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SENATE-Tuesday, October 10, 1972 
The Senate met at 9: 30 a.m. and was 

called to order by the President protem
pore (Mr. EASTLAND). 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, the Reverend Edward 
L. R. Elson, D.D., offered the following 
prayer: 

0 Thou who said, "Let there be light; 
and there was light." 
"0 grant us light, that we may know 

The wisdom Thou alone canst give; 
That truth may guide where-e'er we go, 

And virtue bless where-e'er we live. 
"0 grant us light, that we may see 

Where error lurks in human lore, 
And turn our seeking minds to Thee, 

And love Thy holy word the more. 
"0 grant us light, that we may learn 

How dead is life from Thee apart, 
How sure is joy for all who turn 

To Thee an undivided heart." 
0 God grant us undivided hearts to 

know and do Thy will that the blessings 
of justice and peace may permeate this 
Nation and the whole world. 

We pray in His name who is the Light 
of the World. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the reading of 
the Journal of the proceedings of Mon
day, October 9, 1972, be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

NOTICE TO TAKE UP NOMINATION 
OF GEN. CREIGHTON W. ABRAMS 
TO BE CHIEF OF STAFF, U.S. ARMY 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, for 

the information of the Senate, I received 
notice yesterday that a Member of the 
Senate wanted 1 day's notice before the 
Abrams nomination was called up. This 
will serve as that 1 day's notice. It will 
not be taken up today, but the Senate 
will be on notice that anytime after 
today, beginning tomorrow, the nomina
tion of Gen. Creighton Abrams to be 
Chief of Staff of the U.S. Army will be 
called up, and Senators should prepare 
themselves accordingly. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

acting minority leader is recognized. 
Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I 

have nothing to say. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 

the previous order, the Senator from 
Virginia (Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR.) is rec
ognized for not to exceed 15 minutes. 

DISABTI..ITY PAY FOR GENERALS 
Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi

dent, the case of Gen. John D. Lavelle, 
recently considered by the Senate Com-

mittee on Armed Services, raised a ques
tion regarding the retirement policies of 
the armed services. 

General Lavelle, who was relieved of 
command of the 7th Air Force in Viet
nam and demoted, was retired on 70-per
cent physical disability. 

As a result, he will receive $27,000 per 
year retirement pay, all of which will be 
tax free. 

At my request, the Armed Services 
C()mmittee queried the Defense Depart
ment to ascertain the number of general 
officers and those of flag rank who have 
been retired, and how many have been 
retired with disability, and how many 
without disability. 

The significance of retirement with 
disability is this: When an officer is re
tired with disability, much, and in many 
cases all, of his retirement income is 
nontaxable. 

The committee's request for informa
tion on retirement with disability covered 
the period from January 1, 1964, to the 
latest practical current date. 

I shall summarize the information just 
received by the committee. 

Between January 1, 1964, and Septem
ber 30, 1972, the Army retired 634 gen
eral officers. 

Of this total, 387 or 60.9 percent were 
retired without disability; 247 or 39.1 
percent were retired with disability. 

For the Navy, between January 1, 
1964, and July 31, 1972, 301 officers of 
flag rank were retired. 

Of this total, 210 were retired with
out disability or 69.8 percent; 91 were 
retired with disability, or 30.2 percent. Of 
the 91 who were retired with dis~bility, 
36 percent had been drawing flight pay; 
namely, pay for hazardous duty, with
in 6 months of retirement. 

For the Marine Corps, 87 officers were 
retired between January 1, 1964, and 
October 1, 1972. Of this total, 58.6 per
cent were retired without disability, 
while 41.4 percent were retired with 
disability. 

For the Air Force, 523 general of
ficers were retired between the period 
of January 1, 1964, and June 30, 1972. 

Of this total, 246 or 47 percent were 
retired without disability; and 277 or 53 
percent were retired with disability. 

Of those who were retired with dis
ability, and thus are receiving a substan
tial tax advantage on retirement pay, 
214 or 77 percent h ad been certified to 
qualify for flight pay within 6 months 
of retirement. 

To generalize, it would appear that 
approximately 40 percent of the general 
officers retiring from the Army and the 
Marine Corps received disability retire
ment pay; and 30 percent of the flag of
:ficers of the Navy received disability re
tirement pay. 

In the Air Force, more than half-
53 percent--of the general officers are 
retired with disability pay even though 
77 percent of those officers had within 
6 months of retirement passed a medical 

examination qualifying them for hazard
ous duty flight pay. 

In the case of any officer retired on 
disability, there must be a finding by 
his branch of the service that he is un
fit for duty. In addition, the Veterans' 
Administration must certify the degree 
of disability after conducting an inde
pendent physical examination. 

Thus, the findings resulting from the 
inquiry by the Armed Services Com
mittee suggest that a study should be 
made of the standards for determining 
disability both in the Defense Depart
ment and the Veterans' Administration. 

Although I have no proof, it does ap
pear that there may be considerable 
abuse of the retirement system. 

I submit these facts to the Senate to
day so that they may be made a P9"rt of 
the public record. 

THE LEWIS POWELL MEMORANDUM 
Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi

dent, in August 1971, Lewis F. Powell, 
Jr., then a Richmond attorney, prepared 
a memorandum for the education com
mittee of the U.S. Chamber of Commerce. 
The subject was "Attack on American 
Free Enterprise System." 

Mr. Powell's basic thesis was that the 
free enterprise system is under constant 
assault on campuses, in the media, in the 
political arena, and in the courts. He 
suggested that those who believe in the 
system should mount a counterattack. 

In essence, the memorandum is a call 
to the business community of the United 
States to exercise its first amendment 
right of free expression in its own behalf. 

The memorandum was prepared at the 
request of Mr. Powell's friend, Eugene B. 
Sydnor, Jr., of Richmond, chairman of 
the chlllmber's education committee. 

I served with Senator Sydnor as a. 
member of the Virginia Senate. He is an 
outstanding citizen of our State, and he, 
just as has Lewis Powell, has through the 
years been a strong advocate of public 
education, and has been very active in 
the f,:ht for the public school system 
and for quality education for all of our 
citizens. 

Two months after the memorandum 
was given to Mr. Sydnor, Mr. Powell was 
nominated to the U.S. Supreme Court by 
President Nixon. He was confirmed by a 
vote of 89 to 1 in the Senate. 

Late last month columnist Jack An
derson, having obtained a copy of the 
memorandum, published an attack on it. 
He suggested that Mr. Powell's views 
raised a question as to his fitness to de
cide cases "involving business interests." 

A dispassionate examination of the 
memorandum shows otherwise. In con
trast to some suggestions one hears from 
the militants of the left, Mr. Powell's 
recommendations contain nothing which 
would violate either American law or the 
American spirit of fair play. 

On the contrary, it is precisely law and 
fairness which Mr. Powell advocated. 
I believe he was eminently right to do so. 
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I see no justification for saying that 

Mr. Powell, because he wrote a memo
randum suggesting how the business in
terests might enter a counterattack 
against the many attacks made on busi
ness, in any way disqualified himself 
from the Court, or disqualified himself 
from sitting on cases involving business 
and labor. 

This brings to mind that Mr. Justice 
Arthur Goldberg, who was appointed to 
the court by President Kennedy, had 
been a paid counsel for the .A.FI.r-CIO. 
That in no way disqualified Mr. Gold
berg from being on the Court and de
ciding cases in the labor area. 

I supported Mr. Goldberg's appoint
ment, because I felt that he was highly 
qualified. I am not in agreement with his 
philosophy, but he was certainly quali
fied to be a member of the Court. 

By the same token, I support Mr. Jus
tice Powell, because he is fully qualified 
to be a member of the Court. I see no 
justification for attacking Justice Pow
ell on the basis of a memorandum that 
he wrote prior to the time that he became 
a member of the Court. Everyone knew 
when his name was submitted to the 
Senate, when the hearings were held 
before the Senate committee, and when 
his nomination came before the Senate, 
that he had had an important legal prac
tice, in which his law firm represented 
many corporations. I am sure everyone 
knew that. It was a part of the public 
record. But no one suggested that that in 
any way disqualified him from service on 
the Court, or in any way would prejudice 
his judgment in cases before the Court. 
As a matter of fact, of the 100 Senators, 
only one vote was cast against the con
firmation of Mr. Powell's nomination. I 
do not remember the vote on Mr. Jus
tice Goldberg's confirmation, but I would 
guess it was probably of a similar nature. 

Here were one person, Mr. Powell, who 
had a corporate practice, and another 
person, Mr. Goldberg, who was the paid 
counsel for labor unions. Both of them 
were highly qualified; both of them were 
men of sufficient stature to be on the 
Supreme Court. 

I supported the nomination of Lewis 
Powell to the Supreme Court, knowing 
him to be a man of singular judgment 
and dedication to the Constitution. What 
he wrote in the memorandum on the 
plight of free enterprise only reinforces 
my conviction as to his fitness to serve 
on the Court. 

I am glad that this matter was brought 
out. I had not been aware of the memo
randum before, but I think it is impor
tant that the memorandum be made 
available. It is a well-reasoned and well
written memorandum, as all of Lewis 
Powell's writings are, and I think it is 
desirable to have it spread upon the REc
ORD. I hope that the business community 
and those who are interested in a free 
enterprise system will read the memo
randum. 

So, in the interest of placing the facts 
on the public record, I ask unanimous 
consent that the text of the memorandum 
by Mr. Powell-now. happily, Mr. Justice 
Powell-be included in the RECORD. 

I also ask unanimous consent that 
three commentaries on the memorandum 

also be included in the RECORD. These 
are: A letter from Mr. Sydnor to the 
Richmond Times-Dispatch, published on 
October 4; an editorial entitled "The 
Powell Memo," published in that news
paper on the same date; and a column 
by James J. Kilpatrick published in the 
Washington Sunday Star and Daily News 
on October 8. 

There being no objection, the memo
randum and the articles were ordered to 
be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 
ATTACK ON .AMERICAN FREE ENTERPRISE SYSTEM 

This memorandum is submitted at your re
quest as a basis for the discussion on August 
24 with Mr. Booth and others at the U.S. 
Chamber of Commerce. The purpose is to 
identify the problem, and suggest possible 
avenues of action for further consideration. 

