and big labor on
behalf of the consumer.

To declare open season on price-wage de-
cisions under present circumstances—as we
seem hell-bent to do in our disenchantment
with controls and sudden revival of falth in
the market system—would be one more ex-
ample of the classic actlon-reaction pattern
that excludes the middle way. The Congress
and the country may well rue the day when,
largely at the behest of big business and or-
ganized labor, the government presence in
their price and wage decisions was mind-
lessly ligquidated, leaving the consumer to
fend for himself.

ARTICLE STRESSING DUBIOUS AS-
PECTS OF HOUSE RESOLUTION 988,
THE SELECT COMMITTEE ON
COMMITTEES REFORM PROPOSAL

(Mrs. SULLIVAN asked and was given
permission to extend her remarks at this
point in the Recorn and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mrs. SULLIVAN. Mr. Speaker, on
March 21, 25, and 26 and on April 1 and
4, 1974, I inserted articles in the Recorp
showing how decisions of the Select Com-
mittee on Committees which stripped
away important portions of the Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries Committee
jurisdictions were ill-conceived and in-
correct. Today, I would like to insert in
the Recoro an article from the April 1974
issue of the publication *“No Man Apart,”
published by Friends of the Earth, an im-
portant international environmental or-
ganization. I commend this excellent ar-
ticle to the Members' attention because
it illustrates the very points I have been
making with respect to the Select Com-
mittee’s decisions.
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The article focuses on one of the many
basic flaws in the Select Committee’s re-
form proposal. The article discusses the
transfer of jurisdiction over the Na-
tional Environmental Policy Act—
NEPA—from the Merchant Marine and
Fisheries Committee to the proposed
Committee on Energy and Environment.
It points out the dangers inherent in this
transfer and discusses the adverse ef-
fects on NEPA and on the program itself
under the proposal to remove it from the
expertise of its sponsor, Congressman
JorN D, DingeLLn, chairman of the Sub-
committee on Fisheries and Wildlife
Conservation and the Environment. The
article points out quite correctly that un-
der the proposed change of jurisdiction
this landmark environmental legislation
may be subject to debilitating amend-
ments and attack which may result in
mutations in and setbacks for this en-
vironmental program.

The environmental work of the Com-
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fish-
eries will not be the only jurisdictional
matters suffering under such a transfer.
The present wildlife jurisdiction of the
committee will also be put in jeopardy
by this proposed reform proposal. Any-
one who has any knowledge at all of the
work of the House of Representatives
recognizes that conservation and wildlife
matters have had a protector and most
effective advocate under the chairman-
ship of Congressman Dincern, and the
production of legislation from Chairman
DincELL's subcommittee concerning these
important matters has been prolific and
of the highest quality. Congressman
DmiceLL has been a Member of the House
of Representatives for 19 years and has
been chairman of the Subcommittee on
Fisheries and Wildlife Conservation and
the Environment since 19656. I have
worked closely with Jorn over all these
years, as I did with his father before
him. In these last 9 years, Chairman
DmvcerL has fashioned an unparalleled
record with respect to fisheries and wild-
life conservation and the environment.
These legislative accomplishments did
not just happen. They were the result
of Joun's intelligence, boundless energy
and enthusiasm within his areas of ex-
pertise, with the assistance of two very
able staff laywers who have assisted Mr.
DincerL in this work over the years.

What will happen to Congressman
Dinvcerr and his excellent staff under
House Resolution 988, the Select Com-
mittee's reform proposal? How has the
Select Committee made provision for
handling the situations in which Jomrw
DmceELL and many other able Members
of the Congress would find themselves,
should the reform proposal not be voted
down?

I think it is revealing to examine the
way in which the Select Commitiee has
proposed to treat these transition situa-
tions and these useful Members.

In the report to accompany House
Resolution 988, the Select Committee
comments on ifs so-called transitional
provisions. Its summary of the “f{ransi-
tional devices” states:

In order to facilitate the reforms pro-
posed, the Select Committee belleves that it
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should be the sense of the House that the
Members who by these reforms may be re-
quired to leave one of two committees should
be allowed to select the committee on which
they wish to remain. It is also recommended
that a Member who presently serves on a
cominittee which has significant jurisdiction
transferred may be permitted to join that
committee to which the jurisdiction is as-
slgned, with his or her service on the former
committee appropriately recognized.

According to the Select Committee on
Committees, this appropriate recognition
of former service shall be taken into ac-
count by the “Democratic Caucus and
the Republican Conference.” This is in-
deed a feeble attempt to deal with a very
complex and highly significant aspect
of the so-called reform proposal. Ob-
viously, the party caucus will not force a
committee to accept a member in a lat-
eral transfer and jump that member to
a position of seniority above those mem-
bers who have been sitting and working
in the committee over a number of years.
Thus, for example, one cannot believe
that Jonwy DineceLL would be put in a po-
sition of seniority in the proposed En-
ergy and Environment Committee over
the existing members of the Interior
Committee, to become chairman of a
subcommittee dealing with NEPA or
wildlife conservation. Indeed, it is not
clear what kind of status these important
jurisdictional matters would have in
the new Committee on Energy and En-
vironment.

The Belect Committee’s treatment of
the displacement of valuable staff mem-
bers is equally cynical, impotent, and in-
sensitive. It is stated, on page 74 of the
report, that:

The Select Committee realizes that its pro-
posals to reorganize the committees will dis-
turb established patterns of committee staffs.
It realizes also that staff-Member relation-
ships require mutual confidence, trust, and
political compatibility, Yet the Select Com-
mittee believes that the reorganization of
House committees should not result in the
loss of valuable staff. When, by necessity,
such loss occurs the Select Committee rec-
ommends that the placement office of the
Joint Committee on Congressional Opera-
tions give hlgh prlorlty to relccatlng staft
members in appropriate positions,

In the real world, it is perfectly clear
that the hortatory phrase ‘“‘that the
placement office of the Joint Committee
on Congressional Operations should give
high priority to relocating staff members
in appropriate positions” are just words
and lipservice and that this valuable
resource could for the most part be
wasted and lost.

I submit that the dislocation of Mem-
bers and staff goes to the heart of the
Select Committee reform proposal and
that the BSelect Committee's cavalier
treatment of this critical matter is far
from satisfactory. Surely with 10 Select
Committee members, a staff of 12 per-
sons, a budget of $1.5 million, and delib-
erations for almost a year and a half,
one might reasonably expect a more com-
prehensive examination and a more com-
plete and satisfactory recommendation
and solution to such a basic problem as
this.

The article points out very well the
weaknesses In and problems resulfing
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from the Select Committee decisions and
provides more evidence that House Reso-
Tution 988 does not provide positive and
necessary reform but is in reality a
scheme that will in fact result in a weak-
ening of the processes and work of the
House of Representatives. The proposal
must be defeated.

The article, “A Dubicus Reform Plan,”
Ioltows:

[From No Man Apart, April 1974]
A Dusious RuForM PLAN
{By Ann Roossvelt)

The House Select Committee on Commit-
tees is continuing the mark-up of its reor-
ganization plan that would reorganize House
committee jurisdictions and limit members
toserving on one commitiee. The Commities
hopes to have the reorganization plan come
up for a vote on the House floor someatime in
April,

Originally, many environmental jurisdic-
‘tions ‘were shuffled and assigned to the com-~
modity-oriented  Apriculture Committee.
‘Through the work of FOE and others, how-
ever, Wildlife, National Parks, Wilderness,
and Fish and Fisheries have been removed
from the hostile Agriculture Committee and
placed in the newly created Energy and the
Enviremment Committee, which will become
the suecessor to the Interior Committee. FOE
is still very much conocerned over the fate of
Public Lands and Natlenal Forests, however.

At press time, public lands jurisdiction is
golng to be split Tunctionally, with grazing,
farming, and forestry placed in Agrlculture.
Wilderness, wildlife, and mineral leasing on
public iands will be given to the Energy and
Environment Committee. From a manage-
ment standpoint, this does not allow a coor-
dinated land-use spproach toward the pub-
lic lamds. We believe it would be better to
have all these jurlsdictions go to the com-
mittee having primary reeponsibility for
land-use policy. Under the new proposal, this
committee would be the Energy and Environ-
ment Committee,

Another aspect of the reorganization plan
that causes concern is the proposal to limit
members to service on one committee, This
scheme would concentrate power by reducing
the mumber of committees, andl chairman-
ships as well. It would also encourage further
identification of committee members and
stafls with the more limited number of spe-
cial interests and agencies which they would
oversee. Further, it might be particularly
detrimental to environmental and consumer
interests that are of important nationsal con-
cern but which may be of secondary concern
to specific congressional constituencies. Thus,
- Northeastern representative with a strong
environmental interest but a stromg laber
constitwency may feel compelled to jein the
Labor Committee rather than the Energy
and Eoviromment Committee., We think it
would be better to limit members to two
committee assignments and make provisions
for extra staff for those members serving on
twe committees. Problems such as scheduling
conflicts for committee meetings could be
rlleviated by expansion of the legislative
work week from three days to four or five,

A further worrisome aspect of the reorga-
nization plan is that jurisdiction over the
National Eovirenmental Policy Act (NEPA)
will be {ransferred from the Merchant Ma-
rine and Fisherles Committee (which at press
time is slated to become a minor committee)
to the Energy and Environment Cemmittee,
John Dl.ngen {D-Mich.) is the subcommittes
cheirman of the Merchant Marine and Fish-
eries subcomumittes, which now has jurisdic-
tion over NEPA, and it is largely through his
efforts that NEPA has been preserved from
debilitating amendments, Transferring juris-
dictien over NEPA {o the Energy and the
Environment Committee opens the door to
possible amendments,
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This transfer of NEPA jurisdiction comes at
a politically inopportune time, There was a
secret, high-level meeting at the White House
a few weeks ago to discuss the possibility of
amending NEPA in such s way as to permit
energy-producing facilities nmot to file en-
vircnmental impact statements. Since NEPA
has forced agencies to consider the enviren-
mental impact of their action and has per-
mitted public participation in .decisiom
making, this Administration proposal would
be a disastrous setback for the public Interest.

In the tightly knit world of Congress, one
of the best ways to prevent erippling amend-
ments to a law is fo reject these amendments
when they are offered for consideration at
the subcommitiee level. So far environmen-
talists have been lucky In having a Iriend,
John Dingell, as chalrman of the Subcom-
mittee of the Merchant Marine and Fisheries
Committee that has jurisdiction over NEPA.
If the WEPA jurisdiction is transferred to
the Energy and the Environment Committee,
NEPA will be In dire trouble.

SLUMPFLATION IS A GOOD REASON
NOT TO END ALL CONTROLS

(Mr. BINGHAM =asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
Point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr, Speaker, as the
Congress prepares {0 abandon economic
controls on April 30, headlines in the
daily press convey the bad news to the
American consumer—inflation is worse
now than at any time in the last 25 years,
climbing at over 13 percent on an an-
nualized basis. “Double-digit inflation™
will become 2 household phrase unless
the Congress acts forcefully and respon-
sibly before it is too late. I include an
article from the Washington Post of
April 20, 1974, and an editorial from the
New York Times of April 22:

[From the Washington Post, Apr. 20, 1974]
IsrraTion Rare Is Hicmest 1v 25 Yzars
(By Hobart Rowen)

The worst Inflation rate in nearly a quar-
ter of a century continued to plague the
nation In March, when the consumer price
index rose another 1.1 per cent, eguivalent
to an annual rate of 13.2 per cent.

It was the second consecutive day of bad
economic news, the government having re-
ported & recession-like drop in the Gross
National Product Thursday by 5.8 per cent.

The combined sgqueeze of higher prices and
sluggish production has government officials
worried, but the current posture of the Nixon
administration, fearful of worsening the in-
fintion rate, I8 tn %ry to ride out tThe storm
without sthmulative messures.

‘The March result compared with a 13
per cent increase in February and 1 per cent
for Jnouary (ail figures seasonally adjusted.)
But while Tfood price pressures eased some-
what, inflationary pressures in non-food
items and services became more severe.

The food price index increased by 08 per
cent in March, substantially less than the
2.5 per cent In February or 1.6 per cent In
March, thanks mostly to a decline in beef,
pork, poultry, eggs and fresh Trults. Never-
theless, the Labor Department said that the
08 per cent increase is much higher than is
usual for foods In March,

In the Washington ares, the Department
said, the reteil food price mdex was un-
changed at 163.5 (1967 equals 100). A de-
cline in grocery store prices about offset an
incrense In restaurants. {Food is the only
major category of the CTPI prices monthly
in the Washington area.)

Gary L. Scevers, a member of the Presi-
dent's Council of Hoomomic Advisers said
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that the inflation problem could be worsened
“by measures designed to stimulate the pace
of economic activity.”

But administration critics are concerned
by the fact that workers’ real income—that
is, pay after making an adjustment for high-
er prices and taxes—is lower than the year-
before level for the twelfth consecutive
month,

For the average married worker with three
dependents, real earnings dropped snother
09 per cent, bringing the March figure 47
per cent below a year ago. That means the
svernge worker has the spending power now
of only $05.80 out of each $100 a year &go.

Taiting the first three months of the year
together, the Labor Department said that the
cost of living has soared at an annual rate
of 14.6 per cent, the largest since ihe first
quarter of 1951.

On a yesr to year basis (Maych, 1973 fo
March, 1974), the cost of living has jumped
102 per cent, which explains why officials
refer to the inflation rate as a “double-digit™
affair, This is more than twice the rate of
the preceding year, and the highest 12-
month bulge in prices since January, 1948.

Another worrisome aspect of yesterdays
news is that while the sharp recent rise in
food prices abated considerably in March, the
price tag for mon-food prices and services
continued to escalate even faster,

in fact, the 15 per cent increase in in-
dustrial prices for the month (an 18 per
cent annmal rate) is the biggest in that cate-
gory since the government began to kesp
such statistics in 1954.

Within this group, gasoline and motor el
went up 7 per cent to a devel 36.3 per vent
above a year ago, the Labor Department said.

All told, higher prices for gasoline and
food—which uniil recently have been ac-
counting for about two-thirds of the infa-
tion—aceounted for only 25 per cent of it in
March, which means that price rises hawe
spread In a pervasive way to a wide range
of other consumer goods and services.

There were notable price increases in phy-
sicians' fees (up at a 204 per cent annual
rate), apparel, gas, electricity, postal rates,

mew <cars, city bus

goods.

In & separate report, the department said
that average of regular gasoline rose
95 per cent to §52.8 cents per gallon in
March., In the last five months the price
of regular gasoline has gone up 31.1 per cent.

Scevers expressed some optimlsm, in &
cautious way, about prospects that the level
of price hikes would sbate. Administration
officials are also hoping for an upturn in
economic activity despite Thursday's first

on GNP.

In the first three months, GNP rose only
$143 billion, or at a 4.4 per oent annual
rate, to a seaonally adjusted pace of $1,352
billion. This dollar value gain—all in prices—
was much smaller than a $33 billion gain,
or 10.5 per cent, in the previous guarter.

The 5.8 per cent slide in real GNP terms
is slmost triple what the sdministration
had privately expected at the beginning of
the year.

{From the Wew York Times, Apr. 22, 1974]
RECORD SLUMPFLATION

The nation's econemic performance in the
first quarter of this year was almost certalnly
the most alarming of the entire postwar pe-
riod. Real output declined at an annual rate
of 5.8 per cent, the sharpest drop in gross na-
tional product in sixteen years. The over-all
price level increased at an annual rate of 10.8
per cent—the steepest climb in 23 years. Most
disturbing of =il, slump and inflation
worsensed in parsilel. By am “index of eco-
nomic disorder”-—combining the rate of de-
cline in real G.N.P. with the rate of infia-
tion—this slumpflation provides the poorest
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record since World War II put an end to the
Great Depression.

The first quarter's dismal record cannot be
dismissed as a fluke, a stroke of bad Iuck
caused by the energy crisis. Unquestionably,
the oll embargo and soaring fuel prices did
help to depress the economy and exacerbate
infilation. The energy-cost squeeze has still
not ended and could even intensify in the
months ahead.

But the American economy had entered a
slump even before the Mideast war br-'te
out in October. Housing had fallen precipi-
tously due to tight money and high interest
rates, Analysts had hoped that a gradual
slowing of the economy and lower interest
rates would boost housing. Instead, accelerat-
ing inflation has raised rates to peak levels
and housing is slumping again.

