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SALUTE TO MSGR. LOUIS A. MAR-
TORELLA IN CELEBRATION OF HIS
40 YEARS IN SERVICE TO GOD

HON. MARIO BIAGGI

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 24, 1978

@ Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, on Sunday,
June 4, there will be a celebration of love
in the Bronx, N.Y. Foremost, it will be
a celebration of the love of man for his
God, and that love is divinely inspired.
It will be a celebration of affection and
respect for a leader among churchmen
and servants of God. It will be a genuine
outpouring of admiration for one very
special man among men. Bronxites,
friends, and parishioneers alike, will
celebrate the life and vocation of Msgr.
Louis A. Martorella on the very beautiful
occasion of his 40th anniversary in the
holy priesthood.

The festivities will begin at 4:30 p.m.
when Monsignor Martorella will offer a
Mass of Thanksgiving in holy celebration
at Our Lady of Mount Carmel Chruch,
187th Street and Belmont Avenue, Bronx.
A gala reception and dinner will follow
so that the many people who have had
their lives touched by his example can
share the happiness and significance of
this day with him.

A native New Yorker, Monsignor Mar-
torella was born in the heart of New
York City, the borough of Manhattan,
on September 3, 1911. He, like so many
other distinguished Americans, is the son
of immigrant parents, Mary Barone and
Louis Anthony Martorella, from Sicily.
He received his primary education at
Public School 158, 77th Street and York
Avenue in Manhattan, and went on to
DeWitt Clinton High School, Bronx. He
was then to attend Fordham University.
Cathedral College prepared him for the
very exacting and yet so special discipline
and privilege of studying for the priest-
hood. And young Louis continued on his
formal path to the calling of God’s voca-
tion at St. Joseph’s Seminary at Dun-
woodie, Yonkers, N.¥. The Culmination
of study and holy prepartion was his
ordination as an Apostle of Christ and
Prince of the Church on June 11, 1938
at St. Patrick’s Cathedral. But his work
was only to begin.

Significantly, he was first to serve as
a model to the flock in the important
work of the parish priest. He was to serve
his church in following years at Our
Lady of Peace, East 62d Street, Man-
hattan; Saint Anthony’s, Richardson
Avenue, Bronx, and Our Lady of Mount
Carmel in Poughkeepsie, N.Y. His per-
sonal attributes and abilities supported
him as pastor of the first Italian-Amer-
ican Auxiliary. In 1964, his talents on
behalf of the Lord were to lead him in
elevation to domestic prelate the right
reverend monsignor, as recommended
by his Eminence, the late and beloved

Francis Cardinal Spellman, Archbishop
of New York.

It is truly a momentous occasion when
a leader in God's service assumes the
awesome responsibility of pastorship,
directing part of His province and pro-
viding the way to the salvation of souls,
which was Louis Martorella’s sacred
reason d'etre. Monsignor Martorella pas-
tored in East Harlem from 1958 to 1966.
Nineteen hundred and sixty-six brought
him to Staten Island as pastor of the
Church of the Assumption until 1969.
From October 1969 until October 1972,
Pastor Martorella was to give his loving
leadership and example to the Van Ness
community of the Bronx 2t St. Dominic
Church. And very happily and meaning-
fully for all who know and love him
there, Monsignor Martorella remains in
his devoted service, begun in 1972, as the
pastor of Our Lady of Mount Carmel
Church in the familiar Belmont area—
a parish and neighborhood which is so
near and dear to me in the Bronx. This
parish numbers 20,000 strong, and has
the largest, 900 students, parochial
school in New York.

Louis Martorella believed in civic duty.
He knew of the necessity to organize and
to lead, in order to render full human
services to the people of the communities
and neighborhoods he valued, and to be
of assistance to those in need. Impor-
tantly, he was the founder of the Council
of Belmont Organizations, known as
COBO, which has become a fountain of
development and progress for the com-
munity. Recognizing the special needs of
the elderly in our society, he founded
the Mount Carmel Senior Citizens Cen-
ter. Monsignor Martorella also capably
serves his borough on the Bronx Bor-
ough President Advisory Committee.

The Columbia Association of the New
York City Police Department and the
Columbus-ESCA Alliance of Italian-
American Business Professionals and
Elected Officials enjoy his guidance and
inspiration as their spiritual director.

An activist, prompted by church orga-
nizational concerns as well, Monsignor
Martorella is now serving a 3-year ap-
pointment by Cardinal Cooke on the
Archdiocesan Priests Retirement Board.
He recently completed another special
appointment by the cardinal to the
Interparish Committee of the New York
Archdiocese.

Yes; we are paying tribute today to a
man who helps people be better people.
We are saluting a leader who enables
people to live out days of their lives as
best they can. In that form, they are
true to themselves, a credit to their com-
munity, and an important contributing
factor to the success of God's service and
His work here on Earth.

I implore him, on behalf of all his
friends and admirers, to continue in all
his good works, with good health God
willing, and never to go too far away
from our neighborhoods and communi-

ties where he is widely loved and re-
spected. I further ask and trust that he
will permit us to partake of his talents
and wisdom for a long time to come.
I take great personal pride in being
among the wealth of his dear friends,
and one who has encouraged him in his
community endeavors and accomplish-
ments.

Warmest and heartiest congratula-
tions to you, Monsignor Martorella, on
your 40th anniversary in the holy priest-
hood. And may God bless you and keep
you always.®@
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VOTING REPRESENTATION
MEASURE

HON. WALTER E. FAUNTROY

OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, May 24, 1978

® Mr. FAUNTROY. Mr. Speaker, follow-
ing the floor debate on House Joint Reso-
lution 554, the District of Columbia full
voting representation measure, one of
my constituents who was in the House
gallery recorded her impressions of the
proceedings in a poem. I believe this
poem captures the hope and, indeed, the
feelings of the District of Columbia com-
munity on this matter. The poem fol-
lows:

While I sat in the gallery in the Capitol
today

I watched one of God's messengers and I
started to pray

Lord please let his resolution past
I'm terribly excited Lord please do it fast

My breath was cut short anxlety palns in
my chest

As I watched his colleagues put 554 to a
test.

I watched this representative for God and

man
Step forward to dellberate his legislative
plan

He reminded me of Martin Luther King
His speech was to let all freedom ring

He asked for respect from every nation
By glving the District full voter representa-
tion

I looked In that pit what a heavenly sight
As his colleagues shook his hands and urged
him to fight

When the voting was over God I watched
his face wet with tears

He was thankful for your encouragement all
of these years

Now we are walting for the Senate to glve
its final touch

By voting yes for legislation that we need
50 much.

Let 1t ratify victory, it's a beautiful plan
To make men equal In this God blessed
land . . . America.

(To Congressman WaLTER FAuNTROY and
the United States Congress and Senate from
Mrs. Elaine Johns.) @

Statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the floor will be identified by the use of a “bullet” symbol, ie., ®
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FISCAL YEAR 1979 DEFENSE AU-

THORIZATION: WHAT IT COSTS
AND WHAT IT BUYS

HON. JOHN CONYERS, JR.

OF MICHIGAN
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, May 24, 1978

® Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, once
again the annual defense authorization
rite is upon us. The figures may change,
almost always in an upward direction,
but the underlying assumptions, atti-
tudes, and inducements to spend on na-
tional defense remain the same.

This year there are a few interesting
variations on the wusually perennial
theme that American military spending
is the only key to earthly security and
salvation. The authorization bill is $2.4
billion above the President’s request and
$3.4 billion above the House's version of
tl'.rsxgsﬂrst budget resolution for fiscal year

Also this year for the first time in sev-
eral years a group of dissident commit-
tee members, outraged by the arbitrari-
ness and excessiveness of the committee
bill, have devised a substitute bill, which
would call up the President’s initial re-
quest as the baseline for authorization.
Apparently, the committee’s action was
even more flagrantly irresponsible this
year than in past years. One Member
characterized the committee bill as “the
most pork-laden” in recent history. An-
other member, who is usually sympa-
theic to Pentagon demands, thought the
committee “ran amok” this time around.
A third member refers to the bill as “the
Christmas tree bill.” Among other
goodies, the bill authorizes $8.1 million
for a private Gulfstream executive jet
for the Marine Corps Commandant. It
also offers a virtual blank check to the
Lake Placid Olympic organizing commit-
tee to provide the Pentagon with funds
to shovel snow and provide security at
the 1980 Olympics in upstate New York.
Apparently, this authorization won sup-
port after a senior committee member
convinced his colleagues that his district,
which includes the site of the 1980 Olym-
pics badly needs Pentagon assistance.
Since the Defense Department seems to
have its hand in so many domestic proj-
ects and social events, I am tempted to
request that it lend its helpful hand to
the cities of Detroit and Highland Park,
in my own district, to help eliminate un-
employment and assist in the local crime
prevention and urban security effort.

In a more serious vein, however, as
flagrantly irresponsible as these pork-
barrel projects are, far more serious are
the misguided and dangerous assump-
tions that lie behind the defense authori-
zation request. We have become inured
of late to the notion that whereas the
Russians are currently outspending us
on military matters, and because the
Russians seem to be having a rather suc-
cessful time in their support of armed
struggles in Third World countries, it is
simply a matter of national reason, hon-
or, and security to raise sharply the level
of funds going to military research, de-
velopment, and production. The current
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Defense Authorization bill is the perfect
embodiment of this dubious logic, par-
ticularly its request of $2.1 billion for a
new super-class nuclear carrier, which
has been opposed by the former Presi-
dent, is opposed by President Carter, and
was rejected last year by both Houses
of Congress.

The convenient assumption behind
this current authorization bill is that it,
along with the new nuclear carrier, will
furnish us with the national security we
need in the years ahead. Let us examine
this assumption. What are we buying
with this new $2.1 billion Nimitz-class
carrier, or for that matter with the whole
authorization bill of $37.9 billion? What
is this new carrier actually going to cost
us in the lifetime of its mission?

What does this additional nuclear
carrier actually provide in terms of force
structures and military missions? And
why are the underlying assumptions
about force structures and missions,
which this carrier represents, warranted
at all? These questions ought to be asked
of every weapon authorization and ap-
propriation, but unfortunately are gen-
erally not? What are we buying, and for
what reason? What will it be costing
American taxpayers not only this year
but in future years?

For answers to these questions I con-
sulted with Dr. Earl Ravenal, a former
high official in the Department of De-
fense, a leading expert on defense and
foreign policy, and a professor at Johns
Hopkins and Georgetown Universities.
This is his breakdown of the costs of the
Nimitz-class carrier that will be incurred
over the years in order to enable it to
fulfill its mission:

$2.1 billion for the ship itself;

83 billion for its complement of 90 aircraft
of various types (most of which are for the
defense of the carrier itself);

$3 billion for 6 escort ships for the defense
of the carrler;

$1.5 billlon for various replenishment and
support vessels; and

$1.5 billion for its shore facilities.
ns'i‘?rtnlz $11.1 billion just for the hardware

But this is not all of the cost:

#11.1 billion for the hardware;

$22.6 blllion to operate the carrler over its
36-year life; and

$66 billlon for 2 more carriers, which are
necessary, one is reserve and one in overhaul.

Grand total: £100 billion.

A $2.1 billion authorization for a new
super-class nuclear carrier can cost us as
much as $100 billion. Unfortunately, we
do not think of weapons systems in terms
of force structures and missions, even
though this is the name of the national
security game. I suspect we are not in-
clined to this mode of thinking because
the fiscal and other implications of our
rather casual incrementalist decisions on
national defense would blow our cover
and confront us with the incredible im-
plications of the decisions that we make.

I will leave aside for the time being
the connection of the spending called for
in the current defense authorization bill,
on the one hand, and our Nation’s secu-
rity or even our defense against Russian
moves in the world, on the other. Wheth-
er we like it or not, recent Russian suc-
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cesses in the Third World are centrally
related to the sides they chose in the
struggles and other political factors, not
to how many nuclear carriers we have.

The best information available to me
indicates that in terms of our military
rivalry with the Soviet Union, we re-
main far ahead in numbers and fire-
power. For example, one estimate shows
America as having 9,000 strategic and
22,000 tactical nuclear warheads—as
compared to 4,500 strategic and 7,000
tactical on the Russian side. We remain
ahead by several years in terms of nu-
clear technologies. Put in another way,
we have enough weaponry now to kill
every Russian 36 times, and every person
on Earth 12 times. Is this not enough
deterrence?