DIMENSIONS OF THE ATTACK 

No thoughtful person can question that 
the American economic system is under 
broad attack.1 This varies in scope, intensity, 
in the techniques employed, and in the level 
of visibility. 

There always have been some who op
posed the American system, and preferred 
socialism or some form of statism (com
munism or fascism). Also, there always have 
been critics of the system, whose criticism 
has been wholesome and constructive so long 
as the objective was to improve rather than 
to subvert or destroy. 

But what now concerns us is quite new in 
the history of America. We are not dealing 
with episodic or isolated attacks from a rela
tively few extremities or even from the 
minority socialist cadre. Rather, the assault 
on the enterprise system is broadly based and 
consistently pursued. It is gaining momen
tum and converts. 

SOURCES OF THE ATTACK 

The sources are varied and diffused. They 
include, not unexpectedly, the Communists, 
New Leftists and other revolutionaries who 
would destroy the entire system, both politi
cal and economic. These extremists of the 
left are far more numerous, better financed, 
and increasingly are more welcomed and en
couraged by other elements of society, than 
ever before in our history. But they remain 
a small minority, and are not yet the prin
cipal cause for concern. 

The most disquieting voices joining the 
chorus of criticism, come from perfectly re
spectable elements of society: from the col
lege campus, the pulpit, the media, the in
tellectual and literary journals, the arts and 
sciences, and from politicians. In most of 
these groups the movement against the sys
tem is participated in only by minorities. 
Yet, these often are the most articulate, the 
most vocal, the most prolific in their writing 
and speaking. 

Moreover, much of the media-for varying 
motives and in varying degrees--either 
voluntarily accords unique publicity to these 
"attackers", or at least allows them to ex
ploit the media for their purposes. This is 
especially true of television, which now plays 
a predominant role in shaping the thinking. 
attitudes and emotions of our people. 

One of the bewildering paradoxes of our 
time is the extent to which the enterprise 
system tolerates, if not participates in, its 
own destruction. 

The campuses from which much of the 
criticism emanates are supported by (i) tax 
funds generated largely from American busi-

1 Variously called: the "free enterprise sys
tem", "capitalism", and the "profit system". 
The American political system of democracy 
under the rule of law is also under attaek, 
often by the same individuals and organiza
tions who seek to undermine the enterprise 
system. 

ness, and (ii) contributions from capital 
funds controlled or generated by American 
business. The Boards of Trustees of our uni
versities overwhelmingly are composed of 
men and women who are leaders in the 
system. 

Most of the media, including the national 
TV systems, are owned and theoretically 
controlled by corporations which depend 
upon profits, and the enterprise system to 
survive. 

TONE OF THE ATI'ACK 

This memorandum is not the place to 
document in detail the tone, character, or 
intensity of the attack. The following quo
tations will suffice to give one a general 
idea: 

William Kunstler, warmly welcomed on 
campuses and listed in a recent student poll 
as the "American lawyer most admired", in
cites audiences as follows: 

"You must learn to fight in the streets, 
to revolt, to shoot guns. We wlll learn to do 
all of the things that property owners fear." 2 

The New Leftists who heed Kunstler's ad
vice increasingly are beginning to act--not 
just against mllitary recruiting offices and 
manufacturers of munitions, but against a 
variety of businesses: · 

"Since February 1970, branches (of Bank 
of America) have been attacked 39 times, 
22 times with explosive devices and 17 times 
with fire bombs or by arsonists." 3 

Although New Leftists spokesmen are suc
ceeding in radicalizing thousands of the 
young, the greater cause for concern is the 
hostility of respectable liberals and social 
reformers. It is the sum total of their views 
and influence which could indeed fatally 
weaken or destroy the system. 

A chllling description of what is being 
taught on many of our campuses was writ
ten by Stewart Alsop : 

"Yale, like every other major college, is 
graduating scores of bright young men who 
are practitioners of 'the politics of despair.' 
These young men despise the American polit
ical and economic system ... (their) minds 
seem to be wholly closed. They live, not by 
rational discussion, but by mindless slo
gans." 4 

A recent poll of students on 12 represent
ative campuses reported that: 

"Almost half the students favored social
ization of basic U.S. industries." 6 

A visiting professor from England at Rock
ford College gave a series of lectures en
titled "The Ideological War Against West
ern Society," in which he documents the ex
tent to which members of the intellectual 
community are waging ideological warfare 
against the enterprise system and the values 
of western society. In a foreword to these 
lectures, famed Dr. Milton Friedman of Chi
cago warned: 

"It (is) crystal clear that the foundations 
of our free society are under wide-ranging 
and powerful attack-not by Communist or 
any other conspiracy but by misguided in
dividuals parroting one another and unwit
tingly serving ends they would never inten
tionally promote" .e 

Perhaps the single most effective antago
nist of American business is Ralph Nader 

2 Richmond News-Leader, June 8, 1970. 
Column of William F. Buckley, Jr. 

3 N.Y. Times Service article, reprinted Rich
mond Times-Dispatch, May 17, 1971. 

'Stewart Alsop, Yale and the Deadly Dan
ger, Newsweek, May 18,1970. 

5 Editorial, Richmond Times-Dispatch, 
July 7, 1971. 

8 Dr. Milton Friedman, Prof. of Economics, 
U. of Chicago, writing a Foreword to Dr. Ar
thur A. Shenfield's Rockford College lectures 
entitled "The Ideological War Against West
ern Society", copyrighted 1970 by Rockford 
College. 
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who--thanks largely to the media--has be
come a legend ln his own time and an idol 
of millions of Americans. A recent article ln 
Fortune speaks of Nader as follows: 

"The passion that rules in him-and he is 
a passionate man-is aimed at smashing ut
terly the target of his hatred, which is cor
porate power. He thinks, and says quite 
bluntly, that a great many corporate ex
ecutives belong ln prison-for defrauding 
the consumer with shoddy merchandise, poi
soning the food supply with chemical addi
tives, and willfully manufacturing unsafe 
products that will maim or kill the buyer. 
. . . He emphasizes that he is not talking 
just about 'flying-by-night hucksters' but 
the top management of blue-chip busi
ness".1 

A frontal assault was made on our govern
ment, our system of justice, and the free en
terprise system by Yale professor Charles 
Reich in his widely publicized book: "The 
Greening of America", published last winter. 

The foregoing references illustrate the 
broad, shotgun attack on the system itself. 
There are countless examples of rifle shots 
which undermine confidence and confuse the 
public. Favorite current targets are proposals 
for tax incentives through changes in depre
ciation rates and Investment credits. These 
are usually described in the media as "tax 
breaks", "loop holes", or "tax benefits" for 
the benefit of business. As viewed by a colum
nist in the Post, such tax measures would 
benefit "only the rich, the owners of big 
companies". s 

It is dismaying that many politicians 
make the same argument that tax measures 
of this kind benefit only "business", without 
benefit to "the poor". The fact that this is 
either political demagoguery or economic il
literacy, is of slight comfort. This setting of 
the "rich" against the "poor", of business 
against the people, is the cheapest and most 
dangerous klnd of politics. 

THE APATHY AND DEFAULT OF BUSINESS 

What has been the response of business 
to this massive assault upon its fundamen
tal economics, upon its philosophy, upon 
its right to continue to manage its own 
affairs, and indeed upon its integrity? 

The painfully sad truth is that business, 
including the boards of directors and the 
top executives of corporations great and 
small and business organizations at all levels, 
often have responded-if at all-by appease
ment, ineptitude and ignoring the problem. 
There are, of course, many exceptions to 
this sweeping generalization. But the net 
effect of such response as has been made is 
scarcely visible. 

In all fairness, it must be recognized that 
businessmen have not been trained or 
equipped to conduct guerilla warfare with 
those who propagandize against the system, 
seeking insidiously and constantly to sab
otage it. The traditional role of business 
executives has been to manage, to produce, 
to sell, to create jobs, to make profits, to im
prove the standard of living, to be com
munity leaders, to serve on charitable and 
educational boards, and generally to be good 
citizens. They have performed these tasks 
very well indeed. 

But they have shown little stomach for 
hard-nose contest with their critics, and 
little skill in effective intellectual and philo
sophical debate. 

1 Fortune, May 1971, p. 145. This Fortune 
analysis of the Nader influence includes a 
reference to Nader's visit to a college where 
he was paid a lecture fee of $2,500 for "de
nouncing America's big corporations in veno
mous language . . . bringing (rousing and 
spontaneous) bursts of applause" when he 
was asked when he planned to run for Pres
ident. 

8 The Washington Post, Column of William 
Raspberry, June 28, 1971. 

A column recently carried by the Wall 
Street Journal was entitled: "Memo to GM: 
Why Not Fight Back?"' Although addressed 
to OM by name, the article was a warning to 
all American business. Columnist St. John 
said: 

"General Motors, like American business 
in general, is 'plainly in trouble' because 
intellectual bromides have been substituted 
for a sound intellectual exposition of its 
point of view". 

Mr. St. John then commented on the tend
ency of business leaders to cornpromll.se 
with and appease critics. He cited the con
cessions which Nader wins from manage
ment, and spoke of "the fallacious view 
many businessmen take toward their critics. 
He drew a parallel to the mistaken tactics 
of many college administrators: 

"College administrators learned too late 
that such appeasement serves to destroy 
free speech, academic freedom and genuine 
scholarship. One campus radical demand 
was conceded by university heads only to 
be followed by a fresh crop which soon 
escalated to what amounted to a demand for 
outright surrender". 

One need not agree entirely with Mr. St. 
John's analysis. But most observers of the 
American scene will agree that the essence 
of his message is sound. American business 
"plainly is in trouble"; the response to the 
wide range of critics has been ineffective, 
and has included appeasement; the time 
has come-indeed, it is long overdue-for 
the wisdom, integrity and resources of Ameri
can business to be marshaled against those 
who would destroy it. 

RESPONSmiLITY OF BUSINESS EXECUTIVES 

What specifically should be done? The 
first essential-a prerequisite to any effec
tive action-is for businessmen to confront 
this problem as a primary responsibility of 
corporate management. 