Infiation has also worsened the cash prob-
lems of many businesses, especially such
heavy borrowers as the real estate investment
trusts. Even with heavier carrying costs,
business inventories are still rising. Since
much inventory building was involuntary,
such as the pile-up of unsold autos, produc-
tlon-depressing cuts in stocks appear to lie
ahead.

Inflation 1s practically out of control. Na-
tionally, consumer prices rose at an annual
rate of 13.2 per cent in March; in the New
York area, the cost of living climbed at a 14.4
per cent annual rate. Relentlessly, the Ad-
ministration goes on removing controls day
by day, and Congress shows no disposition
to design an effective new anti-inflation pro-
gram to replace that shattered ruins of the
existing one after April 30,

The new temptation—sponsored, curiously
enough, by Ilibertarian economists—is to
learn to live with inflation by imitating au-
thoritarian Brazil and attaching all incomes
and bonds to a price-index escalator. But,
without walting for the United States Gov-
ernment to go Brazilian, American labor is
producing an “indexing” solution of its own
through an automatic tie of higher wages
to higher prices, Understandable as labor's
pressure is, the reality is that sharp rises in
wages, far in excess of productivity gains,
threaten either to intensify unfairnesses in
the distribution of Inflation—or to create
& profit squeeze and deepen the recession.

The Administration is apparently counting
on a slowdown (which President Nixon has
forbidden his underlings to call a recession)
to check the inflation. At the same time, it is
counting on a second-half recovery to keep
unemployment from growing significantly.
But what plans has the Administration, if
these wishful forecasts go awry?

Flying without flight plans or controls, the
Administration’s top policy makers are jos-
tling for the pllot’s seat. Mr. Nixon has an-
nounced that he intends to take personal
charge of “economic policy.” “What policy?"”
one might well ask. On the record to date,
this could be the most disturbing news of
all.

Mr. Speaker, on April 10, when I
introduced H.R. 14189, I said that a new
approach, was needed to fight inflation
and unemployment. Two dozen of my
colleagues who have cosponsored the
measure are in agreement with me, and
many others appear to have similar
thoughts. If we abandon controls com-
pletely, the Congress by its inaction will
become the unwitting accomplice of an
administration “flying without flight
plans or controls.”

ADDRESS OF CONGRESSMAN JOHN
BRADEMAS, COLLEGE OF EDUCA-
TION, MICHIGAN STATE UNIVER-
SITY

(Mr. BRADEMAS asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
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point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous maftter.)

Mr. BRADEMAS, Mr. Speaker, on
April 21, 1974, I had the privilege of
speaking at the annual presidents’ din-
ner of the college of education, Michigan
State University, East Lansing.

The purpose of this dinner was to
honor those members of the faculty of
the college of education at MSU who
have been elected Presidents of national
educational organizations.

I insert at this point in the REecorp
the text of my remarks on this occasion:
ApprEss OF CONGRESSMAN JOHN BRADEMAS,

THE PRESIDENTS' DINNER OF THE COLLEGE

oF EpucaTioN, MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY,

Aprin 21, 1974

I am, for several reasons, delighted at the
opportunity to be with you here in East
Lansing tonight.

I confess that this is my first visit to Mich=
igan State University and I admire your
courage in inviting here the Representative
in Congress of the District where the na-
tion's Number One football team, that of the
Unlversity of Notre Dame, is located!

I am pleased to be here at one of the
nation's greatest universities because of my
friendship of many years with your distin-
guished President, Clifton Wharton.

Cliff Wharton is respected in Washington,
D.C. and across the nation as a thoughtful
and imaginative leader in American higher
education as well as in another field crucial
to the future of our country and, indeed, the
world, the economics of agriculture.

In fact, the state of Michigan can be proud
of having produced some of the nation’s most
eifective champlons of education.

I think of my wise and gifted friend, the
former Secretary of Health, Education and
Welfare and now Dean of the School of Edu-
cation at your sister institution at Ann Arbor,
Wilbur Cohen.

And I think of two senior members of the
House Committee on Education and Labor,
both widely respected for their expertise in
the fleld of education, Congressman James
G. O'Hara of Utlca, Chairman of the Subcom-
mittee on Higher Education, and Congress=
man William D, Ford of Taylor, who sits on
the subcommittee that handles elementary
and secondary education.

And I must say a word as well of the out-
standing contribution of your able State Su-
perintendent of Public Instruction, John
Porter, to the work of the National Commis-
sion on the Financing of Postsecondary Edu-
cation, on which I sat with him for over a
year.

I am glad to be here also to join in doing
honor to those members of the faculty of
education at Michigan State University who
have been elected to the presidencies of vari-
ous national organizations: August G. Ben-
son, President of the National Assoclation for
Foreign Student Affairs; Lloyd M. Cofer,
Chairman of the Association of Governing
Boards of Universities and Colleges; Carl H.
Gross, President of the Society of Profes-
sors of Education; Archibald B. Shaw, Presi-
dent of the Horace Mann League of the
U.8.A,;; Willard Warrington, President of the
National Council on Measurement in Edu-

.cation; and Stanley P. Wronski, President of

the National Council for the Soclal Studies.

That one faculty of one university should
have supplied so much leadership to 8o many
educational organizations speaks well, I be~
lieve, for both the callber and commitment
of your College of Education to the enterprise
that brings us together tonight, improving
the quality of education in the United States
and widening access to it.

ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT

Although, I speak as a member for many
years of that committee of the House of
Representatives with primary responsibility
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for writing legislation to support education
at every level from preschool to graduate
school and beyond. I want to focus my re-
marks on the major current legislation in
which I know many of you will have an
interest, the bill to extend the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act.

There are three reasons I choose to con-
centrate on this particular measure.

PFirst, the ESEA is the most important
program of Federal aid to education, in both
magnitude and impact.

Second, the bill extending ESEA is even
now making its way through the legislative
process, So my discussion of this bill is not—
no pun infended—academic.

Third, the complexity of the issues that
legislators face in trying to write this multi-
billion dollar bill to try to help our nation's
schools and the difficulties we have en-
countered in obtaining answers to the ques-
tions the measure raises combine, I believe,
to teach you, as professional educators, an
important lesson.

The lesson is this—and I shall give it to you
in advance—that schools of education should
give far more attention than they now do
to the shaping of Federal education policy.

For the fact is that although many of us
in Congress have been working hard this past
year to strengthen and improve the effec-
tiveness of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act, neither deans of schools of
education nor their faculties have, with rare
exceptions, made significant contributions
to our efforts,

This is a point to which I shall later
return,

So now let me speak of H.R. 69, the bill
which would extend for three years the ma-
jor programs of Federal aid to the nation’'s
grade schools and high schools. As you know,
the House just a few weeks ago gave its over-
whelming support to the measure by passing
it 380 vo 26.

And this vote is, I believe, solid evidence
that most of us in Congress, both Repub-
licans and Democrats, are commited to con-
tinulng our support of Federal assistance to
education,

I would like, at the outset, to list the prin-
cipal provisions of H.R. 69 as passed by the
House:

1. An extension of the Title I program for
three more years with an updating of its
formula for distributing its funds and the
inclusion of several improvements in its ad-
ministration.

2. Consolidation of several categorical Fed-
eral aid programs into two broad programs.

3. Extension of the impact aid programs
for three more years.

4, Extension of the Adult Education Act,

5. The creation of a new Community Edu-
cation program, along the lines of the pro-
gram pioneered in Flint, Michigan, and sup-
ported by the Mott Foundation,

6. An extension of the Education of the
Handicapped Act.

7. An extension of the Bilingual Education
Act.

8. A study of the need for early funding of
education programs,

9. An authorization for the calling of a
White House Conference on Education in
1975,

THE TITLE I ISSUE

I want to talk prineipally tonight about
what was perhaps the most controversial, but
no doubt the most important, feature of
the bill, the updated formula for Title I.

You will forgive me if much of what I say
sounds both specific and complicated but so
too is the nature of educational problems
with respect to which we legislate.

And I hope that when I have finished my
remarks, you will better understand why I
say that we as legislators meed more help
from you as educators than you now give us
in shaping public policy for education.

As you know, Title I was first enacted in
1965 as a response to what was then widely
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perceived 1o be a serious mational problem
cf educational deprivation among low-in-

. Studies and reports had de-
tarm a high correlation between poverty
and educsational achievement. The problem
was felt to be particularly acute In school
districts with high concentrations of poor—
djstrlcts which have dificulty in financing

quate educatonal ms,

Studies of the impact of Title I have indi-
cated that it has indeed been providing a
substantisl amount of assistance to pupils
in districts most In need of educational as-
sistance.

Although significant progress can be cited,
it was mecessary to extend Title I hecause
the original purposes and goals which Con-
gress established when Title I was first en-
acted into lTaw have not yet been achieved.

Our job in extending the Title I program
was & dificult one, however, because the
current formula which has been used to al-
locate Title I monies has become outdated
and has created serious distortions and
imbalances in the allocations of Title I
monies. “The updated formula written by
the Committee and edopted by the House
was aimed st correcting these problems.

As you know, the present law provides that
local school districts receive Title I grants
based on two factors: a) the number of
children in those districts from families with
incomes under $2,000 a year, according %o
the decennial census; and b) on the num-
ber .of children from families with incomes
over $2,000 from payments under the Fed-
eral program of Ald to Families with De-
Ppendent Children (AFDC).

Each school district’s entitlement is com-
puted by multipiying the total mumber of
children from these two categories by one
half the state or national average per pupll
expenditure for elementary and secondary
education, whichewer is higher,

When the Title I formula was written
nine years ago, it was thought that the
best method for distributing funds would be
to use census data to determine mumbers of
<hildren from poverty families since these
data were thought to be the most nationally
uniform and reliable.

But since the census date are collected
only once a decade, there was & need for an
updating factor to be annually applied to
the data, and that updater was written into
the original law as the portion of the formuis
which counts AFDC children.

THE AFDC PROBLEM

Originally, AFDC children accounted for
approximately 10% of the total Title I chil-
<dren, or about 600,000 out of a total of 55
million.

But over the wears, the AFDC children
counted under the formula have grown to
such am extent that they have overwhelmed
the children counted from the census to the
point where AFDC has become the predomi-
nant element in the formula. This problem
was compounded last year with the shift to
1570 census data, a shift which resulted in
mearly a 50% reduction of the number of
<hildren counted wunder the $2,000 low-
income level. As & result, AFDC children now
account for over 60% of the total mumber of
children eligible for Title I—about 3.6 mil-
lion children out of a total of .2 million Ti-
tle I.children.

Thus, Title I money is now being primci-
pally distributed not on a basis of nationally
uniform census data but on the basis of
AFDC caseload counts. But the AFDC pro-
gram in its present state simply does not pro-
vide an accurate and rellable basis for com-
paring poverty throughout the country.

Let me explain—

As you well know, there are great varieties
in the levels of AFDC benefits across the
couniry, as well as varieties in the methods
used to administer these programs. For ex-
ample, studies have shown that the wealthier
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1 State, 1hve more 1ikely It 15 that its level of
AFDC benefits will be high and that 1t will
therefore be able to add AFDC children un-
der Title I. Since the Title I formula has
come to rely more heavily on AFDC as a basis
for sllocation, Title I funds have therefore
tended to go to wealthier States, which have
been able to afford larger AFDC programs.

Further, the AFDC program leaves great
discretion to the States in its actusal admin-
istration. These differences clearly make
ATFDC statistics unsuitable for nise in the dis-
tribution of Federal aid.

A logk at the allocations under Title I for
last year, I think, aptly demonstrates how
allocatlons under the present formula hawe
tended to favor wealthier states with high
AFDC benefits.

New York, which ranks first in per capita
income among the states and ranks near the
top of the staies in AFDC benefits paid, re-
ceived nearly 18% of the Title I funds in
1974 while it has only 74% of the schoal
children in the country. Compare this with
Texas, which received 4.5% of the Title I
funds in 1974 although it hed 68% of the
total school children in the country. The rea-
son for this discrepancy is that Texns was
able to add only 81,854 AFDC children to its
total count of Title I eligible children while
New York was able to add 564,248 AFDC
children.

I am perfectly aware that we are not here
discuseing a general aid formula, but I think
it nonetheless true that these figures give
you some idea of the distortions created by
the present formula.

OTHER PROELEMS

‘There is another problem with the current
formuln, which utilizes a static, Tow-income
factor—§2,000—in counting census children.
A figure of this kind 1s too inflexible because
it does not reflect certain elemental variables
necessary in measuring poverty. For example,
under the present formula, children from a
family of three earning $1,905 would be
counted when children from a family of six
earning 2,005 would not.

And there is another difficulty. The present
Title I formula also has a problem with the
payment rate as applied to the Title I eligible
children, and this problem has produced sub-
stantial inequities as well. Let me explain:

Under the present law, school districts are
eligible to receive for each Title I child either
one-half the State or one-half the national
average expenditure for education, which-
ever is higher.

Since there is mo ceiling on the payment
rate which a State can receive, this aspect of
the formula has also contributed to a dis-
tortion of the distribution of Title I funds
among the States.

New York State, for example, is eligible to
receive 8772 per Title I child while Califor-
nia is eligible to receive only $485 per child.

Yet I think there would be few who would
contend that it costs that much more to live
in New York than to live in California,

So the result of this part of the formuila,
if you look at it in dollars and cents terms,
is that New York is this year recelving nearly
twice as much money as Californin—§218
million as compared to @121 million—al-
though the two States have approximately
the same number of Title I children.

A WEW TITLE I FORMULA

In view of these considerations, the Educa-
tion and Labor Committee wrote a new for-
muia to provide what we believed to be &
more equitable distribution of funds, one
which will rely on census data, data which
are uniform nationwlde, as a basis of allocat-
ing compensatory education funds.

This formula was developed after more
than a year of consideration by the Commit-
tee, consideration which included months of
public hearings and open mark-ups by the
General Education Subcommittee and
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months of public mark-up sessions by the
full Education and Labor Committee,

TUnder the updated formula developed hy
the Committee and adopted by the House a
few weeks ago, each school district will be
able to count the number of children with-
in the school district who are from families
considered poor according to the decemnial
census using the official Federal definition
of poverty known as the “Orshansky” index.

School districts will also be able to add
each year two-thirds of those children from
families receiving an income from payments
under the AFDC program in excess of the
current Federal definition of poverty for ms
nonfarm family of four—that figure being
presently $31250, and this fAgure i1s to be
updated aonually by fhe Consumer FPrice
Index.

To continue, each schodl district’s total
number of children is to be multiplied by
40 percent of the State average per pupll ex-
penditure Tor education except that if any
State's average expenditure is less than B0
percent of the national average expenditure,
school districts in that State will be entitled
to 80% of the mnational average per pupil
expenditure. If the State’'s average per pupil
expenditure is in excess of 120% of the na-
tional average exepaditure, school districts
within the State will be entitled fo & pay-
ment egual to 40% to 120% of the national
per pupil expenditure.

The purpose of shifting to an updated
definitlon of poverty for counting childrem
and in diminishing the importance of the
AFDC figures is to restore the balance that
was present in the original Title I program
and to provide for the most pOs-
sible nationwide distribution of Federal
compensatory education funds.

Using the Orshansky index of powverly
and by reducing reliance on AFDC, more ac-
curate and uniform mnational census data
will again be the principal basis for the dis-
tribution of Title I money. And the rather
erratic AFDC data will be used as a less im-
portant modifier of those data.

THE ORSHANSKEY INDEX OF POVERTY

The veason fthe committee adopted the
Orshansky index of poverty for counting the
number of Title I children 15 that 1t is the
most accurate measure of poverty providing
data at the county, State, and national
levels. The Orshansky index varies according
te three factors: First, the number of chil-
dren in the Tamily; second, the sex of the
head of the household; and third, the Iarm
or nonfarm status of the family.

Moreover, the Orshansky index is a meas-
ure of poverty adopted by the Federal Gov-
ernment in 1969 as the official definition of
poverty and is now widely used in various
Government programs,

You will also be interested in knowing
that we included a “hold-harmiless” provi-
ston, whereby no school district will receive
jess in any fiscal year than 85% of the money
it recelved in the preceding fiscal year.