I oppose the defense authorization bill
for these reasons. Coincidentally, this
week the United Nations special session
on disarmament convened, which will
exist for 5 weeks. The nations of the
world will spend over $400 billion this
year on armaments, the equivalent of
¢1 million on guns, tanks, missiles, and
bombs each and every minute of the day.
The United States ranks first in the sell-
ing of arms. As one of the congressional
advisers to the U.N. disarmament ses-
sion, I plan to participate as much as
possible in meeting with other delegates
and addressing the issues of arms con-
trol and disarmament. The U.N. session
is an opportunity, which may not hap-
pen again, for the world community to
turn away from militarism and avert
the catastrophe of nuclear war. It is
worthwhile juxtaposing the defense au-
thorization bill for fiscal year 1979 with
the dialog in New York on arms con-
trol. I would respectfully suggest that
the future of the world, depends more
on what happens at the U.N. disarma-
ment session than on the flagrantly ir-
responsible add-ons of weapons upon
weapons that go into each year's defense
authorization bill. Military spending, of
the scale that we countenance, offers no
hope at all.®

FOR THE BIRDS
HON. FORTNEY H. (PETE) STARK

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, May 24, 1978

® Mr. STARK. Mr, Speaker, this Thurs-
day the 15th annual Leonard J. Waxdeck
Bird Calling Contest will be conducted at
Piedmont High School in Piedmont,
Calif.

In these times of crisis when the world
seems preoccupied with violence and
strife, this unique event celebrates gen-
tler pursuits. Students have worked long
and hard to master the etherial flute-
scale of the veery, the variations on
themes of the wood and hermit thrushes,
the familiar trills of the goldfinch, bobo-
link, black-capped chickadee and, not to
be ignored, the tappings, calls, and flight
songs of sapsuckers and flickers. The
familiar calls of the virtuoso songster,
the song sparrow, will ring in Piedmont
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High calling to mind the lively picture
and joyful sounds of a May morning.

This contest is an exceptionally fine
way to encourage young people to dis-
cover and explore woodland, field, and
gshoreline and to become familiar with
their feathered residents. I salute those
who participate and those who make it
possible. This is an event which is truly
for the birds.®

TERRORISM AND SAMI ESMAIL

HON. LARRY McDONALD

OF GEORGIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, May 24, 1978

® Mr. McDONALD. Mr, Speaker, on
Monday, May 22, a briefing was held for
Members of Congress and staff aides on
the trial of Sami Esmail, a U.S. citizen,
in Israel. A presentation was made by
three members of the National Commit-
tee to Defend the Human Rights of Sami
Esmail and by Esmail’s defense attorney,
Felicia Langer.

Sami Esmail was born in Brooklyn,
N.Y., in 1954. In 1960, his family returned
to the West Bank region of Jordan, now
under the control of Israel. Esmail was
educated in a Quaker school in the town
of Ramallah. He returned to the United
Btates in 1972 for university education.
He is currently working toward a mas-
ters degree at Michigan State University
in electrical engineering. To continue the
sketch of events, Esmail was arrested
upon his arrival in Israel on December
21, 1977; on December 25, he met with a
U.S8. consular official while still in de-
tention. On December 26 and 27, he
wrote and signed various documents in
English and Hebrew admitting that he
had traveled to Libya for 2 weeks in 1976
and attended a training camp of the
Marxist-Leninist and terrorist Popular
Front for the Liberation of Palestine
(PFLP) . He has been tried on charges of
belonging to the PFLP, an organization
outlawed in Israel for its terrorist acts;
a verdict is expected early in June.

Prof. Robert Barr led off the talk.
Barr, a member of the engineering de-
partment at Michigan State University,
said he was acquainted with Esmail, that
Esmail had not acted terroristically in
his presence and that Esmail was a
bright student. Barr, who had attended
the Esmail trial, concluded an uninter-
rupted half hour of personal testimo-
nials with the statement he was “sick-
ened and outraged” by the charges that
Esmail was a member of a terrorist group
“because he’s not an ordinary stu-
dent * * * he had a .76 grade average”

Professor Barr is apparently unaware
that most of the members of the Baader-
Mainhof Gang, Red Brigades, Weather
Underground, and the like have attended
college, that some terrorists have higher
degrees or are members of professions in-
cluding PFLP leader George Habash, a
medical doctor like Ernesto “Che” Gue-
vara. The fact that a person has educa-
tion in no way precludes their also being
& member of a terrorist organization.
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Reporting on Esmail’s defense, the
MSU professor said that Esmail had ac-
tually gone to Libya in August 1976 “to
see about a job when he got his Ph. D.”
He admitted that at that time, Esmail’s
Ph. D. was “still a long way in the fu-
ture.” In fact at this time he is still
working toward a masters degree.

Felicia Langer, Esmail’s defense at-
torney, provided additional information.
She stated that Esmail repudiated the
nine-page confession in which he ad-
mitted being a member of the of the
PFLP, having sold the PFLP magazine
in Michigan, and having taken training
with the group in Libya. According to
Miss Langer, Esmail's trip to Libya was
organized by the Libyan Arab Socialist
Party (the ruling party in Colonel Qad-
dafi’s dictatorship) through an unnamed
friend in East Lansing. Langer did not
find it unusual for a 22-year-old still
5 to 6 years away from his Ph. D. to
travel to Libya to look for a future job.
There was no mention of the leading
role played by Libya in providing bases
for international terrorist groups like
the so-called Carlos network and the
militant terrorist groups of the Palestine
Liberation Organization’s Rejectionist
Front led by Habash's PLFP.

Professor Barr had said that the Es-
mail confession could not have been
written by Sami Esmail, because it re-
ferred to the PFLP as a terrorist orga-
nization. Said Barr:

Sami would never refer to them as ter-
rorists.

A member of the audience asked At-
torney Langer whether she, personally,
would characterize the PFLP as terrorist.

Ms. Langer then commenced a magni-
ficent demonstration of how not to
answer an embarrassing question. My
opinion is not important; it is Sami's
case that is important. Palestinians are
human beings with rights to be safe-
guarded, and so on. Langer’'s questioner
was persistent and again asked her to
please state on the record whether or
not she believed the PFLP was a terror-
ist group. After more statements of the
I am not on trial variety she said:

No, the whole organization is not terror-
ist. I am not blaming or stigmatizing or-
ganizations.

In an outburst of increasing emotion,
Langer denounced Israel’'s recent in-
cursion into the Fatahland region of
southern Lebanon and said that that was
worse than what Palestinian groups or
individuals are doing. She excused acts
of terrorism, recent acts including the
bus hijacking and barbaric machine-
gunning of motorists in Israel and on
Saturday the thwarted massacre attempt
at Orly Airport in France, as a result of
the occupation. Whether she meant
Israeli control of the West Bank or
whether she meant existence of the State
of Israel as an occupation of Palestine
was unclear.

I asked Ms. Langer why she, as a per-
son born in Poland, who emigrated to
Israel in the early 1950's as a young
woman, and who was a member of the
Central Committee of RADAH, the Com-
munist Party in Israel, had not chosen
to live in the Soviet Union rather than
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Israel. Langer's response was another
highly emotional outburst. She said she
and her family and her husband’s fam-
ily “were saved from the holocaust by
the Soviet Union. We owe our lives to
the Soviet Union.” She said her child-
hood was spent in the Soviet Union dur-
ing the Second World War, and re-
iterated that she owed them her life.
She did not answer why she had gone
to Israel if she owed so much to the
U.S.8.R.

When I asked her whether she, as a
survivor of the Nazi holocaust, thought
that the Communist holocaust that was
still continuing in Cambodia, Angola,
Ethiopia, and other countries was also
an atrocity, Ms. Langer walked out. The
panel of “human rights for Sami Esmail"
activists then decided the question was
“out of order.”

I would note that Langer, Robert Barr,
and the two women from the Esmail sup-
port group, Meg Jacobson and Barb Tie-
bolt, made a great point over the fact
that Esmail’'s indictment included ac-
tions that had taken place outside of
Israel—taking training in a PFLP camp,
selling PFLP literature, organizing sup-
port for the PLO and the like. Esmail
grew up on the Jordanian West Bank and
from 1967 to 1972 when he came to the
United States to study, that region was
under Israeli control. Therefore, it is un-
likely that he was ignorant of the fact
that membership in the PFLP is illegal
in Israel, as is taking training in a terror-
ist camp in Libya. Esmail voluntarily en-
tered Israel, thus placing himself under
their jurisdiction. It seems the height of
hypocrisy for Langer to object to the
“extraterritoriality” of the offense of
training in a PFLP camp and then enter-
ing Israel when her beloved Soviet Union
exercises “extraterritoriality,” including
the kidnaping of anti-Communists and
refugees to the U.S.8.R. for trial followed
by execution or enslavement.

Another complaint made by the Esmail
supporters was that they believe the FBI
had provided the Israeli officials with in-
formation that Esmail was making a sud-
den trip to that country. Esmail says he
suddenly left for Israel (in the middle of
the MSU exam week), because he re-
ceived a phone call that his father was
very ill. His father indeed was ill and died
early in January. They also state that the
FBI had questioned Esmail about his trip
to Libya in October 1977, a year after the
event. They also admitted he had told
the FBI that indeed he had been in Libya
and that he had refused “to answer who
arranged the trip or who went with him.”
They said that like Terry Fleener, an-
other of Langer's clients recently con-
victed of being a member of and courier
for the PFLP terrorists and who also
is a U.S. citizen, Esmail was being
“persecuted.”

When I asked whether they objected
in the abstract to the FBI telling an al-
lied government that a terrorist who was
a U.S. citizen was going to their country,
they said they had no position on any
question other than that Esmail is in-
nocent.

As the meeting broke up, various sup-
porters of Esmail asked the staffers pres-
ent to help put pressure on the adminis-
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tration and on Congress to demand that
Esmail be immediately released to return
to the United States prior to the verdict.

The National Committee To Defend
the Rights of Sami Esmail distributed in-
formation packets at the meeting in-
cluding lists of endorsers. They included
Saul Landau, the replacement to KBG
agent Orlando Letelier at the Institute
for Policy Studies’ Transitional Institute,
who in 1976 wrote to the chief of the
Americas division of the Cuban Com-
munist Party Central Committee that
he felt it was time to become a full-time
“propagandist” for revolution in the
United States; George Murphy of the
Afro-American newspaper chain and an
identified member of the Communist
Party, U.S.A.; Morton Halperin, orga-
nizer of efforts to smash the U.S. domes-
tic and foreign intelligence agencies;
Angela Davis of the Communist Party,
U.S.A. Central Committee and a leader
of the CPUSA’s front, the National Al-
liance Against Racist and Political Re-
pression (NAARPR) ; Leonard Weinglass
of the CPUSA-front National Lawyers
Guild who has been sent as an observer
of trials of terrorists in Iran and recently
defended members of the Symbionese
Liberation Army; and a number of others
who have been active in supporting the
Vietcong, PLO, and similar terrorist
“liberation movements.”

The considerable internal contradic-
tions in the presentation of the Esmail
case, taken with Felicia Langer's emo-
tional defense of the Soviet Union and
long record of defense work for arrested
terrorists in Israel, gives me the strong
impression that the National Committee
To Defend the Human Rights of Sami
Esmail is more interested in making sure
that a PFLP member escapes jail in
Israel rather than in human rights.e@

MEMORIAL DAY 1978

HON. CHRISTOPHER J. DODD

OF CONNECTICUT
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, May 24, 1978

® Mr. DODD. Mr. Speaker, this week
communities across our Nation are pre-
paring for the approaching Memorial
Day celebrations. It is appropriate that
we pause to pay tribute to our service-
men who have fought so gallantly for
our Nation.

Since Memorial Day began to honor
the soldiers who fell during the Civil
War, approximately 736,000. American
servicemen have lost their lives in suc-
ceeding conflicts. I call your attention
to the fact that 2,446 American service-
men died during the Spanish-American
War; World War I cost us 116,516 Amer-
ican servicemen’'s lives; 405,399 Ameri-
can servicemen perished during World
War II; 54,246 American servicemen
died during the Korean war. At the
close of the conflict in Southeast Asia
the death toll was 56,962. We must also
remember that countless more service-
men were listed as MIA's or unaccounted
for at the close of these conflicts.

CXXI1V——DB6T—Part 12

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

Mr. Speaker, the statistics I have just
quoted are indeed staggering. These
losses are felt by all Americans.

On Memorial Day I hope that our Na-
tion’s leaders will not only remember the
Americans who have died in war, but
will open their hearts and minds to the
present concerns of their survivors and
comrades. We can ill afford to forget
the sacrifices our veterans and their
families have made for our country. We
must not forget our obligations to assist
our veterans in finding employment, ob-
taining medical, continuing their edu-
cation, and finding housing. Memorial
Day is an opportunity to heed these
CcOncerns.