The overriding first need is for business
men to recognize that the ultimate issue 
may be survival--survival of what we call 
the free enterprise system, and all that this 
means for the strength and prosperity of 
America and the freedom of our people. 

The day is long past when the chief ex
ecutive officer of a major corporation dis
charges his responsib111ty by maintaining a 
satisfactory growth of profits, with due re
gard to the corporation's public and social 
responsibilities. If our system is to survive, 
top management must be equally concerned 
with protecting and preserving the system 
itself. This involves far more than an in
creased emphasis on "public relations" or 
"governmental afiairs"-two areas in which 
corporations long have invested substantial 
SUins. 

A significant first step by individual cor
porations could wen be the designation of 
an executive vice president (ranking with 
other executive VP's} whose responsib111ty 
is to counter--on the broadest front--the at
tack on the enterprise system. The public 
relations department could be one of the 
foundations assigned to this executive, but 
his responsibilities should encompass some 
of the types of activities referred to subse
quently in this memorandum. His budget 
and staff should be adequate to the task. 
POSSIBLE ROLE OF THE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 

But independent and uncoordina-ted ac
tivity by individual corporations, as impor
tant as this is, will not be sufficient. Strength 
lies in organization, in careful long-range 
planning and im.plementation, in consistency 
of action over a.n indefinite period of years, 
in the scale a! financing availa.ble only 
through joint effort, and in the polltlcal 
power available only through united action 
and national organizations. 

o Jeffrey St. John, The Wall Street Journal, 
Ma.y 21, 1971. 

Moreover, there is the quite understand
able reluctance on the part of any one cor
poration to get too far out in front and to 
make itself too visible a target. 

The role of the Nation.a.I Chamber of Com
merce is therefore vital. Other national or
g·anioo.tions (especially those of various in
dustrial and commercial g!"oups} should join 
in the effort, but no other organizations ap
pears to be as well situated as the Chamber. 
It enjoys a strategic position, with a fine 
reputation and a broad base of support. 
Also-and this is of immeasumble mer..it
there are hundreds of local Chambers of 
Commerce which can play a vit&l supportive 
role. 

It hardly need be said that before em
barking upon any program the Chamber 
should study and analyze possible courses 
of action and activities, weighing risks 
against probable effectiveness and feasibility 
of each. Considerations of cost, the assurance 
of financ:l..al and ather support from mem
bers, adequacy of staffing and similar prob
lems will all require the most thoughtful 
consideration. 

THE CAMPUS 

The assault on the enterprise system was 
not mounted in a few months. It has grad
ually evolved over the past two decades, bare
ly perceptible in its origins and benefiting 
from a graduation that provoked little aware
ness much less any real reaction. 

Although origins, sources and causes are 
complex and interrelated, and obviously dif
ficult to identify without careful qualifica
tion, there is reason to believe that the cam
pus is the single most dynamic source. The 
social science faculties usually include mem
bers who are unsympathetic to the enter
prise system. They may range from a Herbert 
Marcuse, Marxist faculty member at the 
University of California at San Diego, and 
convinced socialists, to the ambivalent lib
eral critic who finds more to condemn than 
to commend. Such faculty members need 
not be in a majority. They are often per
sonally attractive and magnetic; they are 
stimulating teachers, and their controversy 
attracts student following; they are prolific 
writers and lecturers; they author many of 
the textbooks; and they exert enormous in
fluence-far out of proportion to their num
bers--on their colleagues and ln the aca
demic world. 

Social science faculties {the political sci
entist, economist, sociologist and many of 
the historians} tend to be liberally oriented, 
even when leftists are not present. This is 
not a criticism per se, as the need for liberal 
thought is essential to a balanced viewpoint. 
The difficulty is that "balance" is conspicu
ous by its absence of many campuses, with 
relatively few members being of conservative 
or moderate persuasion and even the rela
tively few often being less articulate and 
aggressive than their crusading colleagues. 

This situation extending back many years 
and with the imbalance gradually worsen
ing, has had an enormous impact on mil
lions of young American students. In an ar
ticle ln Barron's weekly, seeking an answer 
to why so many young people are disaffected 
even to the point of being revolutionaries, 
it was said: 

"Because they were taught that we.y".w 
Or, as noted by columnlst Stewart Alsop, 

writing about his alma mater: 
"Yale, like every other Inajor college, is 

graduating scores of bright young men . . . 
who despise the American political and eco
nomic system". 

As these "brigh•t young men", from cam
puses across the country, seek opportunities 
to change a system which they have been 

10 Barron's National Business and Financial 
Weekly, "The Total Break with America, The 
Fifth Annual Conference of Socialist Schol
ars", Sept. 15, 1969. 
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taught to distrust--if not, indeed "despise,.
they seek employment in the centers of the 
real power and influence in our country, 
namely: (i) with the news media, especially 
television; (11) in government, as "staffers" 
and consultants at various levels; (ii1) in 
elective politics; (iv) as lecturers and writ
ers; and (v) on the faculties at various levels 
of education. 

Many do enter the enterprise system~in 
business and the professio~nd for the 
most p.a.rt they quickly discover the fallacies 
of what they have been taught. But those 
who eschew the mainstream of the system, 
often remain in key positions of influence 
where they mold public opinion and often 
shape governmental action. In many in
stances, these "intellectuals" end up in regu
latory agencies or governmental departments 
With large authority over the business sys
tem they do not believe in. 

If the foregoing analysis is approximately 
sound, a priority task of business--a.nd or
ganizations such as the Chamber-is to ad
dress the campus origin of this hostllity. 

Few things are more sanctified in American 
life than academic freedom. It would be fatal 
to attack this as a principle. But if academic 
freedom is to retain the qualities of .. open
ness", "fairness" and "balance"-which are 
essential to its intellectual significance
there is a great opportunity for constructive 
action. The thrust of such action must be to 
restore the qualities just mentioned to the 
academic communities. 

WHAT CAN BE DONE ABOUT THE CAMPUS 

The ultimate responsibililty for intellectual 
integrity on the compus must remain on the 
administrations and faculties of our colleges 
and universities. But organizations such as 
the Chamber oa.n assist and activate con
structive change in many ways, including the 
following: 

Staff of scholars 
The Chamber should consider establlshing 

a staff of highly qualified scholars in the 
social sciences who do believe in the system. 
It should include several of national reputa
tion, whose authorship would be widely re
spected--even when disagreed with. 

Staff of speakers 
There also should be a staff of speakers of 

the highest competency. These might include 
the scholars, and certainly those who speak 
for the Chamber would have to articulate 
the product of the scholars. 

Speaker's bureau 
In addition to full time staff personnel, 

the Chamber s-hould have a Speaker's Bureau 
which should include the ablest and most 
effective advocates from the top echelons of 
American business. 

Evaluation of textbooks 
The staff of scholars (or preferably a panel 

of independent scholars) should evaiuate 
social science textbooks, especially in eco
nomics, political science and sociology. This 
should be a continuing program. 

The objective of such evalua;tdon should 
be oriented toward restoring the balance 
essential to genuine academic freedom. This 
would include assurance of fair and factual 
treatment of our system of government and 
our enterprise system, its accomplishments, 
its basic relationship to individual rights 
and freedoms, and comparison with the sys
tems of socialism, fascism and communism. 
Most of the existing textbooks have some sort 
of comparisons, but many are superficial, 
biased and unfair. 

We have seen the civil rights movement 
insist on rewriting many of the textbooks in 
our universities and schools. The labor unions 
likewise insist that textbooks be fair to the 
viewpoints of organized labor. Other inter
ested citizens groups have not hesitated to 
review, analyze and criticize textbooks and 
teaching materials. In a. democratic society, 

this can be a constructive process and should 
be regarded as an aid to genuine academic 
freedom and not as an intrusion upon it. 

If the authors, publishers and users of 
textbooks know that they will be subjected
honestly, fairly and thoroughly-to review 
and critique by eminent scholars who believe 
in the American system, a return to a more 
rational balance can be expected. 

Equal time on the campus 
The Chamber should insist upon equal 

time on the college speaking circuit. The FBI 
publishes each year a list of speeches made 
on college campuses by avowed Communists. 
The number in 1970 exceeded 100. There 
were, of course, many hundreds of appear
ances by leftists and ultra liberals who urge 
the types of viewpoints indicated earlier in 
this memorandum. There was no correspond
ing representation of American business, or 
indeed by individuals or organizations who 
appeared in support of the American system 
of government and business. 

Every campus has its formal and informal 
groups which invite speakers. Each law school 
does the same thing. Many universities and 
college officials sponsor lecture and speaking 
programs. We all know the inadequacy of the 
representation of business in the programs. 

It will be said that few invitations would 
be extended to Chamber speakers.11 This un
doubtedly would be. true unless the Chamber 
aggressively insisted upon the right to be 
heard-in effect, insisted upon "equal time." 
University administrators and the great ma
jority of student groups and committees 
would not welcome being put in the position 
publicly of refusing a forum to diverse views. 
Indeed, this is the classic excuse for allow
ing Communists to speak. 

The two essential ingredients are (i) to 
have attractive, articulate and well-informed 
speakers; and (11) to exert; whatever degree 
of pressure-publlcly and privately-may be 
necessary to assure opportunities to speak. 
The objective always must be to inform and 
enllghten, and not merely to propagandize. 

Balancing of faculties 
Perhaps the most fundamental problem is 

the imbalance of many faculties. Correcting 
this is indeed a long-range and difficult proj
ect. Yet, it should be undertaken as a part of 
an overall program. This would mean the 
urging of the need for faculty balance upon 
university administrators and boards of 
trustees. 

The methods to be employed require care
ful thought, and the obvious pitfalls must 
be avoided. Improper pressure would be 
counterproductive. But the basic concepts of 
balance, fairness and truth are difficult to 
resist, if properly presented to boards of 
trustees, by writing and speaking, and by ap
peals to alumni associations and groups. 

This is a long road and not one for the 
fainthearted. But if pursued with integrity 
and conviction it could lead to a strengthen
ing of both academic freedom on the cam
pus and of the values which have made 
America the most productive of all societies. 