And in recognition of the important role
of teachers in providing special assistance to
educationally deprived children, the bill ap-
proved by the House would anthorize the
use of Title I funds for teacher tralning pro-
grams 1n local school districts.

Although the formula developed by the
Committee was in my view the most eguita-
ble and falr formula which could be devised,
it was not without its critics,

OTHER APPREOACHES

Certainly, the most wocal critics of the
updated formula were those Members who
charged that the new formula moved toward
a general ald approach and away from =&
poverty-related program. They argued that
the wupdated formula shifted funds fromm
citles and states which had recelved speclal
attention in 1965 when Title I was first
enacted and which have the highest concen-
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tration of educationally deprived children
to wealthier and more rural areas. They were
particularly concerned about the estimated
entitlements for New York State and New
York City.

In this regard, I would have to make two
points. The first is that Title I was not
designed to help or hurt any city or State;
rather, it was intended to help educationally
deprived children.

But even putting that argument to one
side, an analysis of the projected allocations
under the updated formula clearly indicated
that these charges just were not true. These
projected allocations show that most urban
states and counties will have a greater share
of Title I children than they did in 1865, the
first year of Title I. For example, in Fiscal
1966 California had 5.6% of the eligible Title
I children. Under the updated formula, it
will have 84% of the eligible children. Los
Angeles in 1966 had 1.9 percent of the eligible
Title I children; under the committee for-
mula, it will have 8.4%.

New York State in Fiscal 1066 had 54%
of the eligible children; under the committee
formula, it would have 8.6%. New York City
in 1966 had 3.29 of the total Title I children,
and under the committee formula, it will
have 5.629%.

And an analysis of the updated formula
indicates that although a few cities may lose
some money, a comparison of allocations un-
der the committee formula with allocations
in Fiscal 1878 and Fiscal 1974 shows that
most cities can expect to receive significant
increases in Title I funds.

Clearly, Title I remains the program which
serves the poor who are underachlevers and
who reside in areas of concentrations of poor
families,

These critics tried to develop an alternative
formula which they felt would be more
favorable to urban areas and particularly to
New York State and New York City. The
difficulty of their task was, I believe, under-
scored by the fact that they were at one
point considering some 20 different formulas.
You can guess, I am sure, that the one thing
these formulas had in common was that they
shifted more Title I money to New York
State and New York City at the expense of
other States and urban areas, and it was not
surprising, therefore, that the first of these
amendments to be offered was defeated by a
vote of 87 to 326 and that a second amend-
ment, defeated 17 to 73, had such little sup~
port that its sponsors could not muster the
twenty necessary Members to request a re-
corded vote.

The other major source of criticlsm came
from Members who wanted to view Title I
more a8 & general ald program. Under this
approach, 24 of Title I funds would have
been allocated on the basis of school age
population and }; on the basis of the com-
mittee poverty-related formula. This ap-
proach was contrary to the fundamental
purposes of Title I and had the effect of
shifting Title I funds from urban areas with
the highest concentrations of educationally
deprived children to wealthier suburban
school districts.

For example, although the State of Michi-
gan would have received $4.8 million more
under this approach than under the updated
committee formula, there would have been
8 $5.6 million increase for Oakland and Ma~-
comb Counties, two of the twenty richest
counties in the nation, while Wayne County
would have received $4.4 million less.

My own view is that given scarce education
resources, we should focus education funds
on areas with the greatest need—those areas
with concentrations of educationally-de-
prived children.

And so I was naturally pleased that the
House rejected this approach 103 to 312 and
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in eflect voted to continue the current ap-
proach of allocating Federal compensatory
funds to such areas.

A STUDY OF COMPENSATORY EDUCATION

I would like to say a word about another
important section of HR. 69 which, I be-
lieve, can prove most helpful to Congress
and the educational community in our un-
derstanding of Title I and similar compen-
satory education programs,

That section would authorize the National
Institute of Education to conduct a compre-
hensive review of compensatory education
programs, to study alternative methods for
distributing such funds, and to conduct ex-~
periments for the purpose of evaluating these
alternative methods,

One of the real problems our committee
encountered in considering H.R. 69 was the
difficulty in obtaining reliable and useful
information about compensatory education
programs, especially about their effectiveness
and about alternative methods for distribut-
ing such money,

The study provided in the committee bill
would call for an examination of all such
programs, not only those provided under
Title I, but State programs as well,

The NIE is directed to study the funda-
mental purposes of compensatory education
programs, evaluate their effectiveness in at-
taining these purposes and review as well the
effect of concentrating such funds in the
areas of reading and mathematics. Here
again, I believe that schools of education in
particular should give greater attention to
the relationship between better research and
better teaching.

This section also authorizes NIE to look
at alternative methods for distributing the
moneys, including methods based on poverty
and methods based on procedures to assess
educational disadvantage.

The bill provides a separate authorization
of $156 million for the NIE to meet the re-
search costs of the study and to submit an
interim report to Congress no later than
December 31, 1976, 6 months before the ex-
piration of Title I, with a final report due no
later than 9 months thereafter.

CONSOLIDATION

I want now to refer to another provision of
the bill, the so-called consolidation section.

The committee agreed to consolidate,
under certaln conditions, seven categorical
programs into two broad purpose programs.

The school library program (Title IT of
ESEA), the equipment program (Title IIT,
NDEA), and the guidance and counseling
program (part of Title III ESEA) are to be
consolidated into the first broad category:
Ubrary and instructional resources.

The innovation program (the remainder
of Title III ESEA) the dropout prevention
and the health and nutrition programs
(Title VIIT of ESEA) and the program of aid
to State Departments of Education (Title V
of ESEA) are to be consolidated into the sec-
ond broad category; innovation and support
services,

I should here point out, however, that
these consolidations will only go into effect
if the total appropriation provided for them
during the first fiscal year is at least equal
to the aggregate amount appropriated for the
seven separate programs during the preced-
ing fiscal year. For each year thereafter, the
consolidations will only be carried out if the
appropriations for that year are at least equal
to the appropriations for the consolidations
of the previous fiscal year.

Further, safeguards have been written into
the bill to assure that the Integrity and
identity of the Individual categorical pro-
grams will be maintained.

Obviously the point of these conditions is
to guarantee that the same total amount of
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moneys Is provided for these purposes as
were provided in the separate categorical pro-
grams, The committee did not believe that
consolidation should be used as an excuse to
phase out an important aid to education or
to retrench a Federal commitment to these
several programs,

Now where are we on ESEA?

The House has passed the extension biil
and with overwhelming approval of the new
Title I formula,

The Senate Labor and Public Welfare
Committee recently reported its version of
an extension and the Full Senate is expected
to consider it within the next few weeks.

I shall not here take time to analyze the
differences between the House and Senate
bills; they are considerable,

But I am confident that after protracted
negotiation in a House-Senate conference, o
bill will be produced that will continue this
vital form of assistance to the nation's
schools.

I hope, however, that what I have said
about the variety and difficulty of the issues
involved in this legislatlon persuades you
why I argue—as does Wilbur Cohen—that
deans of schools of education and their fac-
ulties should no longer hesitate to offer their
suggestions to us in Congress on what they
believe should be included in legislation that
can significantly affect our schools, colleges
and universities.

EDUCATION OF HANDICAPPED CHILDREN

Now I should like, if I may, to say a word
about a couple of other areas in which I
have conslderable interest and which come
within the jurisdiction of the subcommittee
I have the honor to chair.

In the Elementary and Secondary Educa-
tion Act bill just approved, we propose to
extend the Education of the Handicapped
Act,

But you and I know that this legislation
in and of itself has really not proved ade-
quate in meeting the needs of handicapped
children in the United States.

Even with the present pattern of Federal
support, only 40 percent of the handicapped
children are now being served, and it has
become increasingly difficult for the families
of handicapped children to meet the excep-
tionally high cost of special education.

Moreover, as a recent Rand Study showed,
Federal programs to assist the handicapped
are marked in many cases by a lack of focus
and direction.

For these reasons, but in particular because
of the concern some of us have to assure that
handicapped children are given a more equi-
table opportunity for an education appropri-
ate to their needs, Senator Harrison Williams
of New Jersey, the distinguished Chairman
of the Senate Committee on Labor and Pub-
lic Welfare, and I have introduced legislation
of which I should like to say just a word to
you,

It is based in no small part on the needs I
have just cited, but also on the pattern of
recent State Supreme Court decisions where-
by courts have held that handicapped chil-
dren have & constitutional right to an edu-
cation just as do normal children,

Our bill would provide Federal funds to
states with which to reimburse local school
districts for up to 3} of the excess costs of
educating handicapped over normal children,

We have, as it were, taken into account
the finding of many experts that it costs at
least twice as much, or more, to educate
handicapped as normal children,

My subcommittee has already held several
days of hearings on this proposal, and there
is at least a strong possibllity of congressional
action on the bill this year,

And here again, if I may say so, we in
Congress have found precious little help from
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our schools of educafion in writing this
legislation.

Here, for example, is a crucial question:
How do you define “cost” when It comes to
educating handicapped children?

For the definition of “cost” in a bill that
vould reimburse school districts on an
“axcess costs” basis s obviously crucial to
determining of flow of funds.

You wil recall how Important—and diffi-
cult—was the question of defining “poverty”
in determining who receives Federal com-
pensatory education money under Title I of
ESEA.

BCHOOLS OF EDUCATION AND EDUCATION POLICY

But I wonder how much attention is given
by our schools of education and by our edu-
cational researchers generally to such real
world problems as these?

Indeed, I would go a step further most re-
spectfully to suggest that schools of educa-
tion too often fail to teach effectively about
the processes of policy making in education,
at all levels of government.

For unless you in the schools of education
understand the importance to education of
how we as politicians decide policy, you will
ignore the need for you as educators to pay
more attention to the substance of the policy
we decide,

Having said this, you will, I hope,
appreciate why I now want to say a brief
word about the National Institute of
Education.

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION

This agency, first proposed by President
Nixon in 1970 and strongly championed by a
coalition of Democrats and Republicans in
Congress, is now the major Federal venture
for supporting research and development in
education at every level and in both formal
and nonformal learning situations.

As prineipal sponsor of the NIE in Con-
gress, I naturally have a deep commitment
to seeing it move ahead, to help us improve
the quality of learnings and teaching in our
schools, colleges and universities and other
educational institutions.

And, although I have found it easy to dis-
guise my enfhusiasm for the works of
Richard Nixon, I have been outspoken in my
commendation of the President for having
first proposed the National Institute of
Education.

For you and I know that we simply do not
do as good a job as we ought to do in research
on the learning and teaching processes.

The National Institute of Education is
aimed at helplng make possible, through
grants and contracts across the country, not
only more and better research but more effec-
tive dissemination of the results of the re-
search so that they can make an impact in
the classroom.

The NIE has had, for a varlety of reasons
that I shall not here detall, some difficult
time In getting started and Congress has not
been all that responsive to its pleas.

I was nonetheless happy to see that Presi-
dent Nixon in his special message on educa-
tion to Congress earlier this year indicated
his continuing support for the National In-
stitute of Education, and I was glad also fo
see in the President’s budget message a call
for $130 million for Fiscal 1975.

I hope very much that you as educators
will give your strong support to the Presi-
dent's request in both these instances, I like
to think that when you get someone on the
White House “Enemies List” urging you to
support Mr. Nixon's requests, there may be
something to be said for it!

The passage of the NIE reflects what I take
to be an increasing concern, at least on the
part of Members of Congress, that we need to
be much more thoughtful and systematic in
our efforts to understand the effects on
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learning and teaching of the actions that we
take, in particular, the expenditure of large
amounts of public money.

And of course, this same motivation was
what propeiled me to offer and the commit-~
tee to accept the amendment authorizing the
NIE to conduct a study of compensatory
education in the United States.

I can tell you that one of the reasons that
on the committee we had to wrestle so long
and hard with the Title I formula is that we
simply lacked adequate information and
rensoned analysis on the effectiveness of com-
pensatory educatlon programs, the same kKind
of problem that troubled us in 1972 as we
sought to write a program of general insti-
tutional aid for our colleges and universi-
ties,

A LESSON FOR AMERICAN EDUCATORS

Everything I have just sald has, I like to
think, some significance for you as American
educators.

One of the lessons is that all of us who
make declsions about education must be more
reflective, more systematic, more rational in
what we seek to do.

With public monies scarce and the de-
mands for such monies rising both in num-
bers and in amount, it is essential that all
of us who are dedicated to improving the
quality of education and widening access to
it do the very best job that we can with the
resources that are avallable.

And doing the best job that we can in
education means at least, I respectiully sug-
gest to you, thinking a good deal more about
what we are doing and why we are doing it.

Surely these iz here a challenge to the
schools of education in this country, a chal-
lenge to apply more reason to the institu-
tions and processes of our society that both
incarnate and advance reason, to, that is to
say, our schools, colleges and universities
and the teaching and learning for which they
exist.

I think I can take no better theme for
the sermon that I have just preached to you
than the simple opening of Abraham Lin-
coln’s House Divided Speech in 18568. Said
Lincoln: “If we could first know where we
are, and whither we are tending, we could
better judge what to do and how to do it.”

I hope I have given you some idea of what
one Member of Congress thinks about where
we are and whither we are fending in the
fleld of American education.

I hope that you as educators will help
us as legislators better judge what to do
and how to do it.

AMENDMENT TO BE OFFERED BY
MR. HECHLER OF WEST VIR-
GINIA

(Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia
asked and was given permission to ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and to include extraneous mat-
ter.)

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia, Mr.
Speaker, on April 25 I intend to offer the
following amendment to the NASA au-
thorization bill, HR. 13998:

Page 2, lines 18 and 14, delete the amount
“$76,600,000" and insert in lieu thereof the
amount *$80,5600,000",

STRIP MINING IN NORTH DAKOTA

(Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia asked
and was given permission to extend his
remarks at this point in the Recorp and
to include extraneous matter.)
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Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, in February I visited North
Dakota as a guest of Gov. Arthur Link
and the United Plainsmen to discuss strip
mining. I was deeply impressed by the
people of North Dakota and their deep
concern that strip mining threatens
their land and way of life. When I re-
turned to Washington, I wrote a letter
to the editor of a number of North Da-
kota newspapers. My letter to the Willis-
ton, N. Dak., Daily Herald sparked an
exchange of letters, Mr. W, J. Oved of
Crosby, N. Dak,, wrote a letter attacking
my position. Mr. William K. Thomas of
Williston responded with a letter which
I feel is representative of the sentiments
of most North Dakotans. While we in
Congress hagele over weak regulatory
legislation, the people at the grass roots
await real action to phase out strip
mining., The text of the three letlters
follows:

COAL OPERATORS ARE SERIOUS THREAT TO

NorTH DAXOTA
Editor, The Williston Herald

DeaAr Simz: I have just returned from a won-
derful trip throughout North Dakota, from
the Red River Valley to the Little Missouri
Grasslands and the ranches beyond Theo-
dore Roosevelt National Memorial Park. In
West Virginia we have seen our precious soil
ripped and ravaged by strip mining, and our
people exploited and impoverished by coal
interests taking huge profits out of the state
without helping the people.

Thanks to the courageous leadership of
your governor, Arthur Link, and organiza-
tions like the United Plainsmen, the people
of North Dakota are hecoming aware of the
serious threat to your land and your way
of life. Huge coal gasification plants con-
suming massive amounts of precious water,
fed by lignite strip-mined from vast acre-
ages, will bring a very temporary illusion of
& boom followed by a bust, It is like taking
several strong drinks in a row: you're riding
high for a brief period, but the hangover
comes when the coal is gone, the land is
gone, the jobs are gone and the bitter truth
of the morning after leaves you with a
mouthful of ashes,

West Virginians have heard the coal com-
panies spread their false promises that strip
mining will be reclaimed and bring pros-
perity. The thin soil, high sodium content
and low rainfall in North Dakota make “rec~
lamation” even less possible than in the
hilly areas of West Virginia once the soil is
ripped apart. In North Dakota ground water
in many areas is carried by the coal seam,
S0 that once that coal is stripped, the disrup-
tion of water flows ls permanent. The coal
companies will show you “showcase” reclam-
ation achieved at a very high cost per acre,
but they can’t do it everywhere and make
the profits they need.