Memorial Day is an appropriate time
to reflect on the fact that the United
States is not engaged in conflict with
other nations. We have paid a tremen-
dous price for peace. The peace we en-
joy today has not been easy to come by.
It may not be easy to retain.®

ROCKFORD, ILL., SCHOOLCHILDREN
COMMENT ON FREE ENTERPRISE
AND PRIVATE PROPERTY

HON. JOHN B. ANDERSON

OF ILLINOIS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, May 24, 1978

® Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr.
Speaker, I have been reading some essays
about free enterprise which I would like
to commend to my colleagues. While re-
vealing to us their perspective of adult
life, a group of seventh and eighth grade
schoolchildren will often sweep aside the
curtain of subjectivity obscuring our view
of ourselves. Just such a group of stu-
dents, from the schools in Rockford, Ill.,
were asked to write about “Why It's Im-
portant to Preserve the Right of Free
Enterprise and Private Property Owner-
ship.” A few examples from these 13 and
14 year olds’ essays will demonstrate, far
better than my words, their strong sense
of certain fundamental assumptions in
our society. Rick Landgren, the seventh
grader who won first place, said:

Local Rockford businessmen provide serv-
ices and products for the people of Rockford.
We have a better chance of having better
services and higher quality products provided
for uc this way, than if we have to depend
on businesses that are not locally owned.

Vicki Vince, the seventh grader who
acheived second place, wrote:

Life's ambitions can be fulfilled. One can
own his own business and work towards his
own goals. Free enterprise encourages crea-
tiveness.

Linda Hippler, the eighth grader who
was awarded first place, commented:

Without free enterprise, many rights are
eliminated. The individual’s right to earn the
most money according to his ability and
talent is destroyed. The right for business to
compete with one another, abolished. For
Americans, the purpose and desire to live is
lessened.

Julie Ross, the winner of second place
in the eighth grade contest, concluded:

Americans have had the freedom to become
successful in their own businesses, and thus,

15363

feel a pride in their work. It is this pride that
has made us the superior nation that we are,
However, if the government interferes, this
pride will be lost.

We must prove that we are able to control
our lives and our businesses in such a way
that government will not need to control
them for us.

These words draw us back to the fun-
damental principles on which we base
our society and our lives. The ability to
return to basic principles is essential in
a life where complexities build geometri-
cally, jumbling our perspective. I would
like to commend these students both on
their awards and on their deep commit-
ment, interest and involvement in a
better future for America.®

BIG BROTHER
HON. OLIN E. TEAGUE

OF TEXAS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, May 24, 1978

® Mr. TEAGUE, Mr. Speaker, under
leave to extend my remarks in the
Recorp, I wish to include an editorial
from the May 11, 1978, edition of the
Duncanville Suburban, of Duncanville,
Tex., concerning the proposed directives
of the Department of Agriculture with
respect to the sale of so-called junk food
in school buildings and school cafeterias.

I would agree that this food is not
nutritious, but have we at last reached
the point where the Federal Government
is going to tell us what to eat.

Editorial follows:

LivinGg GREEN

Have you heard about the latest in federal
meddling in connection with our school sys-
tems? Blg brother, this time in the form of
the U.S. Department of Agriculture, wants
to prohibit the sale of candy, soda water,
frozen deserts and chewing gum on school
premises until after the last lunch period.
Their stand is being taken on a public law
that gives them authority to prohibit the
sale in schools of food items that the de-
partment determines to be of little nutri-
tional value.

Well, now, we will have to admit there is
little nutritional value in the items on the
proposed list, but we just don't think it's up
to the feds to tell us, or our children, what
we can and can't eat. Such regulation is re-
served, in our opinion, for the parents. And,
if school officials choose to eliminate such
foods from campus, that's fine, too. But the
feds should not be able to come to Duncan-
ville—or send word—that certain foods can-
not be sold on campus during a specified
time.

Something tells me that the federal lunch
program just isn't getting the reception ex-
pected. Maybe too many of the so-called poor
who supposedly can't afford good meals, are
spending their money on junk. Certainly that
doesn't make for & healthy diet, but don't
each of us have the right to decide whether
or not we eat good food or junk food? Should
the federal government have the right to deny
anyone the right of choice in such matters?

Oh, the junk food regulations are not all
that serious, but they are just one more link
in the ever growing chain of federal meddling
in matters that are not federal business.

The ban is merely proposed at this stage
and comments are invited by USDA. Com-
ments may be sent to Margaret O'K. Glavin,
acting director, school programs division.
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Food and Nutrition Service, U.S. Department
of Agriculture, Washington, D.C. 20250 by
June 9.@

LONG ISLANDERS BACK
SALT TALKS

HON. THOMAS J. DOWNEY

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, May 24, 1978

® Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. Speaker, this week
the United Nations begins a month-long
special session on disarmament. Mean-
while, the Carter administration SALT
negotiators are continuing significant
arms control talks with the Soviets at
Geneva.

Some Members of Congress, and de-
fense industry spokesmen, would have us
believe that these two steps toward arms
control will put us in an inferior mili-
tary position with the Russians.

The American people see through the
smoke and support arms control because
they know that the costly and destabiliz-
ing weapons race must be stopped. I
would like to insert into the Recorp a
recent poll taken by Long Island's News-
day newspaper. The Newsday poll, sur-
veying an area with a significant defense
industry, clearly shows that Long Is-
landers are in favor of our SALT efforts
and other attempts to put a lid on nu-
clear weapons.

LIers Back SaLt TaLks WITH SOVIETS
OPINIONS ON SALT
Norte.—Findings are based on telephone
interviews conducted May 15 and 16 with 526
Nassau and Suffolk telephone subscribers.
[In percent]

Are the SALT talks—

An attempt to reach a European troop
reduction agreement with the Rus-

An attempt to reach an agreement with
the Russians on a ceiling on salt

An attempt to reach an agreement with
the Russians on limitation of nuclear
WORDOTIET .« o e i e i i i e 1 o i

Do you think it is in the best interest
of the United States to sign a strategic
arms limitation agreement with the

In general, do you think that the

United States is militarily—

More powerful than the Russians?
Less powerful than the Russians?
Equally powerful?____

Don't know.

Can the Russians be trusted to abide
by an arms limitation agreement?

Should the United States refuse to
sign an arms limitation agreement with
the Russians unless they agree to recog-
nize the basic human righta of their
own citizens?
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BixTy PERCENT SUPPORT AN ACCORD ON LIMITA-
TION OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS
(By Bernie Bookbinder)

As the current strategic arms limitation
talks between the United States and the
Soviet Unlon appear to be nearing their con-
clusion, Long Islanders solidly support rati-
fication of the agreement that emerges.

Asked by LI Poll interviewers if they
thought “it is in the best interest of the
United States to slgn a strategic arms lim-
itation agreement with the Russians,” 60
per cent of the random, representative sam-
ple of 526 Nassau and Suffolk telephone sub-
scribers replied that it was, 34 per cent sald
that it wasn't and 6 per cent were undecided.

Responses to other questions turned up
seeming contradictions, however, and sug-
gested that some of the people who backed
arms limitation, particularly those with
strong anti-Communist feelings, were less
then fully committed to SALT.

Professor Stephen Cole, a soclologist at
the State Unlversity at Stony Brook, found
when he analyzed responses to the basic
arms limitation question that people who
were better Informed about the SALT dis-
cussions were more likely to support ratifi-
cation. This was determined through a ques-
tion aimed at finding out how familiar Long

- Islanders were with the talks and their pur-

Those interviewed were asked If the talks
were (1) an attempt to reach a European
troop reduction agreement with the Rus-
slans, (2) an attempt to reach an agreement
with the Russians on a celllng on salt prices,
or (3) an attempt to reach an ment
with the Russlans on limitation of nuclear
weapons. Seventy-one per cent correctly said
that the talks dealt with nuclear weapons,
while 3 per cent said troop reductions, 3 per
cent sald salt prices and 23 per cent said they
didn't know the answer.

When the results were tabulated Cole
found that among those who answered the
question correctly, 62 per cent felt that the
agreement was in the best interest of the
United States, 33 per cent felt that it wasn't,
and 5 per cent had no opinion, while among
those who hadn't known what the SALT
talks were about, 52 per cent said that they
were in the U.S. Interest, 38 per cent said
they weren't and 10 per cent had no opinion.

In dealing with feelings about SALT, the
poll was interested in the effect of attitudes
about the relative military strengths of the
United States and the Soviet Union.

When interviewers asked whether the
United States was militarily more powerful
than the Soviet Unlon, less powerful or
equally powerful, 22 percent of the sample
sald “more powerful,” 27 percent sald “less
powerful,"” 47 percent sald "equally power-
ful,” and 4 percent said they didn't know.

Analysis determined that, as might be ex-
pected, those who sald that the United States
was more powerful than the Soviet Union
were more likely to support an arms limita-
tion agreement than those who thought the
Soviets were more powerful than the United
States. Cole found that the people most in
favor of an agreement were those who
thought that the two nations were eqgually
powerful.

As reported in yesterday’'s article, 44 per-
cent of the sample thought that the United
States should spend more money on defense
than it does now, 19 percent said that it
should spend less, 34 percent sald that there
should be no change, and 3 percent were un-
decided. When these responses were tabu-
lated with attitudes toward SALT, it was
found that those who favored reducing de-
fense expenditures were more likely to back
a BALT agreement than those who favored
boosting defense spending and those who
thought the present spending level should be
maintained.

Aside from opposing arms limitation be-
cause they thought that the United States
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was militarily inferior to the Soviet Union
and had to catch up, some people might be
against SALT because they thought that the
Soviets were not trustworthy. When Long
Islanders were asked whether they agreed or
disagreed that “the Russians can't be trusted
to abide by an arms limitation agreement,”
a substantial proportion (70 percent) agreed,
while 23 percent disagreed and 7 percent had
no opinion. Those who thought the Russians
couldn't be trusted were more likely to op-
pose an agreement than those who didn't
feel that way. Among those who agreed that
the Russians were not trustworthy, only 53
percent supported an-arms limitation agree-
ment, while among those who disagreed, 81
percent supported such an agreement.

Since there has been some feeling that
detente with the Soviets should be linked to
a liberalization of Soviet treatment of dis-
sldents, those polled were asked whether or
not they agreed that "the United States
should refuse to sign an arms limitation
agreement with the Russians unless they
agree to recognize the basic human rights of
their own citizens."” Fully 63 per cent of
Long Islanders agreed with the statement,
while 32 per cent disagreed, and 5 per cent
were undeclided.

The responses to this question seem to con-
tradict those given to the gquestion of
whether the United States should sign a
BALT agreement with the Soviet Union. This
contradiction, Cole said, indicates that not
all of those who initlally said that they
favored SALT were equally committed to
arms limitation and detente and that, when
they were given the opportunity to justify
withdrawing their support, they might do
80. A further analysis of the data showed
that the Long Islanders who changed thelr
minds about SALT (when it was linked to
Soviet human rights policies) were those
who, In general, had strongly negative at-
titudes toward Communism and the Sovlets.
For example, those who belleve that “it Is
the duty of the United States to prevent the
Communists from taking over the world"
were far more likely than those who didn't
feel that way to think that the United States
should refuse to sign a SALT agreement un-
less the Russians agree to respect human
rights.

Finally, there has been some controversy
over whether U.S.-Soviet relations have im-
proved or worsened under President Carter.
When the poll asked Long Islanders what
they thought had taken place over the past
year, the result was a virtual standoff: 17
per cent sald that relations had gotten better,
18 per cent said that they had gotten worse,
62 per cent saild that they were unchanged,
and 3 per cent had no opinlon.@

ALASKA LANDS—H.R. 39

HON. FORTNEY H. (PETE) STARK

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, May 24, 1978

® Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, due fo a
prior commitment in my district I was
absent for rollcall No. 336, Alaskan
wilderness, on Thursday, May 18 and I
missed all votes on Friday, May 19 when
the House of Representatives concluded
consideration on H.R. 39. Had I been
present I would have voted “nay” on roll-
call No. 336, an amendment to cut in
half the wilderness acreage proposed for
our national interest lands in Alaska.
Had I been present on May 19, I would
have voted “nay” on rollcall No. 338, an
amendment that requires the President
to submit a proposal to Congress by
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October 1, 1981, for a procedure for eval-
uating applications by individuals wish-
ing to carry out mineral exploration or
extraction on conservation system lands.
Had I been present I would have voted
“nay” on rollcall No. 339 to recommit the
bill to the Committees on Interior and
Insular Affairs and Merchant Marine
and Fisheries, and “yea’” on rollcall No.
340, final passage of the bill.@

REDUCING INFLATION

HON. MAX BAUCUS

OF MONTANA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, May 24, 1978

® Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. Speaker, inflation is
among the most serious problems this
Nation faces. The President has an-
nounced action he intends to take to
counter price increases. But his efforts
will not help unless Congress makes a
strong commitment to reducing infla-
tion.

The most recent statistics show prices
increasing at an annual rate of 10 per-
cent. Since 1975, we have had steady in-
flation of at least 6 percent.

This inflation erodes the standard of
living for those who live on fixed in-
comes. It constantly creates imbal-
ances and tensions in the society if some
groups benefit and some lose from in-
flation. It inhibits business investment
and growth by making it almost impos-
sible for businessmen to predict future
costs and prices.