Graduate schools of business 
The Chamber should enjoy a particular 

repport with the increasingly influential 
graduate schools of business. Much that has 
been suggested above applies to such schools. 

Should not the Chamber also request spe
cific courses in such schools dealing With 
the entire scope of the problem addressed by 
this memorandum? This is now essential 
training for the executives of the future. 

Secondary education 
While the flr·st priority should be at the 

college level, the trends mentioned above 
are increasingly evidenced in the high schools. 

u On many campuses freedom of speech 
has been denied to all who express moderate 
or conservative viewpoints. 

Action programs, tailored to the high schools 
and similar to those mentioned, should be 
considered. The implementation thereof 
could become a major progra.m for local 
chambers of commerce, although the conJtrol 
and direction-especially the quality control 
-should be retained by the National Cham
ber. 

WHAT CAN BE DONE ABOUT THE PUBLIC? 

Reaching the campus and the secondary 
schools is vital for the long-term. Reaching 
the public generally may be more important 
for the shorter term. The first essential is to 
establish the staffs of eminent scholars, writ
ers and speakers, who wlll do the thinking, 
the analysis and the speaking. It wlll also be 
essential to have staff personnel who are 
thoroughly familiar with the media, and 
how most effectively to communicate with 
the public. Among the more obvious means 
are the following: 

Television 
The national television networks should 

be monitored in the same way that textbooks 
should be kept under constant surveillance. 
This applies not merely to so-called educa
tional programs (such as "Selling of the 
Pentagon"), but to the daily "news analysis" 
which so often includes the most insidious 
type of criticism of the enterprise system.12 

Whether this criticism results from hostil
ity or economic ignorance, the result is the 
gradual erosion of confidence in "business" 
and free enterprise. 

This monitoring, to be effective would re
quire constant examination of the tem of 
adequate samples of program.s. ComplaillJts-
to the media and to the Federal Communi
cations Commission-should be made 
promptly and strongly when programs are 
unfair or ina.ccurate. 

Equal time should be demanded when 
appropriate. Efforts should be made to see 
that the forum-type programs (the Today 
show, Meet the Press, etc.) afford at least 
as much opportunity for supporters of the 
American system to participate as these pro
grams do for those who attack it. 

Other media 
Radio and the press are also important, 

and every available means should be em
ployed to challenge and refute unfair at
tacks, as well as to present the affirmative 
case through these media. 

The scholarly journals 
It is especially important for the Cham

ber's "faculty of scholars" to publish. One 
of the keys to the success of the Uberal and 
leftist faculty members has been their pas
sion for "publlcation" and "lecturing." A 
similar passion must exist among the Cham
ber's scholars. 

Incentives might be devised to induce 
more "publlshing" by independent scholars 
who do believe in the system. 

There should be a fairly steady fiow of 
scholarly articles presented to a broad spec
trum of magazines and periodicals-ranging 
from the popular magazines (Life, Look, 
Reader's Digest, etc.) to the more intellec
tual ones (Atlantic, Harper's, Saturday Re
view, New York, etc.) u and to the various 
professional journals. 

Books, paperbacks, and pamphlets 
The newsstands-at airports, drugstores 

and elsewhere-are filled with paperback and 
pamphlets advocating everything from revo-

u It has been estimated that the evening 
half-hour news programs of the networks 
reach dally some 50,000,000 Americans. 

u One illustration of the type of article 
which should not go unanswered appeared 
in the popular "New York" of July 19, 1971. 
This was entitled "A Populist Manifesto" by 
ultra liberal Jack Newfield-who argued that 
"the root need in our country is 'to redis
tribute wealth.' " 
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lution to erotic free love. One finds almost 
no attractive, well-written paperbacks or 
pamphlets on "our side." It will be difficult 
to compete with an Eldridge Cleaver or even 
a Charles Reich for reader attention, but un
less the effort is made-on a large enough 
scale and with appropriate imagination to 
assure some success--this opportunity for 
educating the public will be irretrievably 
lost. 

Paid advertisements 
Business pays hundreds of millions of dol

lars to the media for advertisements. Most 
of this supports specific products; much of it 
supports institutional image making; and 
some fraction of it does support the system. 
But the latter has meen more or less tan
gential, and rarely part of a sustained, ma
jor effort to inform and enlighten the Amer
ican people. 

If American business devoted only 10 % of 
its total annual advertising budget to this 
overall purpose, it would be a statesman
like expenditure. 

THE NEGLECTED POLITICAL ARENA 

In final analysis, the payoff- short of rev
olution-is what government does. Business 
has been the favorite whippingboy of many 
politicians for many years. But the measure 
of how far this has gone is perhaps best 
found in the anti-business views being ex
pressed by several leading candidates for 
President of the United States. 

It is still Marxist doctrine that the "caDl
talist" countries are controlled by big busi
ness. This doctrine, consistently a part of 
leftist propaganda all over the world, has a 
wide public following among Americans. 

Yet, as every business executive knows, 
few elements of American society tod:>.y hav~ 
as little influence in government as the 
American businessman, the corporation, or 
even the millions of corporate stockholders. 
If one doubts this, let him undertake the 
role of "lobbyist" for the business point of 
view before Congressional Committees. The 
same situation obtains in the legislative halls 
of most states and major cities. One does not 
exaggerate to say that, in terms of political 
influence with respect to the course of legis
lation and government action, the American 
business executive is truly the "forgotten 
man". 

Current examples of the impotency of busi
ness, and of the near-contempt with which 
businessmen's views are held, are the stam
pedes by politicians to support almost any 
legislation related to "consumerism" or to 
the "environment." 

Politicians reflect what they believe to be 
majority views of their constituents. It is 
thus evident that most politicians are mak
ing the judgment that the public has little 
sympathy for the businessman or his view
point. 

The educational programs suggested above 
would be designed to enlighten public think
ing-not so much about the businessman and 
his individual role as about the system which 
he administers, and which provides the 
goods, services and jobs on which our coun
try depends. 

But one should not postpone more direct 
political action, while awaiting the gradual 
change in public opinion to be affected 
through education and information. Busi
ness must learn the lesson, long ago learned 
by Labor and other self-interest groups. This 
is the lesson that political power is neces
sary; that such power must be assiduously 
cultivated; and that when necessary, 1t must 
be used aggressively and with determina
tion-'-without embarrassment and without 
the reluctance which has been so character
istic of American business. 

As unwelcome as it may be to the Cham
ber, it should consider assuming a broader 
and more vigorous role in the political arena, 

NEGLECTED OPPORTUNITY IN THE COURTS 

American business and the enterprise sys
tem have been affected as much by the courts 
as by the executive and legislative branches 
of government. Under our constitutional 
system, especially with an activist-minded 
Supreme Court, the judiciary may be the 
most important instrument for social, eco
nomic and political change. 

Other organizations and groups, recogniz
ing this, have been far more astute in ex
ploiting judicial action than American busi
ness. Perhaps the most active exploiters of 
the judicial system have been groups rang
ing in political orientation from "liberal" to 
the far left. 

The American Civil Liberties Union is one 
example. It initiates or intervenes in scores 
of cases each year, and it files briefs amicus 
curiae in the Supreme Court in a number of 
cases during each term of that court. Labor 
unions, civil rights groups and now the pub
lic interest law firtns are extremely active 
in the judicial arena. Their success, often 
at business' expense, has not been incon
sequential. 

This is a vast area of opportunity for the 
Chamber, if it is willing to undertake the 
role of spokesman for American business and 
if, in turn, business is willing to provide 
the funds. 

As with respect to scholars and speakers, 
the Chamber would need a highly competent 
staff of lawyers. In special situations it 
should be authorized to engage, to appear 
as counsel amicus in the Supreme Court, 
lawyers of national standinc and reputation. 
The greatest care should be exercised in 
selecting the cases in which to participate, or 
the suits "~ institute. But the opportunity 
.merits the Lecessary effort. 

NEGLECTED STOCKHOLDER POWER 

The average member of the public thinks 
of "business" as an impersonal corporate 
entity, owned by the very rich and managed 
by over-paid executives. There is an almost 
total failure to appreciate that "business" 
actually embraces-in one way or another
most Americans. Those for whom business 
provides jobs, constitute a fairly obvious 
class. But the 20 Inillion stockholders-most 
of whom are of modest means-are the real 
owners, the real entrepreneurs, the real 
capitalists under our system. They provide 
the capital which fuels the economic sys
tem which has produced the highest st~nd
ard of living in an history. Yet, stockholders 
have been a,:; ineffectual as business execu
tives in promoting a genuine understanding 
of our system or in exercising political in
fluence. 

The question which merits the most thor
ough examination is how can the weight 
and influence of stockholders-20 mlllion 
voters-be mobilized to support (i) an edu
cational program and (11) a political action 
program. 

Individual corporations are now required 
to make numerous reports to shareholders. 
Many corporations also have expensive 
"news" magazines which go to employees 
and stockholders. These opportunities to 
communicate can be used far more effec
tively as educational media. 

The corporation itself must exercise re
straint in undertaking political action and 
must, of course, comply with applicable laws. 
But is it not feasible-through an affiliate 
of the Chamber or otherwise-to establish a 
national organization of American stock
holders and give it enough muscle to be in
fluential? 

A MORE AGGRESSIVE ATTITUDE 

Business interests--especially big business 
and their national trade organizations-
have tried to maintain low profiles, especial
ly with respect to political action. 

As suggested in the Wall Street Journal 

article, it has been fairly characteristic of 
the average business executive to be tolerant 
-at least in public--of those who attack his 
corporation and the system. Very few busi
nessmen or business organizations respond 
in kind. There has been a disposition to 
appease; to regard the opposition as willing 
to compromise, or as likely to fade away in 
due time. 

Business has shunted confrontation poli
tics. Business, quite understandably, has 
been repelled by the multiplicity of non
negotiable "demands" made constantly by 
self-interest groups of an kinds. 

While neither responsible business in
terests, nor the United States Chamber of 
Commerce, would engage in the irresponsi
ble tactics of some pressure groups, it is 
essential that spokesmen for the enterprise 
system-at all levels and at every oppor
tunity-be far more aggressive than in the 
past. 