Beated between Governor and Mrs. Link
at church on Sunday, the first line of the
first hymn we sang together was: “Once for
every man and nation, comes the moment
to declde.” North Dakotans have the chance
to decide not to repeat the sad experience of
West Virginia. I feel confident that North
Dakota will decide that its precious land and
way of life are more important than fatten=
ing the pocketbooks of those who would ex-
ploit and destroy the state through strip
mining,

Sincerely,
Ken HECHLER,
Congressman, West Virginia.
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PROBLEMS oF MAN AREN'T DUE TO
OVERPOPULATION
Editor, the Williston Herald

DEAR Sm: I write to protest that octopus
cartoon titled, “The Root of All Evil,” in the
Tuesday, March 5, paper, in which you
have the first two tentacles labeled "Over-
Population”, with “Starvation-Inflation” and
“Pollution™ following behind,

It's not over-population that causes
starvation-inflation and pollution, but gov-
ernment interference with private enter-
prise that causes it. The saddling of en-
terprise with controls, and the building of
ignorance; and perhaps it's providence, but
at the bottom of the page you have a car-
toon titled “Berrys World,” depicting a
father talking to his son and saying: “I'm
sorry, son. I just can't help wishing you had
decided you wanted to be a wood earver in
Vermont before we sent you through medical
school.”

Right here is depicted one of the
that causes starvation-inflation and pollu-
tion. This is ignorance at work! And who
is at fault? No one, specifically; it's a com-
posit: The parents, the schools, the church,
and the news medla—perhaps the news
media most of all. For they have glorified
hippiedom from coast to coast and have
promoted the breakdown of parental au-
thority at almost every opportunity. Plus
stifiilng what they call right wingism, ie.
common sense, writers, and those who might
quote the Bible. And here we come to the
churches also . . .

And it's a constant source to me of
amazement that so many preachers can
preach week after week and never, even
“stumble”, across Deuteronomy, the 28th
chapter, where God tells what will happen if
they follow or leave Him. What's the matter
with these fellows, are they blind, or stupid,
or both? And then there’s the schools: how
come they turn out people who don't know
the workings of business economlies? Or the
lessons of history?

And perhaps it's providence again, but
on the same page you have an article by
Ralph de Toledano, titled “Farah unioniza-
tion will set patiern.” Here’s another ex-
ample of what causes starvation-infilation
and pollution. This is the stifling of busi-
ness; and how come our schools turn out
people who don't know that?

And also, right alongside of it, in the
letters column, there's a letter from a 5O
percent conservative congressman (accord-
ing to the Review of the News, 12-5-73 issue)
from W. Virginia, coming way out here in
what I take to be a form letter, lending his
voice to how to stifile and harass businessmen
as they seek to relleve us of our contrived
energy shortage.

And right here, all on the same page,
you have depicted three things that cause
starvation-inflation and pollution; yet, in
spite of that you print a cartoon blaming
it on over-population. Why ? ? ?

Mr. W. J. Ovep.

LET CoAL PEOPLE RUIN THEmR OWN BACKYARDS
Editor, The Williston Herald

Dear Smm: I am writing this Jetter to protest
some of the things Mr. W. J. Oved of Crosby
sald in his letter to the Herald on Monday,
March 11 mainly the unkind, unjust, untrue,
and uncalled-for remarks he made about the
letter written by Congressman Hechler of
West Virginia, March 5.

Mr. Oved took his letter to be a *“form
letter,” and made some unflattering remarks
about his “lending his volce to how to stifie
and harass businessmen as they seek to
relieve us of our contrived energy shortage.”
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I ask you, Mr. Oved, why do you think the
congressman wrote that letter? Do you
think he was after his share of the spofls,
like Arthur Seder is? Do you think he ean
possibly gain votes In West Virginia by caring
about North Dakota? You really missed the
point Congressman Hechler was trying to
say, “Look, I know what coal development
means to a state because West Virginta has
gone through it, and ¥ think North Dakota
had better lIook before they leap.

As for the coal industry businessmen
‘relieving™ us, sure, theyll “relieve” us—of
the beauty of our land, the land’s produc-
tivity, our way of life, our ties to the land,
our water, our blue skies, clean air, the few
remaining wndammed rivers and creeks we
have left, and replace these things with
monstrous machinery ripping the land apart,
huge plants spewing tons of pollutants into
the air, electric power lines and gas pipe-
lines criss-crosing the landscape, not to men-
tion the thousands of miles of new roads,
thousands of acres of land flooded to form
holding ponds for water for more plants, and
scores of “boom" towns with inadequate
water, sewer, educational, and social faeili-
ties.

Also, Mr, Oved, in your letter you relate
common sense to right winglsm. I relate
wingism, whether it be right or left, to
fanaticism. A person with common sense can
listen to both the far right and the far left,
take the soundest prineciples of both, dis-
card the hatred, fears, and prejudices, and
apply these sound principles to our political
system, which will never be perfect but,
despite its faults, has no equal in world
history.

If you don't like the way of life North
Dakota has to offer, then move. Don't try to
change it by strip mining and polluting
everylhing that makes life here a little uni-
que. If you wish to live in an area that has
been ruined by Industry, you'll have no
problem finding a place to live, but don’t
make a wasteland of North Dakota for that
purpose.

We have too Hittle land left that has not
been destroyed by industry or the Army
Corps of Engineers. Let the coal people ruin
thelr own backyards, not ours.

WnLiaMm K. THOMAS,

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE RE-
CRUITING RESULTS FOR MARCH
1974

(Mr. DAN DANIEL asked and was giv-
en permission to extend his remarks at
this point in the Recorp and to include
extraneous matter.)

Mr. DAN DANIEL. Mr. Speaker, today
I again place in the Recorp the Depart-
ment of Defense recruiting results for the
I1st month. The services met 97 per-
cent of their recruiting objectives which
is good. However, it will be noted that
the Army failed by 9 percent to meet its
reeruiting objectives. They have met only
89 percent of their recruiting objectives
for this current fiscal year.

The four armed services obtained 31,-
730 enlistments during March, including
prior-service and non-prior-serviee per-
sonnel. This was 97 percent of their
Mareh program objective of 32,740. Ex-
cept for the Army, all services met their
March recruiting objectives. The Marine
Corps exeeeded its original objective by
8 percent, or 350 enlistments. The Marine
Corps had hoped to achieve 1,440 addi-

April 24, 197}

tional enlistments to help make up for
shortfalls sustained in prior months. Re-
sults by service were as follows:

RECRUITING RESULTS—ALL SOURCES

March

February
pescent
objective

Program
objective

Percant
Actual objective

14, 850 91
6,370 100
4,500 108
6, 020 101

3, 730 97

YEAR-TO-DATE RECRUITING RESULTS BY BERVICE

During the first months of the fiscal
year the four military services had
achieved 93 percent of their cumulative
reeruiting objectives. The following table
shows year-to-date performance by
service:

RECRUITING RESULTS—ALL SOURCES
YEAR-TO-DATE, FISCAL YEAR 1974
Jin thousands)

vy,
Marine Cor,
Air Force_ .rﬁ-..__

Total DOD

The number of nonprior-service men
enlisted was 27,050 or 95 percent of the
Service's March objective; the number of
nonprior-service women was 2,260 or 100
percent of the objective; and the number
of prior-service personnel was 2,420 or
about 117 percent of the objective. The
following table shows the distribution of
March enlistments by source:

RECRUITING RESULTS BY SOURCE

March

Pragram
objective

Percent
Actual objective

Total POD. 32, 740

TOTAL MILITARY ETRENGTH BY SERVICE

The total DOD military strength was
about 1 percent below the strength level
planned at the end of February, as shown
in the following table, The Navy short-
fall reflects a continuing problem in
strength accounting rather than a fail-
ure to meet recruiting objectives, A total
of 8,800 enlisted losses resulted from a
careful review of actual strength on
hand. The Navy is striving to make up
the difference before year-end through
overdelivery against its recruiting goals:
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STATUS OF MILITARY STRENGTH BY SERVICE

|in thousands]

End of February

June 1974
Objec- Short- _current
tive! Aclual fall objective !

785 782
561 § 551
192 186
645

2,174

Ay ..ol
Na\-;:

Marine Corps. -
Air Force 673

2,211

Total DOD.

1 February strength objeclives reflect the lowered strength
objectives for the end of the Fiscal Year which were announced
in January and which lted from Cong | action on
the FY Budget Request. Program adjustmients were made in
Iate lanuary.

NONPRIOR SERVICE ENLISTMENTS, MEN AND
WOMEN, BY SERVICE
During March the services achieved
the following results against their non-
prior service objectives for men and
women:

NONPRIOR SERVICE RECRUITING RESULTS

March Febru- Year to
ary date
per- per-
cent cont
objec-  objec-
tive tive

MEN
Army.. o 87
WAy Lol 5, 250 93
Marine Corps_. .- 112
Air Force.
Total DOD.... 28,410 95

101
99
93

100

100

Total DOD... 2,260

MENTAL GROUPINGS: HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATES

In March about 91 percent of all non-
prior-service enlistees were in mental
categories I-III, which are the average
and above average mental groups; only 9
percent were in mental category IV, the
below-average group. High school gradu-
ates amounted to 62 percent of enlist-
ments; this is unchanged from February
and is more favorable than seasonal
trends. The data for July-March is
shown in the following table along with
the March results:

HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATES AND MENTAL GROUPINGS (NON
PRIOR SERVICE MEN AND WOMEN)

High school grad- Mental %mups, L
uates 1, e

Year
to
March date

Per- Per-
cent cent

Num-=
be

58

6 71 5,

35 4,010
a2 5, 850

Total DOD... 18,100

26, 730

1 Above average and average categories.
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AFRIL OBJECTIVES
The services’ manpower programs for
April called for the following enlistment
objectives from all sources:
April programn objections

Marine Corps
Air Force

Total DOD

In addition to these program objectives
the Navy is seeking 810 extended active
duty Reserve enlistments; 1,670 addi-
tional Regular Force enlistments because
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of revised loss estimates, and the Marine
Corps is seeking 980 additional enlist-
ments to offset previous recruiting short-
falls.
RESERVE COMPONENTS

The total Selected Reserve strength
increased in February for the fifth con-
secutive month with the two National
CGuard components, and the Air Force
Reserve showing net gains. Although
non-prior-service enlistments for all Re-
serve comnonents are lower than the
objectives for the year to date, the short-
falls have been partially offsct by suc-
cesses in recruiting prior-service enlisted
personnel:

FISCAL YEAR 1974 SELECTED RESERVE STRENGTHS!
[In thousands]

USAR

USAFR

USHR DOD total

Change from previous month

Net shortfover authorized end
stisagth. . ML . .

Percent short/over

w
™

~ND WO W
b FBRREE |
S~ WDeItE

1 Unaudited preliminary reports from services.

POTENTIAL RADIATION DOSES
FROM PLOWSHARE GAS

(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 Wyoming, Mr.
Speaker, yesterday in the Committee of
the Whole, the House voted to continue
funding for the Plowshare program. This
morning in my office I received the win-
ter edition of Review, a publication from
the Oak Ridge National Laboratory, con-
taining an excellent article by C. J. Bar-
ton, an analytical development chemist
whose work at Oak Ridge National Lab-
oratory dates back to 1948. He has con-
tributed most of his work at the labora-
tory in the molten salt reactor experi-
ment. He is a native of East Tennessee,
has two degrees in chemistry from that
university, and a doctorate from the Uni-
versity of Virginia. At Oak Ridge he has
also worked on nuclear safety research,
separation of zirconium and hafnium.
His report is a less technical version of
a paper formally delivered to the Atomic
Industrial Forum and I only quote from
his conclusions, particularly for those
Members of the House who absented
themselves from yesterday’s delibera-
tions.

He states that:

People accept background radiation be-
cause they have little control over it, In this
case, soclety does have a cholce, but once it
is made, individuals will have limited control
over their radiation exposure from this source
if Plowshare gas gets the go-ahead. And so,
in the final analysis, the decision concerning
use of nuclear explogives to increase natural
gas production will rest with the people po-
tentially exposed. They will have to weigh the

cost, Including exposure to low lévels of radi-
ation, against the benefits,

Many of you were far too busy yester-
day doing other things in the Nation's
Capital than to pay attention to the pro-
ceedings or to vote on this matter, but I
hope by reading his article, those people
in the Western States who will be direct-
ly affected by the level of radiation will
have an opportunity to make their own
conclusions and make their expressions
known to their elected officials.

The article follows:

POTENTIAL RADIATION DosEs From Prow-
EHARE Gas

(By C. J. Barton)

Shortages of electricity, fuel oil, gasoline,
propane, and natural gas convince us that
the energy crisis is here, The demand for
natural gas grows unchecked because the
price has been regulated at a low level
and gas is a clean source of energy. How-
ever, United States production of gas has
decreased since 1970, when total consump-
tion was approximately 22 trillion cubic feet,
and it seems unlikely, according to Sam
Smith, assistant vice president of EI Paso
Natural Gas Company (EPNG), that alter-
nate sources of gas, such as overland im-
ports from Canada and Alaska, liquefied na-
tural gas from Africa and the Soviet Union,
and coal gasification, can bridge the gap
between supply and demand.

One potential source of natural gas is low-
permeability gas-bearing rock formations in
Colorado, Wyoming, Utah, and New Mexico.
Gas from these formations, which are esti-
mated to contain more than 300 trillion cubic
feet of gas, approximately equal to the coun-
try's currently known reserves of available
gas in the “lower 48,"” apparently cannot be
recovered as economically by other tech-
nigues as by use of nuclear explosives, SBome
people feel that hydrofracturing, possibly
with slurried explosives, can do the job, and
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the AEC has asked for money to investigate
this possibility. Large-scale use of nuclear
explosives involving development of hun-
dreds of wells with up to five devices per well
has the capability of alleviating the shortage
of this important energy source, Why don't
we do it?

Briefly stated, there are three technieal
criteria that must be met before significant
quantities of FPlowskare gas can flow into
pipelines: The process must be proven eco-
nomically feasible, the seismic effects must
be acceptably small, and the presence of
small quantities of man-made radioactivity
must be acceptable to the people who will
use the gas. The ORNL studies discussed
here dealt exclusively with the last point, but
it appears that seismic effects will probably
not be a major problem in the sparsely popu-
lated areas where most of the gas is entrap-
ped, and, although reliable cost data are
not yet avallable, the projected cost of nu-
clearly stimulated natural gas—60 to 70
cents per 1000 cublc feet—compares favor-
ably with the $1.20 to $140 cost of im-
ported liquefied gas and synthetic gas from
coal gasification. Unreliability of cost esti-
mates indicates that the economic issue can
only be resclved by vigorous exploitation of
the alternate process, Because of the urgency
of the need for emergy, there is argument
for the bellef that more can be lost than
galned by walting for more exact cost esti-
mates before pursuing the alternatives.

The first project, Gasbuggy, encountered
relatively little public opposition, but this
was certainly not true for the next two, A
report in Nuclear News describing Rulison
following the detonation of the nuclear de-
vice In September 1969 was headed “Rulison
Stimulates Protests; and Hopefully, Gas.”
The headline referred to the project’s trou-
bled legal history. Intervenors carried their
battle against the Rulison experiment all the
way to the Supreme Court, where their
cause was rejected by Justice Thurgood Mar-
shell without comment. They did nof give
up the flght then but engaged in an in-
tensive court effort to prevent reeniry of the
Rulison well and the planned testing pro-
gram involving the burning of millions of
cubic feet of gas at the well site. This effort
also falled. Judge A. A, Arraj of the US.
District Court in Denver ruled in favor of
the defendants, Dr. Glenn Seaborg et al.

The loss of this court battle apparently
deterred a similar legal confrontation in re-
gard to Rio Blanco, although there was no
lack of vocal opposition to this third nuclear
well stimulation project. A court hearing
was held shortly before the three 30-kiloton
nuclear explosives, used to create the Rio
Blanco well, were detonated on May 17, 1973,
on the question whether the Colorado Water
Commission had acted to fulfill requirements
of state law on protection of the quality of
water supplies. The environmentalists’ clalms
were again rejected, and the experiment pro-
ceeded on schedule. The industrial sponsors
of the project were apparently successful in
their efforts to convince area residents that
the experiment was safe and needed. A head-
line in the Grand Junction (Colorado) Senti-
nel of May 8 read, “Rio Blanco—Those closest
Seem Less Worrled.”