We in Congress can take the lead in
fighting inflation by voting for responsi-
ble spending and revenue measures, en-
couraging the growth of industrial pro-
ductivity and paying attention to the
Government regulatory process that pro-
vides inflationary pressure.

Deficit spending invariably leads to in-
flation. Our national economy still suf-
fers from the 1975 recession, and some
deficit spending may be necessary to
maintain business and employment re-
covery.

But the $60 billion deficit proposed by
the President this year is simply too
large. Our House Budget Committee has
approved a budget reducing the Presi-
dent’s deficit. I support a smaller defi-
cit and will oppose efforts to increase
outlays. As we vote on spending meas-
ures in the coming months, we must con-
sider the impact each will have on the
budget deficit and resultant inflation.

Once inflation begins, it tends to sus-
tain itself via the wage price spiral. The
budget deficits run in the late 1960’s in
spite of low unemployment led to the
unacceptable inflation we have now.

As the employment situation improves,
the budget should be in surplus. As un-
employment recedes, incomes, profits and
tax revenues rise while unemployment-
related expenditures fall. These natural
tendencies should lead to a balanced
budget, but historically they have not.
Instead, Federal spending has increased
dramatically in prosperous times.

I asked a successful amendment to the
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Full Employment Act which will require
the President to submit a surplus budget
when unemployment is low. Additionally,
I will soon introduce the full employment
Budget Surplus Act to provide further
assurance that this Nation attacks its
deficit spending and national debt prob-
lems.

It is important that we consider the
inflationary impacts of Government reg-
ulations; these can be staggering. For
example, housing has been affected by
inflation such that many families can no
longer afford their own homes. Shock-
ingly, a congressional panel found that
Federal regulations added $5,000 to the
average cost of homes in an Oregon com-
munity.

Similarly, the increasing flood of Fed-
eral redtape has been an enormous bur-
den for businessmen that has increased
costs and forced the closing of many
enterprises in Montana and elsewhere.

Most of these regulations come from
executive agencies and departments
which operate virtually unconstrained by
congressional or judiciary oversight.

I cosponsored the Administrative
Rulemaking Reform Act to provide addi-
tional opportunity for public participa-
tion in agency rulemaking and create op-
portunities for congressional and judi-
cial review. I would urge this House to
seriously consider that proposal. Addi-
tionally, we must consider the infiation-
ary impact of all bills we pass. It would
make sense to require “inflationary im-
pact” estimates for major proposals.

Mr. Speaker and fellow colleagues, re-
cent polls show that Americans regard
inflation as this Nation's primary eco-
nomic problem. As elected representa-
tives, we have an obligation to pursue
policies to combat inflationary pressure.
We must meet that obligation.®

A TRIBUTE TO JOSEPH P.
SHERIDAN

HON. JAMES J. FLORIO

OF NEW JERSEY
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, May 24, 1978

® Mr. FLORIO. Mr. Speaker, in memory
of Mr. Joseph P. Sheridan of Gloucester
City, N.J., I would like to enter the fol-
lowing statement. Joe Sheridan passed
away on November 16, 1977.

During his lifetime, Joe Sheridan
compiled an outstanding record in both
civic affairs and public office. For five
consecutive terms, Mr. Sheridan served
as member of the Common Council of
Gloucester City from January 1, 1962 to
December 31, 1976.

As a councilman, Joe spearheaded sev-
eral projects for the youth of his city.
He was a leader in developing programs
to build football fields, baseball fields,
basketball courts, tennis courts, and
playgrounds throughout Gloucester City.

Besides his elected responsibilities as
councilman, Joe Sheridan was a member
of the Camden County Democratic Com-
mittee, the Gloucester City Democrat Ex-
ecutive Committee, and a member of the
Gloucester City Welfare Board.
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He was a veteran of World War II, a
charter member and president of the
Gloucester City Sportsmen's Club and a
member of the Gloucester Catholic
Fathers Club, and Townsend C. Young
VFW Post 3620 and the Gloucester City
American Legion Post 135. Employed by
Ragens Transportation Co., Joe was a
member of Teamsters Local 676.

Joe Sheridan’s lifetime career is a
shining example of one man’s dedica-
tion to his city, county, State, and its
citizens within. Every position of re-
sponsibility he held was utilized to its
fullest potential. He worked with untir-
ing zeal and devotion and proved him-
self a capable leader with genuine con-
cern for those he served.

His family and friends can be proud
of this man’s record. He will be sadly
missed by those who loved him, knew
him, and had the privilege of working
with him.e

THE STATE HOSPITAL—HOW CAN
IT SERVE?

HON. ALBERT H. QUIE

OF MINNESOTA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, May 24, 1978

® Mr. QUIE. Mr. Speaker, recently, we
have seen a deserved emphasis placed on
the need for more considerate approaches
to treatment of mental disorders. Dr.
Francis Tyce of the Rochester State Hos-
pital in Rochester, Minn., has prepared
a paper which was presented at the con-
vention of the American Psychiatric As-
sociation in Atlanta earlier this month.
Dr. Tyce has outlined what he feels are
the services and qualities necessary for
a mental health facility to best fulfill
its purpose of helping the mentally and
emotionally ill. Because it gives a very
comprehensive view, I would like to share
the paper with my colleagues. It reads
as follows:

THE STATE HOSPITAL AS A CENTRE FOR MENTAL
HEALTH AND A LEAST RESTRICTIVE ALTERNA-
TIVE IN THE TREATMENT OF SOCIAL DYSPUNC~
TION
The soclally dysfunctioning individual is

one markedly out of phase with the soclety

in which he lives. His dysfunction can be
protean; mental illness, neurosis, marital
or family problems, problems in functioning
in living as a child, adolescent, adult, or
aged person. His dysfunction can be caused
by vocational problems, illegal behavior, re-
belliousness against the system in which he
lives; or by abuse of chemicals, alcohol; de-
velopmental disabilities, learning disorders,
helplessness in the problem of adjusting to
the Ilife experience, loneliness, rejection,
allenation by others of different racial and
ethnic origin. This list is far from complete.

If a state hospital 1s to attempt to deal
with some of these problems, what qualities
should it possess, or try to develop, to assist
those people I have called soclally dysfunc-
tioning?

The state hospital—

1. Should be visible to the community it
serves. They should know where it is.

2. S8hould be accessible. Easy of access—
on a good transportation pattern.

3. Must be available. 24 hours a day—T7
days a week. A good hotel can be very visible,

a skyscraper in the middle of the trafiic pat-
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tern, but if 1t Is closed, 1t is useless, it is not
available. It is a hollow promise.

4. It must be penetrable, devoid of restric-
tive policies, and easily penetrated by con-
sumers, relatives, visitors, media, other com-
munity facilities, and all sub units within
the hospital should be easlly penetrable also.

5. It must be credible., Those who work in
the hospital and those who use it should be-
lieve in 1t.

6. The hospital must be cooperative, inding
It easler to say yes than no in its relation-
ship with the community, and the com-
munity facilities it works with.

7. The hospital must be Sensitive, attuned
to all small cries from the community.

8. It must be Responsive, that is, willing
to act.

9. It must be Flexible, willing to adapt.

10. It must be Changeable, that is, will-
ing to give up old ideas.

11. It must be Creative, that is, willing to
be Imaginative.

12. It must be Courageous, willing to ac-
cept challenge and not regard timidity as
a safer and desirable goal.

18. It must be Accountable to its con-
sumers, its staff, I1ts community, and its cen-
tral authority.

If the hospital has the physical qualities
of visibility, accessibility, avallability, pene-
trability, and has developed credibility, and
if 1t continuously strives to be cooperative,
sensitive to the community needs for the
treatment of its soclally dysfunctioning, and
most importantly responsive to these needs,
and is willing to be flexible, changeable, then
creative and courageous in trylng to meet
these needs, what programs might it develop
for the soclally dysfunctioning person?

For the mentally and emotionally ill, a
psychiatric service should contaln the fol-
lowing elements:

I. a. An inpatient adult psychiatric service
In mixed male, female open units which are
reglonalized—that is each unit individually
serves a certain fixed geographic area in the
hospital’s total recelving areas. These
geographic sub areas should contain a com-
munity mental health center. Traffic between
the inpatient unit and the area and com-
munity agencles it serves should be open,
encouraged, reciprocal and continuous.

b. A Day Hospital for patients who need
not stay in hospital at night.

¢. A Day Nursery attached to the Day
Hospital. Since most patients in a Day Hos-
pital program are women and married, they
need somewhere to leave their preschool
children while they use the Day Hosplital.
The Day Nursery 1s avallable to patients who
use other services on the hospital campus,
stafl people who have a family crisis and to
volunteers who work regularly at the hos-
pital and cannot find or afford regular baby
sitting.

d. A Night Hospital. Unlike the Day Hos-
pital which will be a separate entlty—each
psychiatric unit can function as its own
night hospital.

e. Adolescent in-patient services with an
accredited school program supervised and
staffed by the local school district.

f. Out-Patient Services. Again each psy-
chiatric unit should provide out-patient
services to those who need it after previous
hospitalization. Thus continuity of care is
provided by the team that looked after the
patient In hospital.

II. For the soclally dysfunctioning who
are chemically dependent, the following pro-
grams are needed:

a. A Detoxification service for those chemi-
cally intoxicated.

b. A Chemlcally Dependency Unit closely
assoclated with the Detoxification Unit so
passage from it to the treatment unit is easy
and expected.

c. Night programs for the still working
alcoholie.
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d. Diversionary programs designed in con-
junction with local judges so treatment
rather than punishment is an alternative
which can be chosen by the chemically de-
pendent law breaker.

e. Half-Way Houses for those who can now
work in the community, but still need super-
vised living arrangements.

f. Programs for the families of the chemi-
cally dependent so they can develop under-
standing and support in his efforts to obtain
sobriety.

ITI. Resldential care for the developmen-
tally disabled—both long term programs de-
signed In conjunction with the local school
district, and respite care for shorter periods
of time. Here the resident lives at home and
can be admitted for short periods when the
parents need assistance in learning to pro-
gram for him at home, or when there is
parental lllness, a family crisls, or simply a
need for a parental vacation.

IV. A Gerlatric Service for the dysfunction-
ing aged person, living alone, or with family,
or in a nursing home. Admission should be
made easy, and close cooperation and swift
assistance given. This will persuade both
nursing homes and family to take the patient
back when they have the assurance of good
followup care.

V. Resldential Care for the Criminal Of-
fender—another group of soclally dysfunc-
tioning people both young and adult. The
State Hospital has had long experlence in
helping to create and design new programs.
It is sensitive also the effects of total institu-
tionalization and has a lot to offer in helping
to set up programs in community corrections.

VI. Speclial programs—the State Hospital
might help to set up programs for state-wide
needs, for children services, forensic services,
and special dlagnostic and treatment services.

VII. For all these programs a strong medi-
cal service is a vital necessity, for even if we
are willing to gquestion the medical model,
the consumer is not. He is still old fash-
loned—when he comes to a hospital campus
he expects good medical care.

VIII. Vocational and Rehabllitation Serv-
ices. Years ago in Phase I in the history of
state hospitals, the hospital may have pro-
vided good medical care and benign custody.
With the advent of new drugs and new tech-
niques, the hospital moved to Phase II or
the removal of symptoms and revolving ad-
missions. Now in Phase III we know good
medical care, removal of symptoms is not
enough, without vocational counseling, and
habilitation, and rehabilitation that makes
certain the patient on discharge is vocation-
ally independent and self-supporting.

Thus the state hospital may respond to
local, regional and state-wide needs and
create a diversity of programs. But to do this
it needs money and personnel. I doubt any
state hospital has ever had, or will have,
enough money. The hospital should there-
fore have a basic unchanging commitment
that it will strive to give away all, or as
much as it can, of its operation back to
community control, community funding,
and community programming. If completely
successful the “hospital” image disappears,
the diveristy of programs remain, and the
campus becomes a regional resource for the
soclally dysfunctioning person.

Personnel in state hospital systems is
equally as scarce as money, but here we can
substitute ingenuity, and historically state
hospitals have demonstrated ingenuity. If
personnel time in patient contact can be in-
creased, then their usefulness expands. The
commitment should be that all clinically
trained personnel, psychiatrists, psycholo-
gists, social workers, nurses, rehabilitation
workers etc. should remain in positions of
direct patient care. If the director of the
hospital is a psychiatrist, he should have
clinical responsibility for one psychlatric
unit. To maintaln highly trained profes-
slonals in administrative work only is to
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waste their expertise and leads to program
design without continuing experience, and
communication by memoranda—a time con-
suming, self deceiving relatively inaccurate
method of communication.

Responsibility and authority to act and
to participate in treatment planning should
be forced down and down, through all staff
levels down to and including the patient and
his family.