There should be no hesitation to attack 
the Naders, the Marcuses and others who 
openly seek destruction of the system. There 
should be not the slightest hesitation to 
press vigorously in all political arenas for 
support of the enterprise system. Nor should 
there be reluctance to penalize politically 
those who oppose it. 

Lessons can be learned from organized 
labor in this respect. The head of the AFL
CIO may not appeal to businessmen as the 
most endearing or public-minded of citizens. 
Yet, over many years the heads of national 
labor organizations have done what . they 
were paid to do very effectively. They may 
not have been beloved, but they have been 
respected-where it counts the most--by 
politicians, on the campus, and among the 
media . 

It is time for American business-which 
has demonstrated the greatest capacity in 
all history to produce and to influence con
sumer decisions-to apply their great talents 
vigorously to the preservation of the system 
itself. 

THE COST 

The type of program described above 
(which includes a broadly based combination 
of education and political action), if under
taken long term and adequately staffed, 
would require far more generous financial 
support from American corporations than 
the Chamber has ever received in the past 
High level management participation ~ 
Chamber affairs also would be required. 

The staff of the Chamber would have to be 
significantly increased, with the highest 
quality established and maintained. Salaries 
would have to be at levels fully comparable to 
those paid key business executives and the 
most prestigious faculty members. Profes
sionals of the great skill in advertising and 
in working with the media, speakers, lawyers 
and other specialists would have to be 
recruited. 

It is possible that the organization of the 
Chamber itself would benefit from restruc
turing. For example, as suggested by union 
experience, the office of President of the 
Chamber might well be a full-time career po
sition. To assure maximum effectiveness and 
continuity, the chief executive officer of the 
Chamber should not be changed each year. 
The functions now largely performed by the 
President could be transferred to a Chair
man of the Board, annually elected by the 
membership. The Board, of course, would 
continue to exercise policy control. 

QUALITY CONTROL IS ESSENTLU. 

Essential ingredients of the entire pro
gram must be respons1bll1ty and "quality 
control". The publications, the articles, the 
speeches, the media programs, the advertiS
ing, the briefs filed in courts, and the ap
pearances before legislative committees-all 
must meet the most exacting standards of 
accuracy and professional excellence. They 
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must merit respect for their level of public 
responsibillty and scholarship, whether one 
agrees with the viewpoint expressed or not. 

RELATIONSHIP TO FREEDOM 
The threat to the enterprise system is not 

merely a matter of economics. It also is a 
threat to individual freedom. 

It is this great truth-now so submerged 
by the rhetoric of the New Left and of many 
liberals-that must be reaffirmed if this pro
gram is to be meaningful. 

There seems to be little awareness that the 
only alternatives to free enterprise are vary
ing degrees of bureaucratic regulation of in
dividual freedom-ranging from that under 
moderate socialism to the iron heel of the 
leftist or rightist dictatorship. 

We in America already have moved very far 
indeed toward some aspects of state social
ism, as the needs and complexities of a vast 
urban society require types of regulation 
and control that were quite unnecessary in 
earlier times. In some areas, such regulation 
and control already have seriously impaired 
the freedom of both business and labor, and 
indeed of the public generally. But most of 
the essential freedoms remain: private own
ership, private profit, labor unions, collective 
bargaining, consumer choice, and a market 
economy in which competition largely de
termines price, quality and variety of the 
goods and services provided the consumer. 

In addition to the ideological attack on the 
system itself (discussec in this memoran
dum), its essentials also are threatened by in
equitable taxation, and-more recently-by 
an inflation which has seemed uncontrolla
ble.u But whaJtever the causes of diminishing 
economic freedom may be, the truth is that 
freedom as a concept is indivisible. As the ex
perience of the socialist and totalitarian 
states demonstrates, the contraction and de
nial of economic freedom is followed inevita
bly by governmental restrictions on other 
cherished rights. It is this message, above all 
others, that must be carried home to the 
American people. 

CONCLUSION 
It hardly need be said that the views ex

pressed above are tentative and suggestive. 
The first step should be a thorough study. But 
this would be an exercise in fut111ty unless the 
Board of Directors of the Chamber accepts the 
fundamental premise of this paper, namely, 
that business and the enterprise system are in 
deep trouble, and the hour is late. 

[From the Sunday Star and Dally News, 
Oct. 8, 1972] 

CITIZEN POWELL HANDED DoWN A Goon 
OPINION 

(By James J. KUpatrick) 
The saying goes, straight out of Shakes

peare, that sweet are the uses of adversity. 
Here in Washington, getting smeared by Jack 
Anderson ranks high on the adversity scale, 
but Anderson's recent attack on Supreme 
Court Justice Lewis F. Powell is turning into 
a st roke of good fortune for the nation's busi
ness community. 

The story goes back to the summer of 1971, 
when Powell was simply Citizen Powell, a 
highly respected corporation lawyer in Rich
mond, Va. He lunched with an old friend, 
Eugene B. Sydnor Jr., who was then chair
man of the education committee of the U.S. 
Chamber of Commerce. 

Sydnor was to meet in a few days with 
Arch Booth and other executives of the U.S. 
Chamber. He asked Powell to let him have a 
memorandum as a basis for discussion of cer
tain steps that might be taken by American 

14 The recent "freeze" of prices and wages 
may well be justified by the current inflation
ary crisis. But if imposed as a permanent 
measure the enterprise system wm have sus
tained a near fatal blow. 

business in defense of the enterprise system. 
Powell was agreeable. He went to his office 
over the weekend and, in his usual methodi
cal way, put together a neatly footnoted 33-
page memorandum. On Monday, Aug. 23, he 
gave the paper to Sydnor, who took it on to 
Washington the next day. 

Two months later, on Oct. 21, President 
Nixon n ominated Powell for the Supreme 
Court. Now, nearly a year later, the memo
randum to Sydnor has surfaced: Someone 
sent a copy to Jack Anderson; and Anderson, 
in his usual snide way, gave it a sinister 
reading. Powell's views were so mUitant, said 
Anderson, that the memorandum "raises a 
question about Powell's fitness to decide any 
case involving business interests." 

For the record, Anderson never raised any 
such question about the fitness of Thurgood 
Marshall , as to integration, or about Arthur 
Goldberg, as to labor-but no matter. The 
effect of Anderson's attack on Powell has 
been to give the memorandum publicity it 
never could have achieved in any other way. 
Businessmen are besieging the Chamber with 
requests for copies of the text. Quite possi
bly, thanks to Anderson, something may 
come of Powell's year-old recommendations 
after all. 

These recommendations are nothing sen
sat ional, but they make great good sense. 
Powell's thesis is that the American eco
nomic system is under broad attack, not 
merely from a handful of extremists but more 
significantly from "perfectly respectable ele
ments of society-from the college campus, 
the pulpit, the media, the intellectual and 
literary journals, the arts and sciences, and 
from politicians." The statement is unde
niably true. 

Paradoxically, Powell noted, the business 
community often tolerates and even par
ticipates in its own destruction: Businessmen 
contribute to foundations that are basically 
antibusiness, and they support universities 
dominated by intellectuals who wage war 
against the enterprise system. MeanwhUe, 
the media glorify such brilliant antagonists 
as Ralph Nader, and business executives do 
little but wring their hands. 

Writing as a private citizen with long ex
perience in both business and education, 
Powell offered a string of recommendations. 
The first essential, he said, is for business
men "to confront this problem as a primary 
responsibtlity of corporate man agement." 
Large companies, he said, should appoint a 
vice president for survival. The U.S. Chamber, 
for its part, should take the offensive. 

Because the campus is "the single most 
dynamic force" against the enterprise sys
tem, efforts should be made to achieve a bet
ter balance on college faculties. Highly quali
fied independent scholars should be asked to 
review key textbooks, and to criticize their 
antibusiness bias. Powell suggested that the 
TV networks be monitored; when their de
piction of business is unfair or inaccurate, 
strong complaints should be registered. In 
the political arena, and through the courts, 
businessmen should follow the activist ex
ample of their foes: Get in the act. 

It is a disservice to Powell thus to con
dense his memorandum. The paper is a su
perlative piece of advice to businessmen, and 
ought to be read in full-read and taken to 
heart. This was the work of Private Citizen 
Powell back in Richmond, but Mr. Justice 
Powell is not likely to write any better opin
ions on the Court. 

(From the Washington Post, Oct. 8, 1972] 
POWELL MEMO, ANDERSON DISCUSSED--COL

UMNIST'S ATTACK "WHOLLY UNJUSTIFIED" 

Your news columns of Sept. 29 carried a 
story regarding the unauthorized disclosure 
by syndicated columnist Jack Anderson of a 
confidential memorandum prepared for the 
United States Chamber of Commerce in Au
gust, 1971 by the distinguished Richmond 

attorney, Lewis F. Powell, Jr. Several months 
later Mr. Powell was nominated and con
firmed as a justice of the United States Su
preme Court. 

In this memorandum, Mr. Powell outlined 
a number of ways in which the American 
business community could effectively and 
also ethically and legally defend itself against 
the increasing attacks by so-called consumer 
advocates, ultra-liberal college professors, 
self-serving politicians as well as the even 
more radical spokesmen of the New Left and 
other groups advocating far-reaching changes 
in our government. 

Mr. Anderson quoted extensively from this 
lengthy memorandum prepared for confiden
tial study by the United States Chamber, the 
largest federation of businessmen, local and 
state chambers of commerce, and national 
trade associations. In his attack on Justice 
Powell, Anderson also attempted to portray 
the national chamber as the spokesman and 
conspirator of "Big Business," a favorite 
whipping-boy of this writer. He did not take 
the trouble to learn that of the chamber's 
44,000 direct business members, 85 per cent 
have fewer than 25 employes. The chamber 
can by no stretch of the imagination be fairly 
pictured as favoring big business; but, rather, 
it speaks for thousands of grassroots busi
nessmen throughout the country, be they 
large or small. 