The soundness of the court decisions re-
Jjecting the intervemors' claims of a radio-
activity hazard to people In the vicinity of
the Rulison well has been fully substantiated.
There was no evidence of a surface release
of radloactivity as a result of the detonation
of the 40-kiloton nuclear explosive, and as
a result of an extensive surveillance per-
formed by the National Environmental Re-
search Center of the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency during the well testing, the life-
time tritium dose to an Individual at the
nearest populated location was estimated at
less than 0.001 millirem. This dose can be
compared to the average U.8, dose of approxi-
mately 100 millirems/year from natural back-
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ground radiation. Thus, it seems certain that
people living near the Rulison well did not
receive a significant radiation dose from the
nuclear explosion or from the burning of
Rulison gas, Likewise, there was no measur-
able release of radioactivity from the Rio
Blanco explosions, and the selsmic damage
was much less than resulted from the smaller
Rulison explosion.

However, the protestors have not yvet had
an opportunity to test in the courts the more
fundamental question: Is an appreciable
radiological risk involved in the use of aat-
ural gas from a nuclearly stimulated well?
Their chance will come within the next year
iIf an application for permission to use gas
from the Rulison well materlalizes, Indus-
try's recognition of the importance of the
public-acceptance aspect of the nuclear gas
stimulation eoncept is shown by a statement
made by EPNG's Smith: *“Technically, there
will be no problem, but the psychological im-
pact is a different matter.” People will need
to be convinced that the small quantity of
radionuclides introduced into natural gas by
use of nuclear explosives will cause no harm.
Public acceptance is a prerequisite for future
development of this importance source of
energy.

GASBUGGY PROJECT

The Gasbuggy project, which was & Joint
endeavor of the Atomic Energy Commission,
the Bureau of Mines, and EPNG, was the first
experiment to test natural gas stimulation
with nuclear devices. It involved the crea-
tion of an underground “chimney"” by a 20-
kiloton nuclear explosion about 4400 feet un-
derground in western New Mexico in De-
cember 1967. The explosion allowed gas to
flow from the tight (low permeability) rock
formation at a much faster rate than from
nearby unstimulated wells. Flaring or burn-
ing of gas from this well began in June 1968
and continued intermittently until Novem-
ber 1969. A total of about 250 million cubic
feet of gas was flared from this well, and
the Gasbuggy experiment was considered to
be successful, The radioactive constituents of
the gas, mainly tritium and kryton-85, were
present initially at relatively high concen-
trations, but the concentration dropped as
the chimney gas was removed by flaring and
the remaining gas was diluted with uncon-
taminated gas from the surrounding forma-
tion. The small amount of carbon-14 found
in the gas is considered less important than
the other two long-lived radloisotopes. The
well was reopened in May 1973, and an addi-
tional quantity of approximately 108 million
cubic feet of gas was removed from the well
and flared.

EPNG did not plan to put gas from the
Gasbuggy well Into its pipelines. However,
studies to determine radiation doses that
people might receive from hypothetical uses
of this gas were initiated in 1968 by ORNL in
eooperation with EPNG. Attention was fo-
cused first on doses that EPNG employees
and members of the public might receive in
the area of EPNG's gas gathering and proe-
essing system in the San Juan Basin. This
portion of the study, designated FPhase 1,
showed that use of gas for cooking or for
unvented heating would be the most im-
portant routes through which people could
be exposed to radioactivity from Gasbuggy
gas (the critical exposure pathway), and
that housewives living in a camp adjacent
to the Blanco gas processing plant would
be the people estimated to receive the high-
est potential doses (the critical population
group). It was concluded that tritium was
by far the most important of three long-
lived radionuclides (tritium, krypton-85, and
carbon-14) found in Gasbuggy gas, and only
whole-body doses from this isotope expected
to be received by inhalation and skin ab-
sorption were considered. Whole-body doses
from immersion in krypton-85 are estimated
to be only about 1/50 of the dose from tri-
tium at the same concentration.

One important result of the Gasbuggy
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Phase I studies was the estimate, based on
data from a field experiment, that operators
would receive doges less than 1% of natural
background per year during the processing of
gas containing tritlum at the concentration
expected in a well field developed by use of
nuclear explosives,

¥n Phase II of the Gasbuggy studies, the
doses that people might receive from use of
Gashugey gas in two West Coast metropoli-
tan areas, the Los Angeles basin and the
San Francisco Bay area, were estimated.
Large quantities of natural gas are used at
both locations in homes and in commercial
establishments as well as for production of
electricity. A tritium concentration of 1 plco-
curie per cubic centimeter of gas was used
in the calculations because it is estimated
that the tritium concentration in natural gas
from a complete fleld of nuclearly stimulated
wells will average 1 picocurie per cubic cen-
timeter or less over the lifetime of the wells.
This value was selected on the basis that
future nuclearly stimulated wells produced
by use of devices especially designed for the
Jjob were expected to contain gas with meas-
urably less fritium than that in Gasbuggy
gas, which was produced by a weapon-type
explosive. These specially designed explosives
were used for the first time in the Rio Blanco
project.

Dose ealculations for the metropolitan
areas were alded by models of atmospheric
dispersion of pollutants and computer pro-
grams developed by stafl members of the Air
Resources Atmospheric Turbulence and Dif-
fusion Laboratory in Oak Ridge. The esti-
mated average annual tritium dose that
would be received by people in both areas
was about 0.5 millirem, with maximum in-
dividual doses of 2.0 to 2.6 millirems/year.
People living In houses having unvented
heating systems and unvented appliances
would be the eritical population group. Radi-
atlon doses to population groups in the gen-
eral public from all sources except medical
exposures and natural background are us-
ually compared to the Radiation Protection
Guide (RPG) of 170 millirems/year adopted
by the Federal Radiation Council. A dose of
2 to 3 millirems/year would not appear to
constitute a disproportionate share of the
Guide value if a cost-benefit analysis justi-
fied the use of nuclearly stimulated natural
gas. Also, people lving at the site boundary
of light water reactors could receive doses
from exposure to liguid and gaseous reactor
effluents that are in this range. A proposed
Federal regulation will limit these site
boundary doses to a total whole-body or or-
gan dose of 10 milllrems/year from both
types of radioactive effiuents,

Possible exposures from uses of tritium-
contaminated natural gas other than for
fuel have also been examined. Examples are
drinking tritiated ethyl alcohol and eating
margarine produced by use of hydrogen con-
taining tritlum. Here again it was assumed
that the natural gas had a tritium coneen-
tration of 1 picocurie per cubic centimenter,
It was estimated that 90 em * of ethyl alco-
hol, the amount required to give the intoxi-
cation level of 0.16% in a 160-1b adult, would
contain 0.017 microcurie. Daily intake of this
quantity of alcohol would result in an an-
nual dose of about 0.8 millirem. A similar
calculation was made for margarine, assum-
ing that hydrogenation of longchain unsat-
urated hydrocarbons is performed with hy-
drogen produced by eracking natural gas. It
was estimated that if a person ate a quarter
pound of ne a day for a year, he
would receive a whole-body dose of 0.2 mil-
lirem.

RULISON PROJECT

Dose studies in comnection with the hypo-
thetical use of Rulison gas got under way at
ORNL in 1971, and some resulis obtained
were published in Nuclear Technology last
October. The two gas companies close to the
Rulison well that could reasonably be con-
sidered as potential distributors of the Ruli-
son gas, the Rocky Mountain Natural Gas
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Company (REMNGC) and the Western Slope
Gas Company, Rifie Division (WSGC), are
small in comparison to EPNG.

Production testing of the well, which was
completed In April 1971, resulted in removal
of 455 million cubic feet of gas and nearly
all the tritlum inttially present in dry cav-
ity gas.

The ORNL dose studies examined two
cases involving different well conditions.
Case 1 considered estimated doses that
could have been recelved by customers of
the two gas compantes if the gas present in
the well before the testing program began
had been introduced into either gas system
at a rate of a million cubic feet per day.
Case 2 involved possible use of the gas in
the well in August 1971 after the gas present
at the end of the testing program had been
diluted with gas flowing into the well from
the surrounding rock formation. It was esti-
mnated In Case 2 that a total of 0.086 curle
of tritinm remained in the dry cavity gas,
while the initial amount was about 1200
curies (Case 1). Large pressurized water re-
actors release, on the average, 850 curies of
tritlum per year.

Discussions with representatives of the
two gas companies revealed that it would be
unrealistic to assume unvented space heat-
ing with gas in Colorado, as it is illegal and
the companies will not supply gas to homes
that do not meet legal requirements.

Potential dilution of Rulison gas differed
in the two systems. In the RMNGC system,
the data on potential use of Rulison gas
over a three-year period showed that 1t
would average about 10% of the total In
the first year, when the hypothetical aver-
age annual tritfium concentration would be
relatively high: 107 picocuries per cubie
centimeter. In the WSGC system, it was as-
sumed that Rulison gas would only reach
two communities, In the smaller one, Ruli-
son gas was assumed to make up 69% of
the total used for the single year period con-
sidered, while in the other the figure was
39%. Since potential dilution in this sys-
tem was much lower than in the RMNGC
system, estlmated doses were correspond-
ingly higher for equal gas usage.

Atmospheric dilution of combustion prod-
ucts was calculated for three types of gas
usage: ground-level release from homes and
commercial establishments, stack releases
from industrial users, and releases from all
types of usage dispersed within the wvalley
in which the system is located. Highest estl-
mated doses were from the first type of usage,
because a relatively large quantity of gas is
consumed annually within a small area, buta
maximum first-year Case 1 dose of 0.6 milli-
rem was estimated for Aspen, which receives
its gas from RMNGC. The high altitude of
this community, coupled with maximum oc-
cupancy during the winter skiing season,
probably accounts for its high gas usage.
The corresponding maximum Case 2 annual
dose is 0.00004 millirem.

Although it was assumed that home heat-
ing systems as well as gas hot water heaters
and clothes dryers are vented, the estimated
potential doses in homes having gas kitchen
ranges and gas refrigerators were higher than
from exposure to gas combustion products
dispersed In the atmosphere. The residents
of such homes are the critical population
group. The maximum estimated dose they
could receive in the RMNGC system in Case
1 is 6 millirems the first year; in the part
of the WSGC system that would receive es-
sentially undiluted Rulison gas, the maxi-
mum estimated first-year dose would be 39
millirems.

Another aspect of the Rulison project that
we considered is the radiological impact of
the hypothetical use of 94 million cubic feet
of gas per day from the Rulison field to gen-
erate electricity at the Cherokee Electric
Power Statlon, located just north of the Den-
ver city limit. Since a number of nuclearly

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

stimulated wells would be required to fur-
nish this amount of gas and the change In
tritium concentration of gas from such wells
with volume of gas flowed cannot be pre-
dicted accurately yet, we postulated 10 pi-
cocuries per cubic centimeter for the aver-
age tritium concentration, from our and
others’ calculations. Computer programs were
developed to calculate whole-body tritium
doses to individuals as a function of distance
from the plant stacks and total population
duses in terms of man-rems. The maximum
individual dose of 0.006 millirem/year was
estimated to be received by individuals Hv-
ing 5 kilometers north of the station, and
the total dose that could be received by 1.6
million people living around the station was
3 man-rems,/year. Estimation of these doses
required taking into sccount rather unusual
meteorological conditions: the direction of
the wind changes from generally north to
generally south and vice versa on the average
of once a day in Denver. Thus the plume
from the stacks will move back and forth
over the populated area, becoming more dif-
fuse in the process, until it is blown out of
the area. The estimated total population dose
of 3.0 man-rems/year gains perspective when
compared with the 250,000 man-rems/year
received by the same population from natural
radiation sources and 110,000 man-rems/
year from diagnostic uses of x rays. The 3
man-rems/year population dose estimate is
equivalent to the inereased whole-body dose
that would be received from cosmic rays if
the average elevation of the 1.6 million peo-
ple was increased 4 inches.

1t is interesting to compare the estimated
population dose from use of nuclearly stimu-
lated natural gas to produce electricity with
the dose from light-water nuclear power re-
actors. The estimated average population
dose per pressurized water reactor is 13 man-
rems/year. We assume that each reactor gen-
erates enough heat to produce 1000 mega~
watts of electriclty. The power produced in
the part of the Cherokee station that we
considered is 344 megawatts. Krypton-85
gives approximately 2% of the whole-body
dose of an equal concentration of tritium,
but we assume that the concentration of
krypton-85 in Plowshare gas is 7 times that
of tritlum; consequently, the whole-body
dose from krypton-85 in the gas is caleulated
to be 14% of that from tritium. If we add
14% to the 3 man-rems/year figure for kryp-
ton and multiply by 1000/344, we arrive at
an estimated total population dose of slightly
under 10 man-rems/year for generation of
1000 megawatts of electricity by use of nu-
clearly stimulated natural gas, about the
same as for the average FWR.

The above situations deal only with doses
that might be recelved from fuel and other
uses of the gas from nuclearly stimulated
wells, There is another concern that must
be considered: the possibility that solid fis-
sion products in the chimney may, over a
long period of time, contaminate water sup-
plies. This possibility was examined in the
environmental statement for the Rio Blanco
Gas Btimulation Project. Two aguifers are
located between the surface and the well
chimney, but the top of the upper chimney
rock fractures was postulated to be at least
3000 feet below the bottom of the lower aqui-
fer. Thus, no direct communication path
between that aquifer and the chimney was
expected. However, the possibility that the
more mobile radionuclides, including tritium,
rare gases, and carbon-14, might move
through seepage paths and eventually con-
taminate water supplies was investigated
theoretically. It was concluded that the like-
lihood of adverse public health effects by this
pathway is very small, and, because no lHquid
water ls expected to enter or leave the chim-
ney area, no mechanism could be hypothe-
slzed by the writers of the environmental
impact statement whereby the radionuclides
deposited on chimney surfaces could be in-
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corporated into mobile groundwater. While
further study of the long-term fate of the
long-lived solid radionuclides such as stron-
tium-90 and cesium-137 is probably justi-
fied because of the large gquantities of these
fission products that will be produced by
large-scale underground use of nuclear ex-
plosives, there seems to be no indication at
present that contamination of water supplies
will be a major problem even over a periof.
of centuries.

Future Rullson dose studies will consider
doses that might be received by people in the
Denver metropolitan district if gas from a
numpber of nuclearly stimulated wells in the
Rulison field were to be used in this area.
These will be followed by similar studies In
connection with the Rio Blanco project spon-
soredl by CER Geonuclear Corporation and
Equity Ol Company and possible future
projects llke Wagan Wheel. Possible doses
through exposure pathways other than those
thus far considered, inhalation and skin ab-
sorption of tritium and immersion in kryp-
ton-85, will be carefully considered in all
studies.

CONCLUSIONS

The only radioisotopes of conseguence re-
maining in nuclearly stimulated natural gas
several months after the detonation are trit-
fum, krypton-85, and carbon-14. Tritium is
by far the most important of the three long-
lived lsotopes from the standpoint of possible
whole-body doses that might be received
from exposure to gas combustion products.
The tritlum concentration in future nu-
clearly stimulated wells can probably be pre-
dicted falrly accurately when data become
available from production testing of Rio
Blanco, where explosives deslgned for mini-
mum tritium production were used. Dose es-
timates for typical situations in which gas
Irom the Gasbuggy and Rulison wells could
have been used were but a very small fraction
of the RPG average dose of 170 millirems per
year permitted to a sultable sample of the ex-
posed population under Federal regulations
from all sources of radiation except medical
sources and natural background.

The anticipated low doses by no means
guarantee public acceptance of nuclearly
stimulated gas. Intensive programs are clearly
called for to provide potential users with
data to put these doses into perspective. This
publicity may not have the desired effect of
overcoming the people's fear of the low dose
levels that would result from use of Plow-
share gas. Furthermore, regulatory agencies
such as the AEC and the Environmental
Protection Agency must also be satisfied that
the benefit to the public that would result
from the availability of such gas would out-
weigh the risk of exposure of millions of peo-
ple to even these low levels of radiation
exposure,

People accept background radiation be-
cause they have little control over it, In this
case, sociely does have a choice, but once it
is made, individuals will have limited control
over thelr radiation exposure from this source
if Plowshare gas gets the go-head. And so, in
the final analysls, the decision concerning
use of nuclear explosives to increase natural
gas production will rest with the people po-
tentially exposed. They will have to weigh the
cost, including exposure to low levels of ra-
diation, against the benefits.