Why should the psychlatrist spend time
compiling the psychiatric history? This
should be done by the patient’s primary
nurse with the patient writing his own de-
velopmental history and autobiographv
which Is then included &s part of the psychi-
atric history. Who knows his developmental
history better than the patient? The psv-
chiatrist can read it later. The patient's autn-
biography should include his 1ist of the proh-
lems that have brought him into the hospital
and his ideas for their solution. To make the
best use of time, remember that confronta-
tion with the patient and his problems
should be direct and speedy. Transference
develops rapidly when time is short.

All interviewing with patient, patient and
relatives, patient and community resources
should be interviewing shared with the
patient’s primary nurse and other team mem-
bers who will work with the patient. Single
interviewing between patient and psychia-
trist means that information gained has to
be passed on often incompletely to other staff
after the interview, and time is thus wasted.

I have yet to meet a patient who will not
discuss his problems frankly with a number
of people in the room, when he realizes all
ere interested in helping him. This does not
obvlate single staff to patient psychothera-
peutic treatment sesslons when it is indi-
cated.

Discharge summarles can be written by
the head nurse or unit director, read and
countersigned by the unit psychiatrist, free-
ing more of his time for patient contact and
teaching on his own unit.

The work of recreational therapists can be
greatly expanded by inviting young people
or resident volunteers, to live in the units
with patlents, in exchange for room and
board. They can devise one-to-one or group
activities for patients during the empty
times when stafing 1s lowest—the evenings
and weekends.

HOSPITAL INTERFACE WITH THE COMMUNITY:

The hospital should be seen as an impor-
tant ally in the communities' attempts at
social engineering and social planning.
Sound trusting relationships must be bulilt
between hospital, law enforcement, courts,
media and citizen groups all of whom are
prime movers in communlity action and can
support or deter new programs for the so-
cially dysfunctioning person.

What happens to a state hospital if it
becomes a centre for mental health?

It Is predictable that:

1. Hospital census will go down.

2. Admissions will go up.

3. The % of voluntary admissions where
people seek treatment volitionally will go up

4. Outpatient visits will increase.

To have sald at the beginning of this
paper that I was describing a particular hos -
pital would have been presumptuous, t~
have described as existing, what actually
does not exlst would have been delusionary.

I'm sure I have described nothing that is
not familiar to you who work in state hos-
pitals across the country, but if some as-
pects are unfamillar, the operating policles
and the program activities described all
exist on the campus of the state hospital
where I work which I hope make it with
other cooperative but autonomous programs
based on the campus a center for mental
health and a least restrictive alternative In
the treatment of the socially dysfunctioning
individual in souteastern Minnesota.@
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THE INABILITY TO PROTECT
OURSELVES

HON. DAVID L. CORNWELL

OF INDIANA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 24, 1978

® Mr. CORNWELL. Mr. Speaker the
ever increasing threat of attack on
United States soil by those who would
enjoy our destruction is a thought we all
find to be deplorable. I find the probable
inability of this great Nation to protect
its populace in the face of such a threat
to be inexcusable.

Today this body will be considering
measures which would more adequately
protect our citizens in the event of war.
I make reference to H.R. 10929, the De-
partment of Defense Appropriation Act
for fiscal year 1979, and more specifically
title VII of the bill which pertains to civil
defense.

The May 21 edition of the Washington
Post’s Parade Magazine carried as its
cover story an article by Michael Satch-
ell which discusses the comparative sta-
tus of this country’'s civil defense capa-
bilities. I strongly urge my colleagues to
study carefully the article which follows:
WHY THE U.S. WorrIEs ABOUT NEGLECTED

Civi. DEFENSE
(By Michael Satchell)

WasHINGTON, D.C—It's called *“Mutual
Assured Destruction”—or MAD for short.
Conventional wisdom has It that war be-
tween the United States and the Soviet Un-
fon is impossible because each side knows
it would be destroyed in the holocaust of
& nuclear exchange. Right?

‘Wrong.

From the Pentagon to the White House to
the halls of Congress, there is mounting
concern that the scales of nuclear balance
may be tipping the scales steadily in favor
of the Soviets.

The reason: a massive, continuing clvil de-
fense buildup in Russia to protect not only
Kremlin leaders but the Russian population
and its industry. Intelligence experts esti-
mate the USSR has invested $65 billion in
the last decade in an ambitious program: to
ensure national survival in a nuclear war.

This country has spent a comparatively
paltry #8908 million on civil defense during
the past 10 years, and Bardyl Tirana, head of
the Pentagon's Defense Civil Preparedness
Agency (DCPA), candidly admits: “We have
no civil defense program, merely the appar-
atus to start one. When you look at civil de-
fense in the United States, you find the em-
peror has no clothes.”

To many Americans, the subject of civil
defense is a bore, but contemplate this sce-
nario concocted for next year by Pentagon
doomsday planners. The events envisioned
happen over a two- to three-month period,
starting next spring.

DOOMSDAY SCENARIO

War breaks out in the Middle East and
Soviet “volunteers” join the Arab forces . . .
in Germany, Soviets block access on the Ber-
lin autobahn and NATO forces are mobi-
lized . . . conventional air and ground battles
break out and NATO forces are pushed
back . . . the U.S. responds with tactical
nuclear strikes on Soviet offensive positions
in Europe and they reply in kind . . . the
fighting escalates and within days the two
superpowers are on the brink of all-out nu-
clear war.

Bhould the worst happen, Tirana estimates
that up to 145 million Americans would be
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killed or lethally dosed with radiation—even
given a couple of months lead time to throw
together some kind of civil defense shelter
and evacuation program.

But the Soviets, with their superior civil
defense, would lose less than 10 million, sev-
eral experts estimate.

In the case of a surprise attack on the
U.B8. by the Soviets—that is, with only two
or three days' advance warning—the casualty
gap could be even more glaring.

Ma). Gen. George Keegan, who retired last
year as head of Alr Force intelligence, be-
lieves that an unexpected nuclear strike could
kill 160 million Americans, while our return
salvo would kill 5 milllon Russians.

“This is how far Soviet clvil defense prep-
arations have progressed,” Keegan says. “In
& nuclear war today, we as a nation would
die. The Soviet Unlon would survive. Their
cities would be destroyed, but basically their
leadership, control apparatus and urban
population would survive.”

ASK CARTER FOR DOUBLE

Concern over the ominous buildup of So-
viet civil defense has been expressed on sev-
eral key fronts recently. Both the National
Security Council and the Department of De-
fense have just completed secret studies, and
Defense Secretary Harold Brown has recom-
mended to President Carter that civil de-
fense spending be more than doubled to $230
milllon a year.

Brown reportedly told the President that
such a sum could buy a modest population
relocation and fallout shelter program that
could cut expected U.S. casualties in nuclear
war from four-fifths of the population to
about one-half,

Lt. Gen. Samuel V. Wilson, head of the
Pentagon's Defense Intelligence Agency, told
& Congressional committee In recently re-
leased secret testimony that Soviet civil de-
fense in another five to six years could alter
the strategic military balance between the
two nations.

President Carter, who wants reduced Soviet
civil defense spending as part of an arms
limitation agreement, has reinstituted White
House nuclear evacuation rehearsals—a prac-
tice ignored since the Cuban missile crisis.

National Security Adviser Zblgniew Brze-
zinski and his secretary—playing the roles of
President and Mrs. Carter—tested the proce-
dures in an unannounced drill one night,
catching the Secret Service napping and
finding the whole evacuation machinery ex-
tremely rusty.

It took 45 minutes to get “President”
Brzezinskl out of the White House and
aboard the National Airborne Command Post
Boeing 747 stationed a 10-minute helicopter
ride away at Andrews Air Force Base.

Subsequent mock alerts have polished the
plan, and President Carter—anxious to un-
derscore his interest in nuclear readiness—
has flown aboard his airborne command post,
taken a nine-hour sall on & nuclear subma-
rine, visited the Strategic Air Command
headquarters in Nebraska and several emer-
gency command posts around Washington.

While preparations for the safety of the
President, his family and government leaders
may be up to snuff, plans for the rest of the
country are woefully inadequate, A compari-
son with the Soviets underlines just how
much,

Take the respective civil defense bosses.
America’s Bardyl Tirana is a lawyer by train-
ing whose job was staging the Presidential
inaugural activities before Carter appointed
him to head the DCPA in April 1977. Although
he may be an able administrator, Tirana ad-
mitted when he was tabbed for the DCPA
job that he knew next to nothing about civil
defense.

The Soviet program is headed by Alex-
ander Altunin, a four-star general In the
Soviet army. He commands a civil defense
military force on equal footing with their
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army, navy and alr force. In Russla, there are
several civil defense academies much lke
West Point and Annapolis, and General
Altunin has dozens of regiments of troops
whose entire tralning and duty are devoted
to civil defense.

Tirana heads an agency of 600 federal em-
ployees who coordinate civil defense activi-
ties with about 5500 state and local work-
ers—their primary focus being more on nat-
ural disasters, such as fires and floods, rather
than on nuclear attack. This year’s DCPA
budget is about $91 million, most of it spent
to simply maintain a framework upon which
a civil defense program could be bullt.

In the USSR, according to Harriet Fast
Beott, an expert on BSoviet civil defense,
Altunin runs a program with 100,000 active-
duty military personnel involved every day
in civil defense, and Soviet spending is cur-
rently running at about $1 billlon a year, 10
times what the U.S. spends.

Soviet clvil defense courses and training
are compulsory up to the age of 60. Children
are introduced to the subject In second
grade and study it throughout their aca-
demic careers. Adults are required to com-
plete 40 hours of study.

Throughout the country, the government
has erected model training villages of
bombed-out buildings, downed power lines
and other debris where clvillans practice
firefighting, rescue, medical ald and restoring
public services. They also are taught how to
build emergency shelters and they learn de-
contamination procedures to combat fallout.

Gen. George S. Brown, chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, estimated in his 1978
message to Congress that the Soviets have
enough hardened blast shelters to protect
10 to 20 percent of the work force from all
but a direct hit.

PREARRANGED SHELTERS

In the event of Imminent attack, Russian
industrial workers would go underground
and the rest of the urban population would
head for prearranged relocation areas in
small towns and villages.

There is evidence that these are more than
paper plans. The Soviet press has carrled
stories about city familles actually traveling
to their assigned relocation areas to meet the
families with whom they would live.

During the past 15 years the Soviets have
dispersed their industry throughout the
country instead of creating Russian equlva-
lents of Chicago, Detroit or Pittsburgh that
provide easy, inviting targets during a nu-
clear war,

Additionally, much of their Iindustrial
equipment and machinery has been “hard-
ened” by using permanent protective cano-
pies, structures and sandbagging techniques.

MACHINERY IS KEY FACTOR

The Boeing Company of Seattle did actual
blast tests using Soviet industrial hardening
techniques and found that while a factory
roof may be blown off, more than half the
machinery remained usable—a key factor if
a nation is to struggle back to its economic
feet after a nuclear knockdown.

Another key element of the Soviets' overall
defensive plan is the stockpiling of enough
food in huge underground storage depots to
feed their population for at least a year.

All of this information has been gathered
by Western military and intelligence experts
from such sources as Soviet publications, in-
terviews with defectors and emigrés, and
from reconnaissance satellites. But what it
means is open to interpretation.

Some believe it to be nothing more than
a paper plan, a grandiose program that
would—glven the notorious inefficlency of
the Soviet system and bureacracy—I{all apart
if ever put to a true test.

Others see it as irrefutable evidence that
the Soviets are planning for an Armageddon
in which their losses would be acceptable,
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thus encouraging them to attack first and
win.
What really matters is not whether the
Soviets can win a nuclear war, but whether
they believe they can—a supposition likely
to be reinforced if they compare their civil de-
fense program with ours. With the rough
balance of nuclear weaponry, civil defense
today could make the difference.

Our own DCPA was recently described In
a Congressional report as “the orphan of the
Department of Defense,” and its threadbare
program reflects this lowly status.

The agency, for example, has elght regional
command centers, but only six are under-
ground and blast-proof.

And though DCPA has more fallout shelter
spaces nationwide than there are people, they
are not all in the right place—meaning some
areas have far more spaces than needed and
others not enough.

Stockpiling the large public shelters has
been largely discontinued. Much of the $150
million worth of food once stored in the
shelters has spoiled and either been used as
plg fodder or sent overseas before it became
too rancid. Drugs, medical supplies and Gel-
ger counters have been removed from the
shelters for fear of theft.

Relocating wurban populations to the
countryside—which is DCPA's strategy for
the future—isn't feasible in such areas as the
Boston-New York-Washington corridor, the
Chicago-Detroit complex and the state of
California, most of which are prime target
areas for attack.

Planners wonder if—in an unregimented
soclety such as ours—an orderly mass evacua-
tion can be accomplished with the threat of
nuclear attack only days or hours away. Will
troops desert? Will police officers, bus and
train drivers and other vital workers report
to their posts or simply take their families
and join the exodus?