Mr. Anderson's Washington Merry-go
Round columns of Sept. 28 and 29 brought 
two wholly unjustified charges against Jus
tice Powell. First, he implied that Mr. Powell 
had wrongfully withheld this memorandum 
from the FBI and the Senate Judiciary Com
mittee in the course of the Senate confirma
tion proceedings after his appointment to the 
Supreme Court. However, the facts are that 
as a leading spokesman for education (as for
mer chairman of the Richmond City School 
Board and later of the Virginia State Board 
of Education and also as a former president 
of the American Bar Association), Mr. Pow
ell had spoken out on many occasions on a 
number of matters covered in his memoran
dum to the chamber. The public press not 
only printed news stories about these 
speeches, but the Richmond Newspapers li
brary files contain dozens of direct quotas 
and summaries of Justice Powell's talks to 
many organizations on a variety of subjects; 
these were readUy avaUable to the FBI and 
Senate Judiciary Committee members. 
Therefore, Mr. Powell's views regarding the 
urgen t need for suitable and effective pres
entation of the American free enterprise 
system were widely known by anyone who . 
wished to learn of them. 

WHAT IS WRONG? 
In a second charge Mr. Anderson equates 

such suppC>rt of our business economy as 
reprehensible to the extent that "it raises a 
question about his (Justice Powell's) fitness 
to decide any case involving business inter
ests." Proceeding further, Mr. Anderson ap
peared to question whether "the battle (for 
the support of the American public) should 
be waged in the courts, on the campuses and 
in the media," as Justice Powell had sug
gested. However, in his own backing of lib
eral politicians and consumer crusaders, An
derson has applauded their use of the courts, 
campuses, and media. He therefore begs the 
question: What is wrong or improper for 
those with legitimate but differing views 
using the same methods in approaching the 
great questions of our day? 

Mr. Anderson attempted by his unauthor
ized publishing of the confidential memoran
dum intended only for the use of the United 
States Chamber of Commerce to smear a 
highly qualified and scrupulously ethical 
member of the Supreme Court. In my opin
ion, the overwhelming approval of the Senate 
last December (only one dissenting vote out 
of 90 cast on the question of his confirma
tion) speaks much more loudly than Jack 
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Anderson about the fitness of Justice Powell 
for his seat on our most important judicial 
body. 

Furthermore, this memorandum was pre
pared after Justice Powell and I had discussed 
on a. number of occasions the need for 
American businessmen, large and small, to 
wake up and tell their story and that of the 
free enterprise system in clear and forceful 
fashion. Unhappily, many attacks upon busi
nessmen and the free enterprise system have 
come in recent years through some of our 
schools and colleges. As chairman of the Vir
ginia State Board for Community Colleges 
for seven years, I found it refreshing to dis
cover that college faculties and students not 
involved in liberal arts, social and political 
sciences, etc., have generally a much more 
realistic appreciation of our free market 
economy than those in the Ivory Towers of 
the Ivy League and similar institutions. 

The Powell memorandum pointed out the 
importance of college faculties' being reason
ably balanced in their political and ideologi
cal views, if their students are to receive im
partial views on the great questions facing 
our nation. There is abundant evidence that 
unhappily this is not true, as Jeffrey Hart in 
his syndicated column in· The Richmond 
News Leader of Dec. 17, 1970 pointed out: in 
1970 a widespread survey of 60,000 political 
science faculty members noted "70 per cent 
approved of the emergence of radical student 
activism, as against 30 per cent who disap
proved". The same proportion held when they 
were asked to label themselves politically. 
Left and liberal drew about 70 per cent, mtd
dle-of-the-roa.d 20 percent, conservative 10 
per cent. At my own alma mater, Princeton, 
in 1968, 80 per cent of the faculty members 
supported Hubert Humphrey, while Nixon 
and Dick Gregory (an ultra-liberal black can
didate of minor party) each got 10 per cent. 
It is not difficult to imagine what the views 
of such a faculty will be on the often sub
jective topics of economics, politics, and the 
interpretation of history. 

Mr. Powell's 1971 memorandum was intend
ed for consideration by the Education Com
mittee of the United States Chamber of Com
merce (of which I am chairman). The evalu
ation of his far-reaching ideas has under
standably required lengthy consideration, 
and the chamber in fact has made no deci
sion regarding their implementation. How
ever, there is nothing improper or illegal in 
any of Justice Powell's suggestions for Amer
ican business to stand up for our free enter
prise economy. 

Mr. Anderson's attempt to pillory a great 
American may well prove a blessing in dis
guise. Hopefully, the widespread publicity 
about the memorandum may wake up busi
nessmen all over this country to the pressing 
need for prompt and effective implementa
tion of these so-qnd suggestions. 

EUGENE B. SYDNOR, JR. 
RICHMOND. 

[From the Richmond Times-Dispatch, Oct. 4, 
1972] 

THE PoWELL MEMo 
Columnist Jack Anderson, who special

izes in sensational exposes, excitedly informed 
his readers last week that he had found a 
document that "raises a question" about the 
fitness of U.S. Supreme Court Justice Lewis 
F. Powell Jr. to "decide any case involving 
business interests." His discovery, Anderson 
reported, was a Powell "blueprint for an 
assault by big business on its critics." 

In horrified tones, Anderson declared that 
Justice Powell had advocated use of the na
tion's courts, its political institutions and 
its campuses to "champion big business." 
Indeed, Anderson conveyed the impression 
that Justice Powell favored dark and devious 
tactics, including the use of censorship and 
intimidation, to oludgeon colleges, the media. 

and politicians into becoming more sym
pathetic to the interests of big business. 

Now, people who know Justice Powell, who 
are familiar with his impress! ve record as a 
progressive and sensitive civic leader, will 
recognize Anderson's implications for what 
they are: rubbish. Unfortunately, however, 
the columnist's innuendos may receive cur
rency from some people to whom Justice 
Powell is only a name. For this reason, Ander
son's nonsense ought to be promptly refuted. 

Written slightly more than a year ago, a 
few months before his appointment to the 
high court, Justice Powell's memorandum 
was far from being a plan for a selfish and 
underhanded promotion of the interests of 
"big business." It was, rather, a lucid and 
reasoned outline of a possible program to 
defend the nation's free enterprise system 
against unfair, unfounded and malicious 
criticism. In essence, Justice Powell sug
gested that the business community-which 
includes the one-man shoe store as well as 
General Motors--ahould use all legitimate 
and fair weapons at its disposal to counter 
the attacks of its enemies. What could pos
sibly be improper about such a suggestion? 

The Powell memorandum-written at the 
request of Eugene B. Sydnor Jr. of Rich
mond, chairman of the U.S. Chamber of 
Commerce's education committee, whose let
ter is published on this page today-noted, 
correctly, that "the American economic sys
tem is under broad attack," not only from 
such traditional enemies as the Communists 
but also from "perfectly respectable elements 
of soctety: from the college campus, the pul
pit, the media, the intellectual and literary 
journals, the arts and sciences, and from 
politicians." Generally, the memorandum ob
served, the business community has re
sponded "if at all, by appeasement, inepti
tude and ignoring the problem." 

It was Justice Powell's conclusion that 
American business should defend itself more 
Vigorously and more effectively. He advised 
it to seek to inftuence the policies of govern
ment, and indeed it should. He advised it to 
become "active in the judicial arena.," as 
many other organizations are, and indeed it 
should. He advised it to complain "promptly 
and strongly" when television and the other 
media present "unfair or inaccurate" pro
grams and stories, and indeed it should. 

The campus Justice Powell saw as the "sin
gle most dynamic source" of criticism against 
the free enterprise system, primarily because 
social science faculties "tend to be liberally 
oriented." He emphasized, however, that this 
was not "a criticism per se, as the need for 
liberal thought is essential to a balanced 
viewpoint." Moreover, he cautioned that the 
principle of academic freedom must not be 
attacked and that college administrations 
and faculties must retain responsib111ty for 
their "intellectual integrity." But the truth, 
the Powell memorandum noted, is that on 
many campuses there is no such thing as a. 
"balanced Viewpoint" because there is a 
dearth of conservative and moderate faculty 
members. 

This lamentable imbalance the Chamber of 
Commerce could partially offset, Justice 
Powell concluded, by establishing its own 
staff of scholars who would write and speak 
on the free enterprise system and by insisting 
that social science textbooks used in the na
tion's colleges and secondary schools offer 
"fair and factual treatment of our system 
of government and our enterprise system, its 
accomplishments, its basic relationship to 
individual rights and freedoms and compari
sons with the systems of socialism, fascism 
and communism." 

Anderson's melodramatic suggestions not
withstanding, Justice Powell advocated noth
ing revolutionary, shocking, improper or, :for 
that matter, very dramatic. All he did, in 
effect, was to urge business to stop behaving 
like the Caspar Milquetoast of the American 
society and to recognize the nation's legal, 

political and educational institutions as 
legitimate and effective weapons to use in a. 
counterattack against those who would de
stroy the free enterprise system. 

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE MORN
ING BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
GAMBRELL). Under the previous order, 
there will now be a period for the trans
action of routine morning business not to 
extend beyond 10 a.m., with statements 
therein limited to 3 minutes each. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Pres
ident, I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF SEN
ATOR HARRY F. BYRD, JR., 
TOMORROW 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that tomor
row, immediately following the remarks 
of the distinguished Senator from Mary
land (Mr. MATHIAS), the distinguished 
senior Senator from Virginia. (Mr. HARRY 
F. BYRD, JR.) be recognized for not to 
exceed 15 minutes, after which the six 
10-~ute orders entered previously for 
Wednesday begin to run. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

~E FOR DEBATE ON CLOTURE 
MOTION TOMORROW 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that if the mo
tion to invoke cloture today is not agreed 
to, the 1 hour of debate under rule XXII 
on the motion to invoke cloture on to
morrow begin running immediately fol
lowing the conclusion of the orders for 
the recognition of various Senators. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

EQUAL EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNI
TIES ACT, 1972 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi
dent, the pending measure, which seeks 
to give some protection to the American 
people and their children against com
pulsory busing to achieve an artificial 
racial balance in the schools, is a very 
important piece of legislation. It is a 
matter that deserves full consideration. 
It is a matter which has been considered 
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over a long period of time and has had a 
great deal of consideration. 