WATER HEARINGS IN THE PUBLIC
INTEREST

(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 Wyoming. Mr.
Speaker, every now and then an editorial
appears in one of the more outstanding
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Wyoming newspapers which says an
awful lot about what is going on in that
State these days and how it is going on—
in short—who is doing what to whom.
The following editorial is from the
Powell Tribune of Thursday, April 4, and
I think all in America who have some re-
zard for the beauty of the West and who
have known the thrill of seeing one of
Wyoming’s great areas might just want
to read this and be guided accordingly.
It follows, and it is called “Water Hear-
ings in the Public Interest.”
WaTer HEARINGS IN THE PUBLIC INTEREST

Issuance of permits for storage water reser-
voirs Is a far cry from &ctually building the
dams and reservoirs.

But giving out the permits amounts to
assigning the water to people, and when the
water rights are all sewed up, that's pretty
final. So you can imagine the double takes
when it was revealed this week that applica-
tions are already on file for three reservoiras
to store some 230,000 acre feet of water from
the Clark's Fork River, roughly two-fifths
of the annual discharge of the river.

The permit applications on file with the
Btate Engineer’s office are by two Sheridan
men, and there is in their proposed appro-
priation of Clark’'s Fork water for industrial
use the strong suggestion that it is envi-
sioned for the mineral development of north-
east Wyoming.

Just as distressing as the move afoot to tie
up Clark’s Fork River water is the fact that it
can be done so quietly. It was only through
a story which surfaced in the Casper news-
paper last week that the pendency of the ap-
plications became known. State Engineer
‘Floyd Bishop, in fact, sald the applications
could have been approved before any mnoti-
fication of their existence if the Casper Star
Tribune had not revealed that they are on
file,

This seems to point up a failing of state
government in its responsibility to the public
interest. State water law gives the Btate
Engineer sole authority to issue the water
right permits without the requirement of a
public hearing—or even public notice. A
hearing may be held, but it is up to the State
Engineer to determine if it is in the public
interest.

State Engineer Bishop says the public in-
terest factors “are hard to define,” but to the
City of Powell, for instance, the facts are
pretty simple that Clark’'s Fork River water
in this case is still a possible source of mu-
nicipal supply, and if the water rights are
gone, it will be too late.

The public sector, we would suggest, may
have strong feeling too about Clark’'s Fork
River water being commitied to the coal
fields of the northeast section of the state
rather than being available to municipal, in=
dustrial, and agricultural users In this area.

Bishop makes the point that public hear-
ings would be required on environmental
considerations involved in dam and reservoir
building before construction stage. But he
admits that it may make better procedural
sense to hold the hearings before the water
rights are assigned.

The State Engineer was the author of pro-
posed water law recodification in 1969 which
included provision for a required public hear-
ing prior to issuance of permits on such as
the Clark’s Fork reservoir applications, But
the legislature didn't adopt it, prompting
Bishop to comment, “Apparently the legisla=
ture doesn’t want hearings.”

In contrast to that statement, however,
Sen, Malcolm Wallop of Sheridan last week
called for stafling the State Engineer's office
with more experienced water people, includ-
ing a fulltime hearing officer.

A call for public hearings at this stage is
timely and appropriate. With Wyoming on
the threshold of such tremendous develop=
ment that few comprehend it, there is an
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obligation on the part of the state to help
define the implications of that development
in related applications such as this before
the water resource is committed.

SYRIAN JEWS

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

Mr. PODELL. Mr. Speaker, there have
been recent numerous reports from
Syria about a new wave of terrorism
against the few Jews remaining in that
country. Four Jewish women and, shortly
after, two Jewish men were found dead
under highly suspicious circumstances,
leading many to question the complicity
of the Syrian Government in these kill-
ings.

The Syrian Government is known
throughout the civilized world as unique
in its hatred of the Jewish people, even
surpassing such anti-Jewish regimes as
that of Libya. Syrian Jews may not emi-
grate, may not engage in business, may
not own property. When they die, what
little they do own reverts to the state.
They are not permitted to travel without
Government permission, even so far as
the next town. Many hardly ever leave
the four walls of their homes, and even
there, they are not safe from Govern-
ment terror,

This handful of men, women, and
children, some 4,000 souls remaining of a
community that once numbered in the
tens of thousands, have for a long time
sought permission from the Syrian Gov-

ernment to leave. Many of them have
relatives in the United States and Israel.
But the 8Syrian Government would
rather keep these people imprisoned and
living in terror.

The most recent development in the
murders I mentioned earlier alarms me

greatly. The Syrian Government has
charged the brother-in-law of one of the
dead women with guilt in those four kill-
ings. Seasoned observers believe that this
is just a ploy to cover up the Govern-
ment’s own complicity in those brutal
slayings. It is more than likely that this
man will die before he comes to trial, and
should he survive that long, a fair trial
would be utterly impossible for him.
There are many unanswered questions
about these killings, and other cases in
which Jewish residents have disappeared
or been killed outright. There are com-
pelling moral considerations in the way
the Syrian Government treats its Jew-
ish citizens. These questions should be
dealt with now that the United States is
becoming involved in guiding disengage-
ment talks with Syria and Israel.
Therefore, I am requesting the Secre-
tary of State, on his next diplomatic mis-
sion to Syria, to investigate the condition
of the 4,000 Jews who remain there, If the
allegations that have been made against
the Syrian Government are found to be
true. he can inform the Congress and the
American people as to what is happening
and what can be done to help the rem-
nants of the Syrian Jewish community.
The United States won a major con-
cession for the Syrian Government when
they admitted our Secretary of State for
the purpose of discussing disengagement
plans, This would indicate, to me at least,
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some willingness on the part of the Syri-
ans to depart from their rabid anti-
Western policies of recent years. I feel
that we should take advantage of this
changed attitude now, before there are
any more mysterious deaths.

The U.S. Government has a unique role
to play in this human drama. It is doubt-
ful that the United Nations will take any
action on this matter, and no other na-
tion, except Israel, seems sufficiently in-
terested in the fate of these people to
come forward in concern. It would be an
act of the greatest kindness and bravery
if the United States were to intercede on
behalf of Syrian Jewry.

SAFEGUARDING NUCLEAR
MATERIAL SHIPMENTS

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

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr, Speaker,
the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy
has steadfastly adhered to the policy
view that all reasonable measures lo
safeguard special nuclear material from
loss or unlawful diversion must con-
stantly be operative. It is not by happen-
stance that the Atomic Energy Act—
since its inception almost 30 years ago—
has stressed the high importance of such
safeguarding and of the companion need
to protect the health and safety of the
publie.

Over the years, the Joint Committee
has repeatedly probed into these areas,
and the committee has seen to it that
the Atomic Energy Commission re-
mained alert to these considerations and
to the need to revise its rules and regula-
tions as dictated by developing circum-
stances.

The Joint Committee was pleased to
receive the General Accounting Office’s
report of April 12, 1974, to the commit-
tee, captioned: “Protecting Special Nu-
clear Material in Transit: Improvements
Made and Existing Problems.” The com-
mittee believes that periodic examina-
tion by the GAO of the AEC’s program
for protecting against possible diversion
of special nuclear material in transit is
one of the valuable checks that our
statutory system enables for assuring
proper and effective governmental regu-
lation and implementing practices in this
sensitive area. However, I was disap-
pointed in the quality of the report and
of the GAO’s informational release of
April 24 concerning the report.

The GAO report covers GAO’s observa-
tion of three large shipments by truck
of enriched uranium in 1972, As the re-
port points out, during the period that
GAO was looking into the factual and
regulatory framework of these ship-
ments, the AEC was engaged in an in-
ternal review of its requirements govern-
ing the protection of special nuclear ma-
terial in transit. Last winter, this review
matured into a number of AEC-proposed
regulatory changes, which were then put
into effect several months before GAO
issued its report. The deficiencies noted
by the GAO in connection with the three
shipments it observed in 1972 have been
directly addressed by AEC’s revised re-
quirements, essentially as briefly indi-




April 24, 1974
cated in the attachment to this state-
ment.

The GAO report was concerned with
protective measures to prevent unlawiul
diversion of special nuclear material, not
with health and safety implications.
However, I would like to take this oppor-
tunity to inform my colleagues in the
House that the Joint Committee is plan-
ning to constitute a special panel of
knowledgeable individuals to look into
the matter of shipments of nuclear mate-
rials and to report to the committee its
findings and views respecting not only
safeguards against loss or diversion but
also health and safety aspects. The panel
will look into the transportation of radio-
active isotopes in addition to special nu-
clear material—enriched uranium and
plutonium. Although the record for
transporting hundreds of thousands of
shipments of radioisotopes for medical,
industrial, and for other uses is a very
good one, there have been instances of
unsatisfactory performance. For exam-
ple, the recent problem of a shipment by
air on the 5th and 6th of this month of
an industrially uwseful isotope indicated
that a new close look at current and pos-
sible improved requirements would be in
order. This planned step is part of the
Joint Committee's long-range continu-
ing concern that the atomic energy pro-
gram be an outstanding example of what
alert, prudenf, reasonable Government
attention and regulation can provide in
sensitive fields of industrial and govern-
mental activities.

The present growth rate in the use of
nuclear materials, entailing shipments
and transportation handling, makes it
imperative that the Commission con-
tinually give this matter top-priority at-
tention.

ATTACHMENT TO MR, PRICE'S STATEMENT MEN-
TIONING DEFICIENCIES—UNDERSCORED—RE-
FERRED TO 1IN GAO’s ArriL 12, 1074, REPOART,
AND PREsENT AEC REQUIREMENTS
1. A shipment was made on a flatbed truck

with an open cargo compartment. Paragraph
73.30(c) of 10 Code of Federal Regulations
prohibits shipment of containers weighing
G600 1bs. or less in open trucks, railroad flat
cars or box cars and ships. Heavler contalners
may be shipped on flatbed trucks but must
be locked. On the General Manager's side, it
is required that packages be either in the
continuous custody of AEC or DOD cleared
personnel, or, if shipped via for-hire carrler,
locked or sealed in vans, or freight contain-
€rs.

2. The truck was not equipped with an
alarm or communications equipment. Para-
graph 73.31(b) of 10 CFR requires that each
motor vehicle used to transport SNM be
equipped with a radlotelephone. The General
Manager has similar requirements with re-
spect. to non-licensed shipments.

3. The truck driver was alone and un-
armed. Paragraph 73.31(c) of 10 CFR governs
motor vehicle shipments and requires either:

a. an armed escort, consisting of at least
two armed guards, accompanying the ship-
ment in a separate escort wvehicle. Also, the
shipment vehicle itself must have two oc-
cupants for trips equal to a greater than
one hour and one person for shipments less
than one hour; or

b. use of a speclally designed truck or
traller which reduces vulnerability to diver-
slon, Two people must accompany this
method of shipment. An armored car with
two armed guards would be one manner of
meeting this requirement. In the alternative
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a vehicle of special design not yet in use
could be utilized.

In regard to shipments sublect to AEC's
regulatory reguirements, the AEC and
GAO advise that the Supreme Court’s de-
clsion in 1968, in the Schneider v. Smith case,
indicates that it would be advantageous to
clarily a section of the Atomic Energy Act
to specify in so many words that the AEC's
authority to prescribe regulations to guard
against the loss or diversion of special nu-
clear material includes the authority to pre-
determine the trustworthiness of drivers and
guards involved In shipments, The Joint
Committee has no guestion about the intent
underlying Sec. 161(i) of the Atomic Energy
Act (42 US.C. 2201(i)) and believes such
authority is impliecit in that section. If nec-
essary or advisable, the Joint Committee will
recommend that this intention be restated
by the Congress.

The General Manager requires vhat ship-
ments be accompanied by two people having
AEC or DOD security clearances. Virtually ail
such escorts are AEC or DOD couriers who
are armed even though at present there is no
overall requirement for use of armed person-
nel. A requirement for arming has recently
been included.

4., There was no preplanned routing; the
driver chose his route, Paragraph 73.30(b) of
10 CFR requires that shipments be pre-
planned to assure that deliveries occur at a
time when the receiver will be present at the
final destination. Both paragraph 73.30(b)
and the General Manager require that routes
be selected to avoid areas of natural disaster
or civil disorders. Also, paragraph 73 requires
each licensee to submit a plan outlining the
procedures that he will use to meet the new
transportation security requirements of
§ 73.30 through 73.38 and 73.70(g) . Each ap-
proved plan contains a license condition
which requires that telephone call in time
be preplanned.

5. There were no periodic call-in points to
let the shipper or receiver know ihe trucks’
whereabouts and to confirm that no problems
had been encountered enroute. Paragraph
7331(b) and the General Manager require
that periodic calls be made to specified re-
porting points every two hours, with allow-
ances up to five hours for licensees under
certain specified circumstances.

8. The seals on the shipping containers
could be easily duplicated, thus defeating
the purpose of seals which was to detect un-
authorized tampering. Paragraph T73.30(c)
requires that SNM be shipped in containers
which are sealed by tamper Indicating type
eeals, and also that either the container or
the vehicle be locked. In most cases, the
freight container (into which packages are
loaded) or vehicle must also be sealed with
a tamper indicating seal. The General Man-
ager also requires that for-hire trucks must
be locked or sealed.

7. The material was shipped in poriable
containers that could be carried by one indi-
vidual without the aid of mechanical han-
dling equipment. Use of portable containers
is still permitted. However, containers of
600 pounds or less must be locked and
shipped in locked trucks. The General Man-
ager has essentially prohibited less than full
load shipments so that packages would never
be exposed to across-the-dock handling by
uncleared personnel; access to the cargo, ex-
cept by cleared and authorized personnel, is
also prohibited.

B. At the airport, the material was stacked
on a dolly in an open bay area. Paragraph
73.85(b) of CFR requires that an armed
guard maintain continuous visual surveil-
lance of a shipment at all times while lo-
cated in a terminal or in storage. The Gen-
eral Manager's requirements also prohibit
such operations, unless conducted in the
continuous personal custody (direct observa-
tion) of AEC or DOD cleared people,
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THE LATE FRANK McGEE

(Mr, ALBERT (at the request of Mr.
Ryaw) was permitted to extend his re-
marks at this point in the Recorp, and
to include extraneous material.)

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I was
shocked and greatly saddened last week
by the death of Frank McGee, host of
the NBC “Today” program and one of
America’s great broadcast journalists.
Frank, who was only 52 when he died,
had been in failing health for several
months, suffering from bone cancer, but
courageously and cheerfully stayed on
the job until the week before his death.

I first met Frank McGee when he
worked for radio station EKGFF in
Shawnee, Okla. I had frequent contact
with him later when he worked in Okla-
homa City for WKY television and when
he served with NBC both in Wash-
ington and New York. When I was given
an appreciation dinner in Washington
several years ago Frank McGee volun-
teered to be the master of ceremonies
and honored me greatly with his pres-
ence and his kind words.

Frank McGee possessed a great sense
of responsibility and moral strength and
was an extremely dedicated professional.
He conveyed his sincerity and wit on the
air in a very real and completely un-
pretentious way. The warmth of Frank’s
personality was dramatized on the day
of his death by heartfelt sentiment ex-
pressed by millions of Americans who
enjoyed daily his timely and straight-
forward insight into interesting subjects.

Although he rose to the highest level
of professional success, Frank MecGee
was always considerate of the needs of
other persons. As his “Today™ show co-
host Gene Shalit replied when asked
what kind of man was Frank McGee,
“He was just that, a kind man.”

My wife Mary and I join Frank’s many
friends in Oklahoma, in the House of
Representatives and throughout the Na-
tion in expressing our deep sympathy to
his wife Sue and their two children. I
include, at this point in the REecorp, a
biographical sketch of Frank McGee and
eulogies given by some of his fellow
broadcasters:

BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH OF FrRANK McGEE

Frank McGee, host of the NBC Television
Network’s “Today” program and one of the
country’s leading broadcast journalists, died
April 17 of pneumonia at Columbia-Presby-
terian Hospital in New York. He was 52.