Says Tirana: “You do your best to protect
the entire nation, although you know the
chances for relocation working in some areas
are better than in others. You have to do
more than get people out of town. You have
to have the ability to support the relocated
population until the crisis has passed, And
who knows how long that will be?"

If President Carter and Congress approve
the Pentagon’s request for increasing the
civil defense budget in order to begin plan-
ning a relocation program, it will repre-
sent only a modest effort designed to save
maybe half the population. It will not pay
any attention to protecting industry.

That's about the cheapest program money
can buy. A top-of-the-line program, plan-
ners say, would cost $12 billion, or about 850
per person, and protect 83 percent of the
population in a nuclear attack. That's a little
over one-tenth of this year's total U.S. de-
fense budget of $117 billion.

FRACTION OF SOVIET OUTLAY

‘While $12 billion is a considerable expendi-
ture, it is much less than the $65 billion
spent since 1968 by the Soviets and only
twice the anticlpated cost of Washington,
D.C.'s, planned 100-mile subway system, most
of which will be pald for by the federal
government.

Though several federal agencles are re-
sponsible for civil defense, the DCPA is the
principal one, and Tirana is a worrled, frus-
trated man.

“The law says we shall have a civil defense
program and protect the people, but we are
not doing it,” he says. “'I just wish the Execu-
tive and the Congress would make a decision,
because right now we are not prepared.”

Just how unprepared can best be summed
up by Tirana's reply when asked what he
would do with his wife and two children if
8 nuclear attack were imminent.

After a long, thoughtful pause, he replied:
“I don't know. I guess I'd tell my wife to get
in the car and start driving. To where, I
don't know.” @
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THE WORKING PEOPLE ARE THE
SCAPEGOATS

HON. BARBER B. CONABLE, JR.

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 24, 1978

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Speaker, a little
over a week ago, the President announced
that he would revise his recommenda-
tions to the Congress on taxes to scale
down his proposed reduction from $24.5
billion in fiscal year 1979 to $15 billion
for that period. His three-paragraph
statement is as vague as to the reasons
for this abrupt policy change as is his
overall political philosophy.

What makes this latest policy waffle
of the President most incredible is that
he has repeatedly stated he wouldn’t
take such action and his key advisers
have continually pleaded for a tax cut
of the size recommended by the Presi-
dent in order to assure economic expan-
sion. As late as the day of the surprise
announcement, Secretary of Commerce
Krebs was reported to be calling for the
President's tax package saying: “It is
no time to waffle on taxes.”

The previous week, in a speech to the
National Press Club, the President'’s
chief economic adviser, Charles L.
Schultze, made a ringing endorsement
of the President’s tax program—partic-
ularly the size of the tax cut—and
linked it to the administration’s growing
concern about inflation. The following
excerpts from that speech underlined
the administration’s position as of May
2. Of course on May 12, it had changed
completely. First, the administration on
May 2:

We need a tax cut and we need a size-
able one. Without it, the recovery will be in
serious danger of faltering next year."

We estimate that fallure to enact the
President’'s tax program would cost the
economy almost 1 milllon jobs by the end
of 1979, and unemployment might therefore
be rising again next year.

. . . Abandoning the tax cut might have a
small effect on inflation. But that slight im-
provement would come at an enormous
cost—a million jobs, and $40 billion in cost
output by late 1979.

The downward insensitivity of the rate of
wage and price inflation to moderate In-
creases in the level of unemployment and
idle capacity is the very essence of our na-
tion's most troubling economic problem. If
a modest increase in the current economic
slack—as might be produced by cutting back
or delaying the tax cut—could yleld a prompt
and significant reduction In the inflation
rate, then such a course might well recom-
mend itself. But the World isn’t built that
way, and the gains would be far outstripped
by the costs.

Ten days later on May 12, the adminis-
tration did another flip-flop by announc-
ing that it would scale back its tax rec-
ommendations by $10 billion. The same
administration spokesman, CEA Chair-
man Schultze in briefing the press:

We do not believe, . . . that this action
will increase the rate of unemployment above
our earlier forecasts.

This change would slightly reduce the
projected rate of growth but only by a small
amount. But, it would do it.

He also indicated that if the economy
continues “to behave as it appears to be
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moving, no further changes will be
needed” but that he could not rule out
“further changes if there are more radi-
cal changes in the economy” in the fu-
ture. Thus it seems that the only thing
that is constant about the administra-
tion’s economic policy is change—from
one week to the next.

I have recited this history to illustrate
what should be obvious—that the Presi-
dent has no economic or tax policy and
that, accordingly, the Congress should
put no more weight on his most current
views than it was prepared to prior to
the latest waffle. Most importantly, we
must look to the impact of the latest ad-
ministration proposal, what would it
mean, who would it affect and how?

If we assume that $10.5 billion of the
$15 billion total tax cut—70 percent—
goes to individuals it would mean an
average reduction of $3 per return per
week. Yet inflation over the 2-year period
since the last tax cut has increased taxes
on individuals alone by $15 billion or
$4.30 per return per week. The Presi-
dent’s plan is not to cut taxes but only
slow the rate of tax increases.

The apparent justification for reduc-
ing the size of the tax cut is to have a
smaller deficit. While that goal is
laudatory, it should be apparent that this
can be accomplished more satisfactorily
by reducing spending than by not having
a larger tax cut. Yet, the administration
adamantly refuses this route since it
would obviously damage its already
shaky relations with special interest
political constituencies on whom it relies
for political support.

The only real loser in the President’s
proposal are taxpaying working people
whose incomes are already overtaxed
by a Democratic-controlled executive
branch and Congress.

In my view, we should cut taxes by at
least $25 billion and reduce spending ac-
cordingly to achieve the budget deficit
level projected by the Budget Commit-
tee. Why are working people always the
scapegoats and nonworking people the
beneficiaries of this administration’s
economic policies? The time has come for
the taxpayers of this country to protest
against an administration and a Demo-
cratic Congress who considers them
pawns in an economic and political chess
game.@

PERSONAL STATEMENT
HON. AL ULLMAN

OF OREGON
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, May 24, 1978

® Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Speaker, because
of two long-scheduled engagementis in
Oregon, I was absent from Washington
the latter half of Thursday, May 18, and
all day Friday, May 19. I missed several
votes on HR. 39, the Alaska National
Interest Lands Conservation Act of 1978.

Had I been in attendance, Mr, Speaker,
I would have voted in favor of H.R. 39 as
passed by the House and would have op-
posed all other substitutes.

Thank you very much for this oppor-
tunity to clarify my position on this im-
portant legislation.®
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THE FIRST AMENDMENT AND
THE CHAINS

HON. MORRIS K. UDALL

OF ARIZONA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, May 24, 1978

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Speaker, I and T4
other Members of the House have joined
in introducing a piece of legislation that
has sparked a great deal of interest with-
in the newspaper industry.

That bill, H.R. 12395, the Local In-
dependent Newspaper Act of 1978, sim-
ply provides the means by which pub-
lishers of locally owned and operated
newspapers can finance the heavy bur-
den of estate taxes without forced sale of
the newspaper property.

This threat of sale because of taxes
is a principal factor in the decision by
many independent newspaper owners to
sell their properties to newspaper chains.
The large chains, most public corpora-
tions capable of financing purchases
through the issuance of stock, have been
likened to scavengers awaiting the first
signs of uncertainty and concern by pub-
lishers before swooping down with gen-
erous merger and acquisition offers.

Ever since I first voiced concern about
the trend toward concentration within
the communications industry, and pro-
posed this modest piece of legislation, I
have encountered two questions which
cause hesitation even among publishers
who would like some protection from
forced sale. Those questions revolve
around concern that congressional ac-
tion would somehow jeopardize the first
amendment protections of the Constitu-
tion, and, secondly, that singling out one
element of the economy might be re-
sented by the business community.

I have countered these concerns by
noting that this legislation has no regu-
latory aspects whatsoever and that the
press as an institution is unique in its
social implications and has been singled
out by the framers of the Constitution
to play a unique and important role in
keeping constructive public access to the
facts and a forum for diverse opinion
alive in our governmental process.

Absentee ownership of newspapers is
on the rise. With it there is a loss in the
sociopolitical role of the local newspa-
per—a loss that can only diminish the
newspaper’s function as envisioned by
the framers and protected by the drst
amendment.

Chief Justice Burger recently called
attention to the applicability of first
amendment provisions to the giant me-
dia conglomerates in an important com-
ment on the trend within the communi-
cations industry—a comment not lost on
the giants.

And on May 17 of this year, the re-
spected and articulate former editorial
page editor of the New York Times,
John B, Oakes, also commented on this
trend in giving the Washington Journal-
ism Center’'s Frank E. Gannett Memorial
Lecture.

Mr. Speaker, I commend Mr. Oakes’
speech to the attention of all my col-
leagues. The speech follows:
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SPEECH BY JOHN B. OAKES

Most of you in this room tonight—being in
one way or another connected with the press,
or with government, or even with both—
will surely agree with the late Justice Black
of the Supreme Court of the United States
who, nearly forty years ago, viewed ‘‘the guar-
antee of the First Amendment as the foun-
dation upon which our government structure
rests and without which it could not con-
tinue to endure.”

Some of you in this room will agree that
freedom of the press as guaranteed by that
same First Amendment, has in recent years
been under an insidious attack frequently in
the courts, sometimes in the legislatures—
an attack which finds its wellspring in an
underlying public attitude toward the press,
of mistrust resentment and fear.

But I doubt that very many of you in this
room will agree with me at this moment—
though I hope you will at the end of my
talk—when I say that I think a good deal
of the fault for this situation in which press
freedom is under attack—and a great deal of
the cure for it—Ilies in the hands of the press
itself.

The issue of freedom of the press is of
course as old as our country, dating all the
way back to 1690 when the very first Ameri-
can news-letter, not far behind its English
counterparts, was born in Boston. It was
known as “Publick Occurrences,” lasted only
one issue, and was immediately suppressed by
the royal governor of Massachusetts because
that one issue included a couple of early if
primitive examples of investigative journal-
ism: an account of the corruption of Indians
by the colonists and the seduction of his
daughter-in-law by the King of France—two
forms of human endeavor, corruption and
seduction, that are not totally foreign to our
investigative press today. But “Publick Oc-
currences,” as the outraged governor noted,
had been published “without the least. . . .
countenance of authority,” and so it ended
almost before it began. The next newspaper
to appear a few years later had better luck,
lasting until the Revolution, because it car-
ried under its logo the telling phrase “Pub-
lished by authority,” which doubtless im-
proved its fortunes and certainly stultified
its contents.

Eventually adopted, press freedom—the
right to publish anything one pleased “with-
out countenance of authority” was taken for
granted, and exercised to the fullest—
though not yet written into law. When it
was, a few years later with adoption of the
First Amendment, it was couched in broad
but negative terms, that *“Congress shall
make no law. ... abridging the free-
dom. . . . of the press . . ." It carrlied with
it no guarantee that publishers and editors
would act responsibly or with restraint, no
guarantee even that the press should be a
free marketplace for ideas and opinions or a
forum for debate.

However, the rationale for a guaranty of
press freedom would seem to rest on the as-
sumption that the discussion of public affairs
and the expression of opinion would be the
primary function of the press—at least that
was the function that required the special
protection. The Supreme Court has re-
peatedly emphasized its bellef that the First
Amendment’'s major purpose was “to protect
the free discussion of governmental affairs.”

And it may have been this postulate that
Alexander Hamilton had In mind when, in
the last but one of the Federallst papers, at
the height of the debate in New Yerk over
adoption of a Constitution that then con-
tained mo Bill of Rights, he wrote of the
press: “. . . its necessity, whatever fine dec-
laration may be inserted In any constitution
respecting it, must altogether depend on
public opinion and on the general spirit of
the people and of the government.”

I think it’s something that the embattled
press ought to have very much in mind to-
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day, as it defends itself on First Amendment
grounds against perceived attempts of
courts or legislatures to erode its freedom.
We need to remember that it is the “general
spirit of the people” on which, as Hamilton
pointed out, the basic guarantees must ul-
timately depend.

And this is the issue I want to discuss with
you this evening: the relationship of the
press to the “General spirit of the people”—
what it portends and what can be done about
it.

The American press has changed com-
pletely in character, in structure and even, to
a considerable extent, in purpose not only
over the past two hundred years, when the
First Amendment was written into the Con-
stitution, but over the past twenty years;
and it is changing at an accelerated pace
every day.

It isn't the press alone that is changing.
It is the audlience, too. With a change in
character and in audience has come a change
in public attitudes toward the press, a weak-
ening in that public understanding and sup-
port of the First Amendment in “the gen-
eral spirit of the people,” that is the rock on
which its protective power ultimately rests.
Unless we establish a new relationship be-
tween press and public, we are eventually
going to see the baslc Constitutional guar-
anty outmoded in the public mind, and
therefore, because the courts do indeed even-
tually follow the election returns, weakened
by courts or legislature if not ultimately
destroyed.