I think most Senators know how they 
stand on this issue. Within the next hour 
or so-a little more than an hour-a vote 
will be taken as to whether there shall 
be cloture on debate. If that motion 
should prevail, 100 hours of further de
bate would be available. I think that is a 
reasonable amount of time under the cir
cumstances and in view of the fact that 
most Senators--probably all of them
have made their own determination as to 
how they will vote on the matter of 
busing. 

If I had any qualms, so to speak, about 
voting for cloture today, those qualms 
were dissipated when yesterday the Sen
ate, because of the lack of interest or lack 
of speakers to oppose the busing measure, 
adjourned at 4:36p.m. 

I suggested last week that this is a very 
important matter to the people of the 
United States; that there should be full 
discussion; and that if the opposition to 
the measure desired to do so, I, as one 
Senator, would welcome sessions continu
ing until midnight every night, so that 

· there could be active discussion. But ap
parently there is no need for that. 

As I say, the RECORD shows that yes
terday the Senate adjourned at 4: 36 in 
the afternoon. 

COMMITTEE :MEETINGS DURING 
SENATE SESSION TODAY 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations and the 
Committee on Armed Services be author
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

· I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 

will call the roll. 
The second assistant legislative clerk 

proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMUNICATIONS FROM EXECU
TIVE DEPARTMENTS, ETC. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be
fore the Senate the following letters, 
whioh were referred as indicated: 
PROPOSED SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS FOR 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND 

WELFARE AND THE MARITIME ADMINISTRA
TION (S. Doc. No. 92-91) 
A communication from the President of 

the United States, transmitting proposed 
supplemental appropriations for fiscal year 
1973, in the amount of $1,382,214,000, for the 
Department of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare and the Maritime Administration (with 
accompanying papers); to the Committee 
on Appropriations, and ordered to be 
printed. 

PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO TITLE 49, UNITED 
STATES CODE 

A letter from the Secretary of Transporta
tion, transmitting a draft of proposed legis
lation to amend title 49, United States Code, 
to provide for criminal penalties for all who 
knowingly and willfully refuse or fall to file 
required reports, keep required data or falsi
fy records; provide criminal penalties for un
lawful carriage of persons for compensation 
or hire; to increase the civil penalty limits; 
and for other purposes (with accompanying 
papers) ; to the Committee on Commerce. 

REPORTS OF COMMI'ITEES 
The following reports of committees 

were submitted: 
By Mr. HARTKE, from the Committee on 

Veterans' Affairs, with amendments: 
S. 3070. A btU to amend chapter 15 of title 

38, United States Code, to provide for the 
payment of pensions to World War I veterans 
and their widows, subject to $3,000 and $4,-
200 annual income limitations; to provide for 
such veterans a certain priority in entitle
ment to hospitalization and medical care, 
and for other purposes (Rept. No. 92-1283). 

By Mr. MOSS (for Mr. METCALF), from the 
Cominlttee on Interior and Insular Affairs: 

S. Res. 377. An original resolution to pro
vide a temporary moratorium on Federal coal 
leasing in the State of Montana, and for 
other purposes (Rept. No. 92-1284). (Mi
nority views filed.) 

By Mr. MANSFIELD (for Mr. FuLBRIGHT), 
from the Committee on Foreign Relations, 
with an amendment: 

H.R. 15461. An act to facilitate compliance 
with the treaty between the United States of 
America and the United Mexican States, 
signed November 23, 1970, and for other pur
poses (Rept. No. 92-1285). 

By Mr. JACKSON, from the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs, without amend
ment: 

H.R. 10556. An act to authorize the Secre
tary of the Interior to sell reserved mineral 
interests of the United States in certain land 
in Georgia to Thomas A. Buiso, the record 
owner of the surface thereof (Rept. No. 92-
1286). 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 

As in executive session, the following 
favorable reports of nominations were 
submitted: 

By Mr. FULBRIGHT, from the Committee 
on Foreign Relations: 

George H. Gallup, of New Jersey, to be a 
member of the U.S. Advisory Commission on 
Information; 

Joseph A. Greenwald, of Illinois, a Foreign 
Service officer of the class of career minister, 
to be the Representative of the United States 
of America to the European Communities, 
with the rank and status of Ambassador Ex
traordinary and Plenipotentiary; 

Edward W. Mulcahy, of Arizona, a Foreign 
Service officer of class 1, to be Ambassador 
Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary to the Re
public of Chad; 

William R. Crawford, Jr., of Pennsylvania, 
a Foreign Service officer of class 2, to be 
Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipoten
tiary to the Yemen Arab Republic; 

William B. Jones, of California, R. Miller 
Upton, of Wisconsin, Louise Gore, of Mary
land, Jaquelin H. Hume, of California, and 
Benjamin F . Marsh, of Ohio, to be Represent-
81tives of the United States of America to 
the 17th session of the General Conference 
of the United Nations Educational, Scientific, 
and Cultural Organization; and 

E. Dorothy Dann Bullock, of Pennsylvania, 
Henry David, of the District of Columbia., 
Pierre R. Graham, of Illinois, James C. Haa.hr, 
of Minnesota, and Chauncy D. Harris, of 
Illinois, to be Alternate Representatives of 
the United States of America to the 17th 
session of the General Conference of the 
United Nations Educational, Scientific, and 
Cultural Organization. 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu
tions were introduced, read the first time 
and, by unanimous consent, the second 
time, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. HRUSKA: 
s. 40'74. A bill for the relief of Masuml 

Danzuka. Referred to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. HATFIELD: 
S. 4075. A blll to incorporate in the District 

of Columbia the American Ex-Prisoners of 
War. Referred to the Committee on the Dis
trict of Columbia. 

By Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina: 
S. 4076. A blll for the relief of Sergei Kour

dakov. Referred to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. THURMOND: 
s. 4()77. A blll for the relief of the heirs 

of William K. Bradley. Referred to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HANSEN: 
s. 4078. A blll for the relief of Luis Men

doza., Aurelia Mendoza, Elena Mendoza, Se
cundino Mendoza, and Sijifredo Mendoza. 
Referred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HART: 
S. 4079. A blll to amend the Internal Reve

nue Code of 1954 to remove tax incentives to 
plant closings. Referred to the Committee on 
Finance. 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. HART: 
S. 4079. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to remove tax in
centives to plant closings. Referred to 
the Committee on Finance. 

NO TAX BREAKS FOR_PLANT CLOSINGS 
Mr. HART. Mr. President, the closing 

of a plant imposes cost on employees 
and on a community. 

Workers lose jobs, pension plans often 
disappear, some families may have to 
move, local tax revenues decrease, and 
remaining businesses lose customers and 
sales. 

Perhaps the impact can be better ap
preciated by an estimate made of the 
number of years of employee seniority 
involved in a plant closing announced 
in Detroit last year. 

In this particular plant, the employees 
who will lose jobs because of the closing 
have accumulated more than 34,800 
years of seniority. 

The impact of this closing then is not 
only from the immediate loss of jobs, but 
of the difficulty older workers may have 
in finding new work and in the loss of 
accrued seniority in a pension program. 

These effects are even more severe in 
communities already afflicted with high 
unemployment rates. 

For that reason the Federal tax system 
should not give a "bonus'· to firms mov
ing plants from high unemployment 
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areas; rather it should encourage crea
tion of new jobs in such areas. 

Also experience has shown that 
mergers involving the purchase of a 
small company by a large out-of-town 
corporation too often result in the clos
ing of the acquired firm or a funneling 
of expansion funds to other plants of the 
corporation. 

Because the out-of-town corporation 
has no close ties with the community, 
such decisions may be based on con
siderations other than the economic 
viability of the operation. 

The fact is that many large corpora
tions view management responsibilities 
and plant operations not in terms of · 
people but, as expressed by one company 
official, in terms of that "of a portfolio 
manager." 

Under such an approach, the question 
of closing a plant is not so much one 
of people or community, but rather one 
of adding and subtracting stocks to a 
portfolio. 

Certainly, some mergers make sense, 
but the "sense" shoulC\_ be added effi
ciences and not the desire to take ad van
tage of some tax loopholes. 

At a minimum the Federal tax code 
should be neutral on the question of 
encouraging mergers involving large 
corporations and at best should tilt the 
balance in favor of mergers between 
small businesses. 

For those reasons I introduce today 
a bill to remove tax loopholes which 
might encourage plant closings. 

The bill would close these "bonuses" 
for moving a plant from a high unem
ployment area. 

The 7 -percent investment tax credit 
would be denied firms moving a plant 
from a high unemployment area and 
would apply only to the acquisition of 
property which would increase the num
ber of jobs in such areas. A company 
merely moving operations from one high 
unemployment area to another would 
not be entitled to the investment credit 
on the new plant and equipment. 

The provision granting tax-free inter
est on industrial development bonds 
would be denied if revenue from the 
bonds were used to attract a plant from 
a high unemployment area. 

A "high unemployment area" is defined 
as a State, metropolitan area or other 
geographic labor market designated by 
the Secretary of Labor in which the job
less rate averaged more than 6 percent 
over the preceding 12 months. Coun
ties in Michigan's Upper Peninsula, for 
example, could be included in the third 
category. 

The bill would close these "merger 
loopholes." 

Mergers can be accomplished through 
the exchange of stocks between the buy
ing and the selling firms. In certain cir-
cumstances under present provisions of 
the tax code, profits on such transfers 
are not taxed. This bill would end such 
an exemption. 

Corporations do not have to pay taxes 
on profits from the sale of assets carried 
out within 1 year of its announced de
cision to liquidate the company. The 
bill would repeal that loophole. 

Even when the sale of a business is 
taxable, if the price of acquisition is paid 
in installments, the seller can spread tax 
payments on profits from the sale over 
the period of the transaction. This pro
posal would make the full tax bill payable 
at the time of the transfer. 

These loophole closings would apply 
only to mergers involving firms with 
combined assets totaling more than $10 
billion. The bill provides a safeguard 
against a large company using a con
trolled "independent" firm in an attempt 
to make the $10 million cutoff. 