Mr, McGee had been in falling health for
several months, but carried on his broadcast
duties until last week.

Honored with a George Foster Peabody
Award, two citations from the National Head-
liners Club, a Robert E. Sherwood Award,
and Radio-TV Dally's All-American Award
as “Radio Commentator of the Year,” Mr.
McGee was the fourth host of “Today,” which
began in 1952. He replaced Hugh Downs
Oct. 12, 1871,

Mr. McGee's reputation as the ever-
present man of NBC stemmed from activities
in the late 1960s, when he reported the news
elx days a week, as anchorman for the “Sixth
Hour News,” Mondays through Fridays on
WNBC-TV, the NBC Television station in
New York, and on “The Frank McGee Sun-
day Report” on the NBC-TV Network.

In addition, he was involved In the NBC
News coverage of Apollo moonshoots, the
Presidential election, the political conven-
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tions and eventis following the assassination
of SBenator Robert F, Kennedy. From August,
1970, until he became host of “Today,” he
was co-anchorman of “NBC Nightly News.”

He received his Peabody Award in 1066 for
distinguished achievement in television, and
the following year his close-up study of the
black soldier in Vietnam, a one-hour special,
“SBames Mud, Same Blood,"” won a Brother-
hood Award from the National Conference of
Christians and Jews.

Mr., McGee was born in Monroe, La.,
Sept. 12, 1821, spent his early years in the
oil country of Louisiana and Oklahoma, and
attended high school in Norman, Okla. In
1940, he enlisted in the Oklahoma National
Guard and spent the next five years in the
Army.

Discharged in 1845, he enrolled at the
University of Californin. A year later, he
returned to Norman and entered the Uni-
versity of Oklahoma while working part
time at radlo station KGFF in Bhawnee,
Okla.

In 1850, he joined WEY and WKY-TV in
Oklahoma City, where he gathered and
broadcast news, shot and edited film, and
wrote scripts. In 19565, he moved to
Montgomery, Ala., to head the news opera-
tion of NBC afliliate WSFA-TV, His coverage
of racial friction gained national attention,
and Julian Goodman, now Chairman of the
Board and chief executive officer of NBC,
hired him in 1857 as an NBC News corre-
spondent in Washington. After two years in
the capital, he was transferred to New York.

During the 1960 Presidential campaign, Mr.
McGee was moderator of the second “Great
Debate” between Vice President Richard M.
Nixon and Senator John P. Kennedy.

When Gulf Oil Corporation signed an
agreement with NBC in 1960 to sponsor fast-
breaking, unscheduled news events, Mr. Mc-
Gee was assigned as anchorman, and over

a period of four years he anchored more than
450 “Instant News Specials.”

Surviving are his widow, the former Sue
Bealrd of Norman, Okla., and thelr two chil-

dren, Michael
Liehowitz.

and Mrs, Sharon Dian

REMARES BY JOHN CHANCELLOR, NBC
NI1GHTLY NEWS

This is John Chancellor, on the NBC radio
network, with comment on the news. Frank
McGee, my colleaguz and my friend, died
today of pneumonia; he was 52 years old, and
his body had been wracked with pain, and
made vulnerable to infection, by cancer of
the bone marrow which he'd known about
for the last four years.

He kept the information about that can-
cer pretty much to himself, and went on
working, as host of the “Today" show. Btu-
art Schulberg, the producer of the “Today™
show, knew some time ago that Frank was
undergoing chemotherapy. Schulberg says,
"We were a little alarmed, but he seemed so
under control, so full of energy, that at first
we didn't take it seriously.” Bchulberg says
McGee never complained, just sald, “I ache
& little bit, but on with the show.” Actually,
for the past few months of his life, McGee
suffered intense and severe pain. Schulberg
says, “You wouldn’t know it on the air, but
when you saw him try to get out of his chalr
and saw him walk across the studio, you
realized the price he was paying in pain for
that upbeat performance of his. But that’s
the kind of man he was ... a very heroic
gentleman.”

Frank McCGee was also a good reporter, a
fine writer, and as steady a man as you'd
ever want to have at your side in a tricky
situation. I learned this at first hand, and
in different kinds of tricky situations: from
the days back in the '60's when we worked
together on things like hurricanes and civil
rights stories in the south, where there was
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some risk of physical danger; all the way up
to the election nights in the sixties, and the
space shots, where the danger, as Frank
knew, was sometimes greater: the danger of
telling the wrong story, of misinterpreting
the faects. A broken arm or a crushed head
would have been of less consequence to
Frank than getting something wrong on the
air.

There was a great senee of professional re-
sponsibility about Frank. He was in the hos-
pital this week when the magazine US News
and World Report came out with a survey of
leadership opinion which placed television as
the most important institution in American
life. I'm sorry he missed that article. That
degree of responsibility would have worried
bhim. But the fact is, Frank McGee was one
of the men who gave his life to television,
and brought to it a significant measure of
decency and integrity.

"Frank McGee was an old friend, and a
valuable one. I'll miss him personally, and
I'll also miss his steady hand with a news
story, his dedication to his work, and the
warmih he had for those of us who worked
with him. Frank had lived all over this coun-
try, and had a deep feeling for it and what
it should be. That sense of commitment to
the country is perbaps what we'll miss most
of all.”

REMARKS BY BarRBARA WaALTERS, COHOST OF
THE NBC TODAY PROGRAM

“Frank and I have worked together for
more than two years. During that time our
dally contact affirmed my regard for him as
a person and esteem as a superb journalist.
We have known of his illness for several
months but his enormous courage and ex-
treme professionalism enabled him to con-
tinue his work. The prior knowledge of his
fliness nevertheless does not diminish my
shock or grief. All of us on the program will
miss him terribly.”

Remarns BY GENE BHaLrr, Co-HOST OF THE
NBEC "TopAY"” PrOGRAM

To most of us, Frank was not only a
friend—but unique. As one of the giants of
NBC News for the past eighteen years, Frank
McGee was & champion. He brought to his
work two different groups of qualifications:
the first—intellectual and practical; the sec-
ond—a strong moral fiber and a deep sense
of responsibility. Those things made him,
from the outset, what is meant, in the best
sense, a newsman., He performed a most
exacting task during the most critical periods
of history—at a time when this profession
and this country most needed those qualities.

His contributions will long be remem-
bered: his insight into the civil rights move-
ment from its inception; the moonshots; the
presidential elections; the political conven-
tions; and, of course, in recent years his role
a8 host here on the TODAY program. His
influence was always felt; Frank McGee was
8 man whose deep inner convictions could
never be shaken. He could never be intimi-
dated, cajoled or misled. In recent months,
we saw heroism in ecarrying on with what he
felt was his duty and responsibility—in the
face of continuous pain. And at the end, he
faced the worst news of all with good heart
and good cheer.

Frank McGee asked nothing of the world
except to be of service in a most difficult
Job—the job of informing and reporting. He
was respected, appreciated, and loved with a
deep and lasting feeling by those of us who
worked with him.

ReEMARKS BY EXECUTIVES OF THE NATIONAL
BROADCASTING Co.

Julian Goodman, Chairman of the Board
of NBC: “Prank McGee was an outstanding
reporter who had a speclal ability to simplify
complicated subjects. He earned the trust
of the entire country through his calm re-
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porting in tumultuous times. We will miss
him terribly as a broadcaster and a friend.”

Herbert S. Schlosser, President of NBC:
“Frank McGee was & gifted newsman, whose
achievements in broadcast journalism earned
him national attention and respect. More
than that, he was a warm, gentle person, and
his death is a sad loss for all of us.”

Richard C. Wald, President of NBC News:
“Frank McGee was a bright, stubborn, per-
sistent and witty man who used enormous
energy and talent to report the news. He
was never pompous and he couldn't abide
self-importance in others. He became, suc-
cessively, an expert reporter on the integra-
tion problems, the space adventures and the
energy crises of this country and he never
stopped learning or being curious, And he
did it all in broadcasting, as one of the pio-
neer reporters and anchormen in television.
His loss is a blow o the News Division, to
this company and to his many friends
throughout the country."

Gene Farinet, Producer—News, “Today":
“Frank McGee was a man whose deep inner
convictions could never be shaken. He could
never be intimidated, cajoled or misled, He
used to say there was beauty in the ugly and
ugliness in the beautiful; that the harsh are
gentle and the gentle harsh—and there's
more in any single one of us than all of us
could ever learn about that one; and that
there is more in all of us than any single
one will ever learn.”

Stewart Schulberg, Executive Producer,
"Today": “Certainly there was more in Frank
McGee than any of us will ever learn, though
he tried hard to teach us—about humility,
about pride, about skill, honesty, courage. His
life and his death are the lessons he left us,
We should all get on with our studies.”

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr, Founramn (at the request of Mr.
O’NEemL), from 3 p.m. today, until 2 p.m,
on Thursday, April 25, on account of offi-
cial business.

Mr. HosMeR, for part of today and to-
morrow, on account of attendance at the
International Conference on Enriched
Uranium Utilization as a principal U.S,
participant.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legisla-
tive program and any special orders here-
tofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr, McCoLLisTER) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr., Kemp, for 45 minutes, today.

Mr. McKinNEY, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Youna of Illinois, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. McDabg, for 5 minutes, today.

Mrs. HeckLEr of Massachusetts, for 30
minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Ryvan) to revise and extend
their remarks and include extraneous
maftter:)

Mr. McFaLL, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Matars of Georgia, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. Lesman, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Hamrrron, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Fraser, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. GonzaLez, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. CrarpeLL, for 5 minutes, today.
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Mr. PoneLr, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. Rovy, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr, Gaxpos, for 10 minutes, today.
Mr. Ropivo, for 15 minutes, today.
Mr. Dawierson, for 30 minutes, today
Mr. Vanix, for 5 minutes, today.

Ms. Aszue, for 40 minutes, today.

EXTENSION OF REMAREKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:

Mr. RousH, and to include extraneous
material.

Mr. Brapemas, and to include ex-
traneous material, notwithstanding the
fact that it exceeds two pages of the
Recorp, and is estimated by the Public
Printer to cost $783.75.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. McCoLrLisTER) and to in-
clude extraneous matter:)

Mr. Youne of South Carolina.

Mr. HANRAHAN,

Mr. Gunk in five instances.

Mr. BELL.

Mr., RHODES.

Mr. Wyeman in two instances.

Mr. RATLSBACK.

Mr. HUBER.

Mr. STEELMAN,

Myr. SHUSTER.

Mr. WHaALENK in two instances.

Mr, Symwms,

Mr. MrrcaELL of New York.

Mr. McCrLory,

Mr. Rosison of New York.

Mr. ARCHER,

Mr, HUDNUT,

Mr. Derwinskr in three instances.

Mr. KETCHUM.

Mr. EscH,

Mr. Ginman in two instances.

Mr. LenT in three instances.

Mr. Bos Wirsow in two instances.

Mr. GROVER.

Mr. FROEHLICH,

Mr. Bavman in two instances.

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

Mr. Cray in 10 instances.

Mr. Rox.

Mr. RarIcK in three instances.

Mr. Byrox in 10 instances.

Mr, GonzaLgez in three instances.

Mr. Mureay of Illinois.

Mr. SEBERLING in 10 instances.

Mr, LUKEN,

Mr. JonEes of Oklahoma.

Mr, HUNGATE.

Mr. LEGGETT.

Mr. STUBBLEFIELD.

Mr. RODINO.

Mr. RoE in three instances.

Mr. N1x.

Mr, McCORMACK,

Mr. RYAN.

Mr, Vanix in two instances.

Mr. DanieLsoN in five instances.

Mr. ROYBAL.

Mr, VAN DEERLIN.

SENATE BILLS REFERRED

Bills of the Senate of the following
titles were taken from the Speaker’s
table and, under the rule, referred as
follows:
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. 1488. An act to provide for a system of
uniform commodity descriptions and codes
and tariffis filed with the Federal Maritime
Commission, and for other purposes, to the
Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries.

5. 8231. An act to provide compensation
to poultry and egg producers, growers, and
processors and their employees, to the Com-~
mittee on Agriculture.

SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to an enrolled bill of the Senate of
the following title:

8. 2770, An act to amend chapter 5 of title
37, United States Code, to revise the special
pay structure relating to medical officers of
the uniformed services.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; according-
1y (at 7 o’clock and 44 minutes p.m.), the
House adjourned until tomorrow, Thurs-
day, April 25, 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:

2227, A letter from the Director, Office of
Management and Budget, Executive Office of
the President, transmitting a report that the
appropriation to the Office of Telecommuni-
catlons Policy for “Salaries and expenses"”
for the fiscal year 1974 has been reappor-
tioned on & basis which indicates the neces-
sity for a supplemental estimate of appro-
priation, pursuant to 31 U.8.C. 665; to the
Committee on Appropriations,

2228. A letter from the Secretary of the
Air Force, transmitting a draft of proposed
legislation to amend the act of September
26, 1866, Public Law 89-608, as amended, to
extend for 2 years the perlod during which
the authorized numbers for the grades of
lleutenant colonel and colonel in the Air
Force are increased; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

2229, A letter from the President and
Chairman, Export-Import Bank of the United
Btates, transmittlng a report on loan, guar-
antee, and insurance transactions supported
by Eximbank to Yugoslavia, Romania, the
U.3.8.R. and Poland during March 1974; to
the Commitiee on Banking and Currency.

2230. A letter from the Commissioner of
the District of Columbla, transmitting a
draft of proposed legislation to establish the
District of Columbia Defender Bervice, and
for other purposes; to the Commitiee on the
District of Columbia.

2231, A letter from the Commissjoner of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
dralt of proposed legislation to amend the
District of Columbia Police and Firemen's
Salary Act of 1958 to increase salaries, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on the
District of Columbia.

2232. A letter from the Director, District
of Columbia Unemployment Compensation
Board, transmitting the Board's annual re-
port for calendar year 1973, pursuant to 43
District of Columbia Code 813(c¢c); to the
Committee on the District of Columbia.

2233, A letter from the Becretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare, transmitting the
third annual report on the b-year plan for
fomily planning services and population re-
search, pursuant to 42 U.8.C. 3505(¢); to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.
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2234. A letter from the president, National
Rallroad Passenger Corporation, transmitting
a G-year financial projection of Amtrak oper-
ations including a revised capital acquisition
program, pursuant to 45 U.8.C. 601(b); to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES Ol 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:

Mrs. SULLIVAN: Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries. HR. 8183. A bill to re-
quire that a percentage of U.S. oll imporis
be carrled on U.S.-flag vessels; with amend-
ments (Rept. No. 93-1003). 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. BINGHAM (for himself and
Mr. SEIBERLING) :

H.R. 14332. A bill to amend the Economic
Stabilization Act, to establish objectives and
standards governing imposition of controls
after April 30, 1974, to create an Economic
Stabilization Administration, to establish a
mechanism for congressional action when
the President fails to act, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

By Mr. BLATNIK:

H.R. 14333. A bill to amend title XVIII of
the Social Security Act to establish a program
of long-term-care services within the medi-
care program, to provide for the creation of
community long-term-care centers and State
long-term-care agencies as part of a new ad-
ministrative structure for the organization
and delivery of long-term-care services, to
provide a significant role for persons eliglble
for long-term-care benefits in the adminis-
tration of the program, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committes on Ways and Means.

By Mr, BROOMFIELD:

H.R. 14334. A bill to allow a deduction for
Income tax purposes of certain expenses in-
curred by the taxpayer for the education of
a dependent; to the Committee on Ways and
Means,

By Mr. CLARK:

H.R. 14335. A bill to create a national sys
tem of health securlty; to the Committee on
Ways and Means,

By Mr. CRANE:

HR,. 14336. A bill to limit the jurisdiction
of the Supreme Court and of the dist -
courts In certaln cases; to the Commiitee
on the Judiciary,

H.R. 14337. A bill to limit the jurisdiction
of the Supreme Court and of the d
courts in certain cases; to the Commi
the Judieciary.