Hardly a hundred years ago, we were in
the golden age of personal journalism. It
took little capital to start a newspaper, little
readership to keep it alive. What it did take
was a strong, articulate editor who had a dis-
tinct point of view and was willing and able
to express himself with force and cogency.
This was the era of the partisan personalities
of American journalism, whose names—
Greeley, Bennett, Dana, Pulitzer—were
synonymous with their newspapers.

As Industrialization developed, education
broadened, and means of communication im-
proved, the limited audience to whom the
editors of the 19th century were addressing
their message, changed both qualitatively
and quantitatively. Publishers and editors
discovered that the new mass audience was
interested in a wider spectrum of news and
information than had been the norm for the
relatively rarefied elite of earller decades,
& point Adoph Ochs demonstrated in two
ways when, to save his tottering newspaper
at the turn of the century, he broadened and
deepened its content and at the same time
lowered its price.

The old-style, highly competitive personal
journalism began to give way to the journal
of information; and throughout this cen-
tury, through two world wars and on to
the present day, American newspapers, re-
flecting and at the same time stimulating
cxisting trends in American industrial so-
clety, have increasingly moved toward a kind
of standardization and away from the pe-
culiar and often erratic individualism that
had once been their characteristic.

They have also become Big Business, a
development that has already had and will
doubtless continue to have a subtly adverse
eflfect on both public and judicial percep-
tion of the First Amendment’s protection of
press freedom. What has happened, espe-
clally in the last 20 years, is that there has
been a massive concentration of control of
larger and larger numbers of newspapers
in fewer and fewer top managerial hands;
huge corporate conglomerates are replacing
private or individual ownership; and along
with this trend there has been a corre-
sponding reduction of competition to the
point where less than 50 of the 1550 citles
of this country with dally papers have two
or more under competing ownership.

It's easy to say that these developments
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have been inevitable, peralleling similar de-
velopments in many other areas of com-
merce and Industry; but it 1s just because
the free working of the press, both print and
electronic, is of such peculiar importance in
our democratic soclety that the consequences
of this kind of evolution take on a special
significance, threatening to undermine Con-
stitutional protections that we now take for
granted.

Press freedom is not something to be taken
for granted simply because that one phrase
was written as an afterthought into the Con-
stitution. In much of the world—and not
only in Communist countries—Iit is not even
accepted In prineciple; and in most of the rest
of the world, where it is in fact accepted in
principle, it is rejected in practice. In many
areas the press Is considered to be properly
a creature of the state rather than its critic;
and many millions of people who theoretically
believe in freedom as we understand it have
been forced to learn to live without it. It
is easily undermined; and I think that we
of the American press would be living in a
fool's paradise if we believed that we could
continue to enjoy public support for our Con-
stitutional protection under the First Amend-
ment, if we forgot our implied responsibilities
under it. Br allowing our credibility to be
eroded or destroyed.

The First Amendment as it applies to the
prass is clearly designed to protect a public
rather than a vested interest; our Constitu-
tionally protected purpose is essentially one
of public service rather than private profit.

Only a few days ago, the Chief Justice of
the United States wrote a concurring opinion
in which he went out of his way to state, In
effect. that he could see little if any distinc-
tlon between the First Amendment rights of
& newspaper corporation and those of any
other kind of corporation. It is clear that Mr.
Justice Burger believes that the Constitu-
tional guarantee of freedom of the press does
not necessarily involve protection of the press

as a unique kind of institution requiring the

special institutional protection that Mr.
Justice Stewart, for example, attributes to it.
The point is important not only because Mr.
Burger is Chief Justice, but because he has
put his finger on a Constitutionally tender
spot in the anatomy of huge press corpora-
tions.

Wiille he spoke against “limiting the First
Amendment rights of corporations as such”,
Mr. Burger seemed at the same time to be
suggesting a reinterpretation of First Amend-
ment protections in light of—and here I
quote—"the evolution of traditional news-
papers into modern corporate conglomerates
in which the dally dissemination of news by
print is no longer the major part of the whole
enterprise. . . ."

The converse of Mr. Justice Burger's opin-
fon implicit in this recent Massachusetts case
fits, I believe, a growing public perception
of press conglomerates replete with bullt-
in conflicts of interest. I think this percep-
tion may lead to a questioning of the need
for special protection of the press as such,
under a First Amendment that was in fact
designed to ensure the free flow of informa-
tion and opinion, and not the accretion of
corporate power.

As the capital investment required to pro-
duce and publish newspapers has increased,
three distinct but related economic develop-
ments have taken place, affecting the in-
dustry and its relationship to the public;
the formation of “media conglomerates"
Iinking under one ownership a wide variety
of large enterprises; the establishment of
enormous newspaper and broadcasting
chains; and the development of both con-
glomerates and chains into publicly-held
stock corporations. When to the already great
power of a quasi-monopoly in & given city
is added the greater strength of chain own-
ership, some troublesome questions of public
policy are inevitably raised.

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

While many chains operate in such a way
as to leave editorial independence in the
hands of Individual components, and use
their vast resources to upgrade their papers—
a5 has happened in a large number of cases
already—this is not true of all chalns and
there is no guarantee that it will always
be true of any. The potential threat of cen-
tralized, remote control, of concentrated
economic and editorial power, is always there.

The late Justice Black, considered to be the
most “absolutist” of all justices of the
Supreme Court on freedom of the press is-
sues, warned as long ago as 1945 that the
First Amendment “rests on the assumption
that the widest possible dissemination of
information from diverse and antagonistic
sources is essential to the welfare of the pub-
lic.” I think it's not too great a temptation to
read for “diverse and antagonistic sources,”
the substitution of diverse and competitive
ownership.

The ten largest newspaper chains control
one-third of the country’s total readership—
20 out of 61 million. And the big chalns are
getting bigger, as our hosts of tonight have
s0 recently and dramatically demonstrated.

As the mad race within the communica-
tions industry toward bigger combinations
and conglomeration goes on, we are going to
see iIntensified moves to extend anti-trust
and other kinds of restrictive legislation,
which will of course be fought on “free
press” grounds, much as the efforts to break
up industrial trusts and combines early in
this century were also fought—and with the
probability of just as little success.

As recently as 15 or 20 years ago, no news-
paper shares were traded on the stock market,
Today there are at least a dozen, including
some of the largest mewspaper corporations,
controiling in all about 20% of national cir-
culation. There are perfectly sound economic
reasons for this trend, but there are also
inherent dangers.

Most people who buy publicly-offered
shares in this industry do so as a straight-
forward business investment, no different
from investing in a shoe company or a soap
company. Is it unreasonable to suppose that
stockholders or even directors who have no
interest in or connection with the press other
than as a financial investment will exercise
more pressure to improve bottom line than
top quality, whenever the two conflict?

What essentially worries critics of the
growing concentration of power in the news
industry in the hands of relatively few com-
munications companies—publicly and pri-
vately held—is that the more concentrated
power becomes, the more likely it is to move
the focus of print journalism away from
its original goals and purposes into becom-
ing a mere money-machine, as has happened
in the television industry. It is this poten-
tial threat that inevitable colors the public
perception of the press as an independent
institution.

That perception is further altered—and
not for the good—when the press lobbies for
special privileges and exemptlons from, for
example, the anti-trust laws—as it did in
connection with the Falling Newspaper Act a
few years ago, and from the child labor laws
and a good many years before that. To use
the battle cry of “Freedom of the Press” as a
shield on every possible occasion for special
economic benefits is to debase the currency
of freedom whose Integrity we desperately
need to preserve.

Meanwhile, the newspaper audience has
been changing, and we have to face the fact
that, relatively speaking, it has also been de-
clining, especlally among younger readers.
The reason? It's too simplistic to blame it all
on TV—though TV has undoubtedly given
them a taste for the *“quick fix"" in news
rather than for in-depth reporting. More
deep-seated causes may be found in the new
mobility of the American family and its re-
sultant loss of deep-seated roots; the
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growth of leisure time and of affluence, af-
fording in both respects a wider choice of
interests to compete with the dally news-
paper; but above all, the loss of credibility In
all institutions, including the press.

These are among the factors that have
affected in varying degrees the responsiveness
of the American reader to the dally news-
paper and have already led to profound
changes in the attitudes and content of news-
papers themselves. These changes have been
taking place In & soclety that seems increas-
ingly to be turning in to itself, more inter-
ested in problem-evasion than in problem
solving, more concerned with style than with
substance, more self-indulgent than self-
critical.

Newspapers are now desperately trying to
recapture the attention of their readers, as
broadcasting has always done to its viewers
and listeners by supplying, in Henry Geller's
felicitous phrase, “chewing gum for the eyes.”
The press is now moving in that direction,
emphasizing “chewing gum for the brain.”
Bervice-oriented journalism is the word
today, to grab the reader who, it is confi-
dently believed, is more interested In “what
will it do for me?"” than in “what do I need
to know?"

In the effort to win back readership in the
suburbs, among youth, from the TV audi-
ence, American newspapers have been shift-
ing their emphasis away from what the editor
thought the reader ought to have, to what
they now believe the readers want. The press
has been increasingly catering to shallowest
taste, increasingly forgetful of its constitu-
tional obligation to inform the democracy.
However, 5o long as the shift of focus Is made
not at the expense of traditional news values,
s0 long as it does not inhibit the expression
of the most unorthodox opinion, it may not
do too much harm and may temporarily help
weak newspapers to survive.

But to the degree that it tends to down-
grade those traditional mainstays of news
and opinion which the First Amendment was
obviously deslgned to protect, just to that
extent, it seems to me, American journalism
is weakening its moral if not its legal clalm
on the public to that special status it has
rightly held in our society.

As a matter of fact, a survey taken early
this year showed that readers are more in-
terested in every category of so-called “hard”
news than American editors give them credit
for; and so it seems to me that both the
practical and philosophical ends of journal-
ism would be better served by concentrating
our efforts on improving our coverage and
our analysis of the great trends of our so-
clety—social, economic and political—than
by trylng to combat TV on its own grounds
in the race for mass audiences. Unfortu-
nately, there is a Gresham's Law for the
press as well as for economics: bad pro-
gramming, bad news policy, tends to drive
out good—not always successfully, thank
God, but often enough to raise concern over
the advent of least-common-denominator
journalism.

The press unfortunately stands exception-
ally low in the eyes of the public today. In
a listing of 20 professions and occupations, a
Harris poll taken only a few months ago
showed that the press—or, more exactly, the
people “running” the press, meaning pre-
sumably the top editors, managers, pub-
lishers—stood 16th in public esteem, fol-
lowed only by law firms, Congress, organized
labor and advertising agencles in that order.
Such measurements as this suggest that
the widespread reports are true that “they
hate you out there,” as Louls Banks so
delicately put it in a recent article in the
Atlantic. Banks was talking about the mis-
trust, the fear, even the hatred of business
executives toward the press; other have ob-
served that similar feelings are prevalent in
far broader segments of American soclety,
more s0 than in many years, a feeling that
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slmply cannot be dismissed by the post-
Vietnam and post-Watergate cliches about
the messenger bearing bad news. The feeling
goes, I belleve, far deeper than that, A “pub-
lic antipathy toward the press” as the re-
spected ombudsman of the Post, Charlie Seib,
put it not long ago.

Last January, the Times of London was
briefly shut down because one of the printers’
unions within the plant refused to permit
publication of one issue containing an article
highly critical of the union. In a magnificent
editorial discussing the problem, the Times
of London had this to say:

“Those who wish to maintain the free-
dom of a nation must stand behind the
editorial freedom of the press, even though
they know that it will sometimes be abused
and often be wrong in its judgments.
Those in the press who want to maintain
its freedom must also try to raise the stand-
ard of its news reporting, its sense of re-
sponsibility, its willingness to report all
sides and its essential fairness. Only a fair
press will retain the public confidence that
is needed by a free press.”’

Once the American public loses faith
In the press as an institution of prime im-
portance to the democratic process, the most
fund, tal protection of the press—far
greater than that embodied in the First
Amendment—will have been lost. I think
there are ominous symptoms today that we
of the press are indeed in danger of losing
that public confidence,

The growing number of attacks on press
freedom In the courts is, I believe, a re-
flection of that development in the public
mind. The tidal wave of gag rules, of sub-
poenas, of efforts to force revelation of con-
fidential sources, and now the new vogue of
closing off pre-trial hearings, are all part
of this trend, which is clearly subversive
of First Amendment guarantees and must
be resisted as much in the public interest
as in the press’ interest.

But I think the institutionalized press
would place itself in a better position to
fight the real encroachments on its freedom
if it acknowledged, more readily than it is
now prone to do, that when competing con-
stitutional rights collide—as often happens
especially between First and Sixth Amend-
ments—it is not necessarily true that the
press in every case must prevail. I don't think
we are very convincing when we take—as we
tend to do—an even more absolutist position
than Justice Black would have done, by
regarding the First Amendment as automat-
fcally overriding every other provision of
the Constitution, not to mention common
sense.