By Mr., DAVIS of Georgia:

H.R, 14338. A bl to amend the Soclal 5
curlty Amendments of 1972; to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. DIGGS:

HR. 14339. A bill to authorize the District
of Columbia to enter into the Inferstat
parole and probation compnct, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on the District
of Colnmbia,

H.R. 14340. A bill relating to crime and
law enforcement in the Distriet of Colurnbia;
to the Committee on the District of Colum-
bia,

HUE, 14341. A bill to provide for the recov-
ery from tortiously lisble third persons of the
cost of medical and hospital care and treat-
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ment, funeral expenses, and salary payments
furnished or paid by the District of Columbia
to members of the Metropolitan Police force
and the District of Columbia Fire Depart-
ment; to the Committee on the District of
Columbia.

By Mr. DULSKI:

HR, 14342, A bill to amend title VIII of
the act entitled “An act to prescribe penal-
tles for certain acts of violence or intimida-
tion, and for other purposes,” approved
April 11, 1968 (relating to fair housing), to
extend its coverage to all dwellings; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ECEHARDT (for himself, Mr.
Apams, Mr. Bapiro, Mrs. BURKE of
California, Mr, DenT, Mr. DRINAN,
Mr, RiecLE, Mr. ROSENTHAL, and Mr.
ROYBAL) :

H.R. 14343. A bill to amend the Emergency
Petroleum Act of 1973 to require the Pres-
ident to roll back prices for crude oil and
petroleum products; to the Commitiee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce,

By Mr. FREY:

H.R. 14344. A bill to authorize recomputa-
tion at age 60 of the retired pay of members
and former members of the uniformed serv-
ices whose retired pay is computed on the
basis of pay scales in effect prior to Janu-
ary 1, 1972, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Armed Services,

By Mr. FUQUA:

H.R. 14345. A bill to amend section ITI(a)
of title 38, United States Code, relating to
the payment of travel expenses for persons
traveling to and from Veterans' Adminis-
tration facilities; to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs,

H.R. 14346. A bill to amend section 62 of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 in order
to permit penalties incurred because of pre-
mature withdrawal of funds from time sav-
ings accounts or deposits to be deducted
from “gross income” in calculating “adjusted
gross income"”; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. HANSEN of Idaho:

H.R. 14347, A bill to amend title 5, United
Btates Code, with respect to the retirement
of certain law enforcement and firefighter
personnel, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. HEBERT:

H.R. 14348, A bill to transfer Camp Villere,
La., to the State of Louisiana; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

By Mr. HEBERT (for himself and Mr.
Bray) (by request):

H.R. 14349, A bill to amend section 3031
of title 10, United States Code, to increase
the number of authorized Deputy Chiefs of
Btafl for the Army Staff; to the Committee
on Armed Services.

By Mr. EYROS:

H.R. 14350. A bill to amend title XVI of
the Social Security Act to prevent reductions
in supplemental security income benefits be-
cause of social security benefit increases; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr, LANDRUM:

HE. 14351. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 19564 to make clear the tax
treatment intended for guaranieed renew-
able life, health, and accident insurance con-
tracts in the case of life insurance com-

to the Committee on Ways and

HR, 14352, A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1854 to increase personal
exemptions after 1974 by an amount based
on annual variations in the Consumer Price
Index; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. LUKEN (for himself, Mr. BEvILL,
Mr, HecHLER of West Virginia, Mr,
Popern, Mr. MoaKLEY, Mr. CHARLES
Winson of Texas, Mr. RIeGLe, Mr,
Duwcan, Mrs, Corruins of Illinois,
Mrs., CHisEOLM, and Mr. YATRON) :

H.R. 14353. A bill to amend the Small Busi-
nesg Act to authorize additional loan assist-
ance for disaster victims, and for other pur-
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poses; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.
By Mr, PERKINS (for himself and Mr,
QuUIE) :

H.R. 14354. A bill to amend the National
School Lunch Act, to authorize the use of
certain funds to purchase agricultural com-
modities for distribution to schools, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Education and Labor.

By Mr. PODELL:

HR. 14365. A bill to amend section 410
of the Federal Aviation Act of 1958 to provide
financial assistance during the energy crisis
to US. air carriers engaged in overseas and
foreign air transportation; to the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. ROSTENEOWSKI:

H.R, 14356. A bill to prohibit for a tempo-
rary period the exportation of ferrous scrap,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Banking and Currency.

By Mr, ROY:

HR., 14357. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act, to revise the programs of
student assistance, to revise the Natlonal
Health Service Corps program, to establish
a system for the regulation of postgraduate
training programs for physicians, to provide
assistance for the development and expan-
sion of training programs for nurse clini-
cians, pharmaecist clinieians, community and
public health personnel, and health admin-
istrators, to provide assistance for projects
to improve the training provided by under-
graduate schools of nursing, pharmacy, and
allled health to provide assistance for the
development and operation of area health
education systems, to establish a loan guar-
antee and interest subsidy program for un-
dergraduate students of nursing, pharmacy,
and the allied health professions, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. ST GERMAIN:

H.R. 14358. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 19564 to provide for an
increase in the amount of the personal ex-
emptions for taxable years beginning after
December 31, 1973; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. SCHERLE:

H.R. 14359. A bill to extend to all unmar-
ried individuals the full tax benefits of in-
come splitting now enjoyed by married in-
dividuals filing joint returns; and to remove
rate inequities for married persons where
both are employed; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. STARK:

H.R. 14360. A bill to authorize special ap-
propriations for training teachers for bi-
lingual education programs; to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor.

HR. 14361, A bill to assure the right to
vote to citizens whose primary language is
other than English; to the Commitiee on the
Judiciary.

By Mrs. SULLIVAN:

H.R. 14362. A bill to amend the Social Se-
curity Act and the Internal Revenue Code
of 1954 to provide for Federal participation
in the costs of the soclal security program,
with a substantial increase in the contribu-
tion and benefit base and with appropriate
reductions in social security taxes to reflect
the Federal Government’s participation in
such costs; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. VANDER JAGT:

HR. 14363. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to encourage higher
education, and particularly the private fund-
ing thereof, by authorizing a deduction from
gross income by reasonable amounts con-
tributed to a qualified higher education
fund established by the taxpayer for the
purpose of funding the higher education of
his dependents; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. BENNETT (for himself and
Mr. Bop WiLsoN):
H.R. 14364. A bill to establish the policy of
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the United States of America to modernize
the strike forces of the U.8. Navy by requir-
ing nuclear propulsion in new major com-
batant vessels to take advantage of im-
proved military characteristics accruing
from the essentially unlimited high-speed
endurance provided by nuclear propulsion;
to the Committee on Armed Services.
By Mr. BROOMFIELD;

H.R, 143656. A bill to prohibit Members of
Congress from accepting honorariums; to
the Committee on Standards of Official
Conduct.

By Mrs. BUREE of California (for
herself and Ms. ApzUG):

HR. 14366. A bill to establish a National
Center for the Prevention and Control of
Rape and provide financial assistance for a
research and a demonstration program into
the causes, consequences, prevention,
treatment, and control of rape; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. GONZALEZ:

HR. 14367. A bill to enlarge the results
thus far achieved under the Employment
Act of 1946; to promote full and sustained
achievement of the maximum employment,
production, and purchasing power objectives
under that act; to assure that a sufficlent
portion of our growing economic production
of goods and services be allocated to great
priorities of our domestic and international
needs, including eradication of poverty and
freedom from want; to provide for a Na-
tional Purpose Budget toward these ends
and to encourage more national unity; and
for related purposes; to the Committee on
Government Operations.

By Mr. HASTINGS:

H.R. 14368. A bill to provide for means of
dealing with energy shortages by requiring
reports with respect to energy resources, by
providing for temporary suspension of cer-
tain air pollution requirements, by providing
for coal conversion; and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce,

By Mr. KETCHUM :

HR, 14369. /. bill to authorize and direct
the Secretary of the Imterior to transfer cer-
tain lands administered by him to the State
of California; to the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs,

By Mr. SYMINGTON:

HR. 14370. A bill to amend the Federal
Trade Commission Act to provide meaning-
ful disclosure of the annual operating energy
costs of certain products and systems to con-
sumers; to the Committee on Interstate and
Forelgn Commerce,

By Mr. THOMFSON of New Jersey:

H.R. 14371. A bill to amend the Bervice
Contract Act of 1965, with respect to the
short title of such act; to the Committee on
Education and Labor.

By Mr, ANDREWS of North Carolina:

H.R. 14372, A bill to amend title II of the
Soclal Security Act to increase to $3,000 the
annual amount individuals are permitted to
earn without suffering deductions from the
insurance benefits payable to them under
such title; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. CLEVELAND:

H.R. 14373. A bill to amend title 23 of the
United States Code to authorize a grant
program for research and development of
guidelines to conserve energy by reducing
alr drag on trucks; to the Commitiee on
Public Works.

By Mr, DIGGS (by request):

H.R.14374. A bill to establish the District
of Columbis Defender Service, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on the District
of Columbia.

H.R. 14376. A bill to amend the District of
Columbia Police and Firemen’s Salary Act of
1958 to increase salaries, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the District of
Columbia.

H.R. 14376. A bill to authorize in the Dis-
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trict of Columbia a plan providing for the
representation of defendants who are finan-
cially unable to obtain an adequate defense
in criminal eases in the courts of the District
of Columbia, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. EDWARDS of California:

H.R. 14377. A bill to amend the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1038, to require prenotifica-
tion to affected employees and communities
of dislocation of business concerns, to pro-
vide assistance (including retraining) fto
employees who suffer employment loss
through the dislocation of business con-
cerns, to business concerns threatened with
dislocation, and to affected communities, to
prevent Federal support for unjustified dls-
location, and for other purposes; fo the
Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr, FULTON:

HR. 14378. A bill to extend certain pro-
grams under the Economic Opportunity Act
of 1964, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. FUQUA:

HR. 14379. A bill to amend the Agricul-
tural Marketing Act of 1946 In order to give
the Becretary of Agriculture additional au-
thority to promote and stimulate develop-
ment in rural areas, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce,

By Mr, HAMILTON:

HR. 14380, A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1854 to provide income tax
simplification, reform, and relief for small
business; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. LITTON (for himself. Mr. Stug-
BLEFIELD, and Mr. PODELL) :

HR. 14381. A bill to establish a Depart-
ment of Social, Economic, and Natural Re-
sources Planning in the executive branch of

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

the Federal Government; to the Committee
on Government Operations,

By Mr. MOAKLEY :

H.R. 14382. A bill to amend section 6161 (b)
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 (relat-
ing to extension of time for paying tax) to
require repayment of deficlencies by install-
ments in cases of undue hardship; to the
Committee on Ways and Means,

H.R. 14383. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to encourage the pres-
ervation and rehabilitation of ali structures
of a historic nature, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on. Ways and Means.

By Mr, TIERNAN:

HR. 14384. A bill to extend and improve
the Nation's unemployment programs, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. STARK:

H.J. Res, 986. Jolnt resolution relating to
the publication of economic and social sta-
tistics for Spanish-speaking Americans; to
the Committes on Education and Labor,

By Mr. AAMILTC 1:

H. Con. Res. 481. Concurrent resolution re-
lating to srms control in the Indian Ocean;
to the Committee on Forelgn Affairs.

By Mr. ICCORD (for himse'f, Mr.
DeNT, Mr, AsPiN, Mr, STUCKEY, Mr.
AwprEws of North Carolina, Mr,
BRECKINRIDGE, Mrs, Hecxrez of
Massacausetts, and Mr, MATSUNAGA) ¢

H. Res. 108%. Resolution declaring the
sense of the House with respect to a prohi-
bition of extension of credit by the Export-
Import of the United States; to the Commij-
tee on Bankin:: and Currency.

By Mr. JONES of Nor’h Carolina (for
himself and Mr. Gray) :

H. Res. 1060. Resolution providing a sys-
tem of overtime pay in lieu of compensatory
time off for officers and members of the U.B.
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Capltol Police under the House of Repre-
sentatives, subject to rules and regulations
prescribed by the Committee on House
Administration; to the Committee on House
Administration.
By Mr. PODELL:

H, Res, 1061. Resolution respecting the
safety of the Jewlsh community in Syria; to
the Commitiee on Foreign Afiairs,

MEMORIAL

Under clause 4 of rule XXIT,

438, The SPEAKER _resented a memorial
of the Legislature of the Trust Territory of
the Pacific Islands, relative to greater admin-
istrative control and political autonomy for
Micronesia, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. GONZALEZ:

H.R. 14385. A bill for the relief of Alexander

F. Garcia; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. SMITH of Iowa:

H.R. 14386. A bill for the rellef of Pham

Van Kiet; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1, of rule XXIT,

431. The SPEAEER presented a petition of
the City Council, Maple Heights, Ohio, rela-
tive to development of the Cuyahoga Valley
Park, which was referred to the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs,
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BEWARE THE IDES OF APRIL
HON. E. G. SHUSTER

OF PENNSYLVANIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, April 24, 1974

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, for the
past 15 months, I have been both ap-
palled and shocked at the free-spending
attitude of the U.S. Congress. I was
shocked to learn that we have spent over
$150 billion in foreign aid payments since
World War II, and I am appalled at the
unworkable and costly programs annual-
ly funded in the name of *“‘social prog-
ress.”

But I had no idea of the extent of the
Congress madness until I read an edi-
torial in the April 9, 1974, issue of the
Lewistown Sentinel, a daily newspaper
in my congressional district serving a
county with a population of nearly 50,000
people.

Mr. Speaker, some of the uses of the
taxpayers’ money featured in the Senti-
nel editorial are beyond the realm of
imagination. If someone were to sit down
and fabricate fantastic and unbelievable
projects to “put one over” on the Ameri-
can people, I doubt seriously if he would
come close to the reality so clearly out-
lined in this article.

Because of the incredulousness of the
misuse of public funds, I believe it is im-~
portant for this editorial to be brought
to the public’s attention. Therefore, I
insert the editorial, as it appeared in the

Lewistown Sentinel on April 9, 1974, to
be included in the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD
at this time.

BEWARE THE IDES OF APRIL

We are well into spring and the month
of April, when nature begins to blossom
forth in all its verdure, and unhappy tax-
payers make ready an accounting to a higher
authority—the Internal Revenue Service, It
is a time for rejoicing—it is a time for
sorTow.

For some, who overpaid their taxes all year,
it is a season when they look forward to a
check from the government, a refund of
their overpayment and return of the money
that they let Uncle Sam hold for them, with-
out interest.

Others, whose income i8 derived from
sources not subject to withholding, with long
faces and solemn indignation will be cailing
on their bankers with the annual request for
& loan to meet their tax obligations.

We are indebted to James Davidson of the
National Taxpayers Union for some blood-
curdling examples of the way in which our
tax money is spent in grants and appropri-
ations by Congress in its wisdom.

Not all goes for national defense, nor the
eradication of disease, or finding cures for
malignant and terrible diseases. Our tax
money goes for some bizarre and unbeliev-
able purposes,

Would you believe that $35,000 of your
money was spent for a year of chasing wild
boars in Pakistan? Well, it was. Or perhaps
you would like to read the report—if one has
been made—of a $70,000 expenditure made
to study the smell of the perspiration of
aborigines in Australia.

For that olfactory project we also bought
an odor measuring machine from Turkey at
a cost of $28,361. Now that the project is
completed the machine could be used to

measure smells emanating from various ap-
propriation bills as they are passed by the
Congress,

Do you know that we have a national board
of tea tasters? Well, we do. And last year
and every year they cost us about $120,000.
We also have a board of Tea Appeals, Con-
sider that when you are going through your
checkbook carefully looking for items which
might possibly be considered deductions,

While you are considering bankruptcy, or
moving to Costa Rica, or one of the few
remaining states with no state income tax,
you might mull over the $68,000 which we
paid the Queen of England for not growing
cotton on her plantation in Mississippl.

Have you had an invitation from Marshall
Tito of Yugoslavia for a cruise on his yacht?
It would be fitting if you had, The American
taxpayer paid $2,000,000 for it. :

We also footed the bill for Leonid Bregh-
nev's twelfth magnificent motor car, in the
interest of cordiality and maintenance of
what seems to be a fast vanishing detente.

And there are more and more in unbeliey-
able profligacy.

Our only recourse is to elect congressmen
with sharp noses for a fool expenditure.

GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES CITED
FOR SERVICE

HON. JOSEPH M. GAYDOS
OF PENNSYLVANIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, April 24, 1974
Mr, GAYDOS. Mr. Speaker, once again
the Federal employees of the Pittsburgh
area have singled out for special recog-
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