The press certainly has an obligation to
fight every attempt by executive, legislature
or judiclary to prevent it from scrutinizing
these three branches of government—and all
three branches attempt it from time to time;
but we cannot expect to retain public con-
fidence, the ultimate bastion of our liberty,
if we are perceived to be arrogant and in-
sincere in the lip-service we sometimes give
to the conflicting constitutional rights of
others, or none too concerned about main-
taining the most rigid standards to protect
and preserve our own Integrity and inde-
pendence.

As confidence in all institutions has been
weakened, as our soclety has at the same
time grown more complex, more broadly
sophisticated and less trustful; and as news-
paper management has tended to move
steadlly away from the personally directed
journalism of an individual editor and to-
ward the impersonality of the corporate
structure, the newspaper’s direct relation-
ship to the public has inevitably become
more distant; and the public understanding
of the connection between press liberty and
public liberty has become most dangerously
blurred.

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

A great deal has been heard in recent years
about the right of newspapers’ access to the
records, documents and files of government.
But although we newspapermen are general-
ly highly articulate on the public’s right of
access to government, as we should be, we
are nut usually quite so strong on the pub-
lic's right of access to ourselves.

Governmentally enforced access to the
press is not the answer. Far from it. To force
a newspaper to publish an item is no less an
infringement on its freedom than to forbid
it from publishing one, as the Supreme Court
has pointed out. In & number of West Eu-
ropean countries, there is a mandatory right
of reply, under which newspapers are re-
quired to publish corrections—in some cases,
I am told, even if the “correction” is itself
incorrect. This is hardly what we need here.
Nevertheless, the public demand for greater
accessibility to the press is not to be laughed
off—and I believe that in one form or an-
other, the threat of governmentally enforced
access will remain, just as long as there is a
public perception that newspapers tend to
operate less in the public interest than in
their own interest. We need to cut away from
our characteristic arrogance, and to open
ourselves much more than has been the cus-
tom in the past to accessibility by the pub-
lic as well as accountability to it.

It was in fact with this baslc thought
of opening up the newspaper to a fuller
and freer exchange of ideas that I intro-
duced the concept of an OP Ed page to the
Times a few years ago, establishing it in
the Editorial Department as a kind of pub-
lic forum, affording greater scope for ac-
cess to the columns of our newspaper, and
in greater depth, than was possible in our
“Letters to the Editor” or anywhere else.
This was certainly not the first Op Ed page—
the old New York World had a very famous
one a half-century ago—but it was, I think,
the first to be established with the specific
motivation of opening up the paper to the
public on so wide and broad a base.

I think we have have to take much firmer
steps than we have taken to make ourselves
voluntarily more accountable to the publie.
The other day an Idaho newspaper, the
Lewiston Tribune, created a sensation by
giving an entire page to a self-examination,
publicly looking into possible conflict-of-
interest situations among members of its
own staffl from publisher to part-time re-
porter. An editor of the Tribune observed,
“The impressive thing is not that the Trib-
une wrote a story about itself but that the
piece so startled our fellow journalists.” He
was more modest than accurate because it is
no small feat to list for the benefit of a
newspaper's readers the connections, both
civic and financial, of its publisher, direc-
tors, editors and reporters, exposing pre-
cisely where potential conflicts of interests
might be concealed in its news or editorial
coverage. Why shouldn’t other newspapers
follow this excellent precedent, also glving
far greater coverage to matters affecting
the newspaper Industry Iitself, including
especially anything that looks as though a
conflict-of-interest question could be raised
about ownership, management, directors—
and news, editorial and business staffs.

Only about twenty newspapers have estab-
lished ombudsmen, a valuable device for
linking the individual newspaper with the
individual reader whose dally complaints of
inaccuracy, bias, unfairness, vindictiveness,
or simple error might otherwise go unheeded
and unanswered—and in many newspapers
throughout this country, often or usually do.

The establishment of a News Council a
few years ago seems to me to have been an-
other sensible way to open better channels of
communication between press and public—
without in any way Infringing or remotely
threatening to impinge on freedoms of the
press. Modeled after the successful British
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Press Council, the American News Council
has no compulsory powers at all—nor should
it have. It acts simply as a means of receiv-
ing complaints from individuals or groups
who feel they have been unjustly treated in
the press and have falled to obtaln any re-
dress or satisfaction from the offending
newspaper. All the News Council does is to
act as an objective, disinterested judge, make
its findings and hope that the subject news-
paper will accept them and publish them. It
has already proved to be a useful buffer be-
tween press and public as well as a means
of offering an outlet for public frustration
with the press.

When the News Council was first estab-
lished about five years ago, it was greeted
with extreme hostility by much of the work-
ing press. It's a hopeful sign of maturity on
the part of the press itself that the News
Council is now beginning to gain wider and
broader acceptance, funded now—in part—
by some of the most highly regarded names
in American journalism.

In a sense, the American newspaper is an
unregulated public utility, and that's the
way we want it to be maintained—unregu-
lated, unlicensed and free. But this is an era
when every value is being reexamined and
every right is under question, even the Con-
stitutional protection of freedom of the
press. In defending itself from that attack,
it seems to me the press has to be account-
able to something more than our own busi-
ness offices and our stockholders; we have to
be accountable in the narrowest sense, and
first of all, to our own consciences, of course;
but in the broadest sense to the public in-
terest as we see it.

I am not saying that the First Amendment
establishes virtue as a criterion for man-
agement, editors and reporters. It clearly
doesn't—fortunately for us. What I am say-
ing is that given the special and privileged
position of newspapers under the Constitu-
tion, it is vital that public confidence in the
credibility of the press be maintained and
strengthened. Its erosion Is a threat to that
freedom, because, as Hamilton so clearly
warned us, it is on the “General spirit of
the People” that freedom of the press in the
longest run depends.

EXPLANATION OF MISSED VOTES
ON HR. 39

HON. JOHN CONYERS, JR.

OF MICHIGAN
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 24, 1978

® Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, 1 was
unavoidably absent from the floor dur-
ing House consideration of H.R. 39, the
Alaska National Interest Lands Conser-
vation Act of 1978. As a strong supporter
of one of the most important conserva-
tion measures ever before the Congress,
I am pleased that the House has so over-
whelmingly approved if, and I would like
to indicate how I would have voted on
the bill and key amendments:

Rollcall No. 330, the rule, “yes”;

Rolleall No. 335, an amendment by Mr.
YOUNG, ‘‘no’’;

Rolleali No. 336, an amendment by Mr.
MEEDS, “no”;

Rolleall No. 338, an amendment by Mr.
SANTINI, “Nno”;

Rollcall No. 339, motion to recommit,
“no”; and

Rolilcall No. 340, final passage, “yes."” @
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MAKING IMPORT SENSE

HON. JAMES ABDNOR

OF SOUTH DAKOTA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, May 24, 1978

@ Mr. ABDNOR. Mr. Speaker, on a num-
ber of occasions during the past 2 years,
I have spoken out on the urgent need for
Congress to close 14 glaring loopholes
and inconsistencies in the 1964 Meat
Import Act.

I am pleased the House Ways and
Means Subcommittee on Trade is now
reviewing the problems attendant to this
act. My testimony before them on Mon-
day of this week follows:

Mr. Chalrman and Members of the Sub-
committee, it is ironic that we are finally
getting together to talk about remedying the
flaws In the Meat Import Act of 1964.

It is ironic for a couple of reasons: First,
cattle prices have improved so that amend-
ments in the law are not as urgent to cattle-
men at the moment as they were. Secondly,
it has recently been suggested that the im-
port quotas be raised to hold down meat
prices, and the existing law provides for just
the reverse. If the anguished cries of cattle-
men had been heeded, the law would have
been changed years ago to deal more ra-
tionally with the cattle production cycle.

In any event, I am glad we are now dis-
cussing the problem, and I want to thank the
Chalirman for the opportunity to appear
before the Subcommittee.

The primary point I wish to make is that,
while cattle prices are now improving, they
had & long way to improve to reach break
even levels. Cattlemen suffered tremendous
economic losses during the years prices were
depressed, and the Congress failed to act In
any decisive way to ald them. We did pass
emergency credit legislation, but allowing
cattlemen to go more deeply in debt is not
my idea of relief,

It is obvious that cattlemen are a tiny
minority of the electorate, and they are prac-
tically the only ones who are more concerned
about lvestock prices than about retail meat
prices. Protecting the rights of minorities is
& basic precept upon which our nation is
based, however, and action designed to arbi-
trarily reduce meat prices at this time would
constitute economic discrimination of the
grossest sort.

Even Mr, Bosworth of the Councll on Wage
and Price Stability acknowledged on national
television that cattlemen must be allowed
to recoup their losses. In light of the po-
litical realities, though, pressure will con-
tinue to be applied; and I urge in the strong-
est possible terms that the Members of the
Subcommittee resist the temptation to hit
cattlemen just as they are about to get up.
To do so might be a politically attractive
alternative to many Members of Congress,
but It would be totally defenseless to any-
one with a sense of falrness.

What, then, can be done to rationalize
the Meat Import Act in a fashion which
serves the best interests of consumers and
is at the same time egquitable to the cattle-
men? d

First, the most obvious and least contro-
versial step that should be taken is to make
the quota formula countercyclical so that
meat imports are increased when domestic
production Is decreased and vice versa. This
change is included in most of the legisla-
tive proposals, including my own bill, HR.
12239, and should have the support of pro-
ducers and consumers alike.

Second, all livestock and meat products
should be covered. These products all com-
pete to a greater or lesser degree with each
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other, and the exclusion of some of them
invites clrcumvention of the law. The im-
portation of livestock may not be an issue
of major concern natlonally, but it is of
great concern in my state and certain other
areas where disorderly marketings from
Canada and Mexico adversely affect local
markets. Additionally, imported cattle
should not be counted as domestic produc-
tion for purposes of calculating import
quotas.

Third, imported meat products should be
labeled as such to their ultimate consumers.
It is my understanding that consumer
groups support this suggestion, consistent
with their view that consumers are entitled
to full and factual information on the prod-
ucts they buy.

Finally, the Institution of a countercyclical
formula should maintain meat import levels
at the present time, since domestic produc-
tion is in a perlod of reduction. I believe
the base quota should be reduced somewhat,
however, to help ensure that producers are
able to recover their costs of production.
Producers cannot operate at a loss over the
long run, and they will continue to be
driven out of business if they cannot ob-
tain an adequate return.

Producers are beginning to recover from
the critical financial straits they have faced,
but their recovery must not be aborted.
Although it is the producer who suffers from
inadequate returns in the short run, over
the- longer term consumers wil also pay as
producers are driven out of business, pro-
duction falls, and retail meat prices rise.

Meat imports are certainly not the only
cause of the difficulties faced by cattlemen,
but rationalization of the Meat Import Act
will be of real assistance to them in perlods
of depressed prices. The improvements which
have been proposed will also be of benefit to
consumers in times of higher prices and in
maintaining our domestic production over
the long run.

Mr. Chairman, I urge enactment of H.R.
12239 and thank you for your considera-
tion.@
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HON. BALTASAR CORRADA

OF PUERTO RICO
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 24, 1978

® Mr. CORRADA. Mr. Speaker, despite
its observance over the past 50 years, the
importance of World Trade Week, May
21-27, is especially visible this year.

Last year’s record trade deficit of $26.7
billion has once again summoned up the
specter of protectionism. I am a firm
believer in “fair” trade, a phrase which
promotes free trade while recognizing
the need for a degree of protectionism,

While trade negotiations are an es-
sential vehicle for the creation of a
healthy international trade system, at
the core of our current trade difficulties
is our lack of a national export policy.
The lowering of a foreign tariff on U.S.
exports will not be beneficial if American
manufacturers cannot export their
products. According to the Department
of Commerce, 92 percent of American
manufacturers are not selling their
products overseas.

The need for an integrated national
export policy is clear, not only insofar as
it concerns dissemination of information,
but also providing firms with technical
assistance in export promotion, export
financing, and export distribution. The
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importance of such an export policy
transcends a desire to engage in fair
trade; it contributes to a healthy domes-
tic economy, by increasing sales and
creating jobs.@

THE TAX CUT PROPOSAL

HON. LEE H. HAMILTON

OF INDIANA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, May 24, 1978

® Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to insert my Washington Re-
port for May 24, 1978, into the CoNGRES-
SIONAL RECORD:

THE Tax CuT PROPOSAL

American economic policy is gradually
changing in response to an uncommon
phenomenon: growing public disenchant-
ment with a large tax cut if the result
would be to increase the federal deficit.

The President has agreed to trim the size
of his $25 billion tax reduction package to
$10.4 billlon and to postpone its effective
date three months to next January