Also mergers between small businesses 
would remain tax free even if the ex
change of assets involved some type of 
guaranteed debt as well as stock. 

If the tax code were completely neu
tral on the question of mergers, large 
companies would continue to dominate 
the purchase of business assets if for no 
other reason than financial risks often 
are less for the seller i1 he ends up with 
a share of stocks in a large company 
rather than with stock of a smaller busi
ness. Thus, the owner of a small com
pany could sell to another independent 
company and receive secured notes as 
well as stock without losing tax-:-free 
status for the exchange. 

By continuing and expanding tax pref
erences for small business mergers, we 
can encourage such transactions and 
still provide a safe way for an owner to 
dispose of his business. 

I am introducing the bill now and ask 
appropriate assignment in hopes that the 
concept will be discussed in the cam
paign and the candidates might commit 
themselves to supporting it. I will in
troduce the bill again shortly after Con
gress convenes in January and hope 
hearings will sharpen understanding for 
all of us. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILLS 
AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

s. 3070 

At the request of Mr. HARTKE, the Sen
ator from Montana <Mr. METCALF) was 
added as a cosponsor of S. 3070, a bill to 
amend chapter 15 of title 38, United 
States Code, to provide for the payment 
of pensions to World War I veterans and 
their widows, subject to $3,000 and $4,200 
annual income limitations; to provide for 
such veterans a certain priority in en
titlement to hospitalization and medical 
care; and for other purposes. 

s. 4069 

At the request of Mr. HATFIELD, the 
Senator from Oregon <Mr. PACKWOOD) 
was added as a cosponsor of S. 4069, a 
bill for the relief of Alemitu Feleke. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 377-0RIG
INAL RESOLUTION REPORTED 
PROVIDING A MORATORIUM ON 
COAL LEASING IN MONTANA 

(Ordered to be placed on the calen-
dar.) 

Mr. MOSS (for Mr. METCALF), from 
the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs, reported the following original 
resolution: 

S. RES. 377 
Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate 

that the Secretary of the Interior exercise his 
authority under existing law and withdraw 
temporarily from prospecting and explora
tion, lease or other disposal subject to valid 
existing rights, deposits of coal owned by the 
United States in the State of Montana which 
can only be mined by surface mining meth
ods, suspend pending applications for coal 
permits and, in accordance with the pro
visions of the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920 
(30 U.S.C. 209), suspend all coal leases for 
surface mine operations not in actual 
production, or in diligent prosecution lead
ing toward production, for a period of one 
year from the effective date hereof, or until 
Congress enacts legislation for the control of 
surface mining prior to the expiration of 
such one year period. 

EQUAL EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNI
TIES ACT-AMENDMENTS 

AMENDMENTS NOS. 1724 THROUGH 1729 

<Ordered to be printed and to lie on 
the table.) 

Mr. JA VITS submitted six amend
ments intended to be proposed by him to 
the bill (H.R. 13915) to further the 
achievement of equal educational oppor
tunities. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1730 

<Ordered to be printed and to lie on 
the table.) 

Mr. SCOTT submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill <H.R. 13915), supra. 

AMENDMENTS NOS. 1731 AND 1732 

(Ordered to be printed and to lie on 
the table.) 

Mr. BROOKE submitted two amend
ments intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill <H.R. 13915), supra. 

AMENDME N'l' NO. 1733 

<Ordered to be printed and to lie on 
the table.) 

Mr. HART submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to thP. 
bill <H.R. 13915), supra. 

AMENDMENTS NOS. 1734 THROUGH 1738 

(Ordered to be printed and to lie on 
the table.) 

Mr. ERVIN submitted five amendments 
intended to be proposed by him to 
amendment No. 1714 intended to be pro
posed to the bill <H.R. 13915), supra. 

TEMPORARY INCREASE IN DEBT 
LIMIT-AMENDMENT 

AMENDMENT NO. 1739 

(Ordered to be printed and to lie on 
the table.) 

Mr. HUMPHREY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill <H.R. 16810) to extend 
the debt limit and provide for a 1973 
spending limitation of $250 billion. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1741 

<Ordered to be printed and referred to 
the Committee on Finance.) 

Mr. SCHWEIKER. Mr. President, I 
send an amendment to the desk to H.R. 
16810, a bill to provide for a temporary 
increase in the public debt limit and to 
place a limitation on expenditures and 
net lending for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1973, and ask that it be 
printed. 
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Mr. President, this amendment to the 

debt ceiling bill would have the effect of 
preserving a $250 billion spending ceil
ing, but would at the same time provide 
that spending cutbacks must be made 
proportionately to all programs in ac
cordance with congressional appropria
tions with the exception of so-called un
controllable items. 

I strongly support the President's 
efforts to impose a spending ceiling. 
President Nixon indicated very clearly in 
his speech to the American people of 
October 7 that if we do not hold down 
spending, tax increases could be neces
sary. The American people are already 
bearing a heavy burden of taxation, and 
I commend the leadership of the Presi
dent in taking the initiative to avoid tax 
increases. 

However, I also strongly believe that 
the Congress must preserve its authority 
over priorities. My amendment permits 
a spending ceiling, but preserves con
gressional authority over priorities. The 
President would not be permitted to 
make major cutbacks in only a few 
specific programs to meet the spending 
ceiling. He would have to take a look at 
the level of appropriations for each pro
gram, including supplement and con
tinuing appropriations, and make across
the-board cuts for all programs propor
tionately. Spending would therefore con
tinue at the same relative rate for every 
program. 

The only exception would be expendi
tures which are uncontrollable within 
the Federal budget such as interest on 
the national debt, social security pay
ments, medicare payments, veterans' 
pensions, and so forth. 

Estimates are that uncontrollable 
items amount to about $100 billion. Thus, 
remaining expenditures of approximately 
$150 billion must be reduced propor
tionately in order to meet the $250 bil
lion spending ceiling. 

There are three major features of my 
amendment: 

First, it retains the authority of Con
gress over spending priorities and the 
distribution of funds within the Federal 
budget. It therefore avoids giving the 
President direct item veto authority. 

Second, it permits the establishment 
of a spending ceiling for fiscal year 1973 
of $250 billion. 

Third, it decreases the possibility of a 
tax increase. 

The distinguished Senator from Idaho 
(Mr. JoRDAN) has introduced a similar 
amendment to this legislation. Since I 
have been working on my amendment 
for some time, and since the language of 
my amendment is somewhat different 
from that of the other amendment, I 
have decided to introduce my amend
ment. However, in concept the amend
ments are identical, and I want to make 
it clear that I fully intend to support Sen
ator JoRDAN's amendment when it is of
fered on the floor. 

These amendments offer a reasonable 
and practical solution to the spending 
problem. They retain congressional au
thority over the distribution of expendi
tures while at the same time limit spend
ing so that an undesirable tax increase 
can be a voided. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of my amendment be 
printed at this point in the RECORD. 

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

AMENDMENT No. 1741 
Strike out subsection (b) of section 201 of 

the bill and in lieu thereof insert the follow
ing: 

(b) (1) Notwithstanding the provisions of 
any other law, the President shall, in accord
ance with paragraph (2), reserve from ex
penditure and net lending, from appropria
tions or other obligational authority hereto
fore or hereafter made available, such 
amounts as may be necessary to effectuate 
the provisions of subsection (a) . 

(2) In carrying out the provisions of para
graph (1), the President shall reserve 
amounts proportionately from appropria
tions or other obligational authority avail
able for all programs and activities of the 
Government (other than programs and ac
tivities expenditures for which, within the 
meaning of the Budget, are not controllable) . 

ENVIRONMENTAL NOISE CONTROL 
ACT-AMENDMENT 

AMENDMENT NO. 1740 

<Ordered to be printed and to lie on 
the table.) 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, in the 
near future, the Senate may considerS. 
3342, the Environmental Noise Control 
Act of 1972. In addition to amendments 
which I may propose to those sections 
of the bill related to aircraft noise, I will 
offer an amendment, which I am submit
ting today, to section 408(e) (2) to assure 
that States and localities will not be pre
empted from controlling environmental 
noise at the source through limitation on 
sale of noisy products which exceed local 
standards. This amendment to protect 
the right of States and localities to set 
and enforce stricter controls is cospon
sored by Mr. BUCKLEY, Mr. BROOKE, Mr. 
CASE, Mr. HATFIELD, Mr. McGOVERN, Mr. 
MCINTYRE, Mr. PELL, and Mr. STEVENSON. 

I am advised that State and local offi
cials who have examined the pending 
bill believe that such an amendment is 
essential. They contend that, without au
thority to regulate sale for use, current 
State and local noise control laws and 
ordinances will be impossible to enforce. 
If States and localities only have au
thority to control noise at the time of 
use, the administrative burden on State 
and local enforcement agencies will be 
overwhelming. The capacity of States 
and localities to enforce stricter noise 
pollution controls must be maintained. 

There is no objection to a preemption 
provision which protects the manufac
turer against conflicting State standards 
and enforcement actions where such 
conflicting standards are demonstrated 
to be an unreasonable burden on com
merce. At the same time, a State or local 
government should have authority to re
strict the sale for use of any product 
which will emit unacceptable noise lev
els. The only burden this will place on 
the manufacturer is the limitation of not 
selling products in States or communities 
which have banned the sale of such prod
ucts-a legitimate exercise of State 
police power. 

BALD EAGLE PROTECTION ACT
AMENDMENT 

AMENDMENT NO. 1742 

(Ordered to be printed and to lie on the 
table.) 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I send to 
the desk an amendment to H.R. 12186, an 
act to strengthen the penalties imposed 
for violation of the Bald Eagle Protection 
Act, and ask that it be printed in the 
RECORD following my statement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

<See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, the re

port of the Department of the Interior 
indicates that the increased penalties in 
H.R. 12186 would serve to deter indi
viduals who would unlawfully kill Ameri
can or Golden Eagles. I certainly concur 
in this objective. It is my feeling that 
penalties should be made as strong as is 
necessary to deter any potential violator 
of the Bald Eagle Protection Act. 

However, there is one provision of the 
bill as reported by the Commerce Com
mittee with which I am very concerned. 

Section 2 (c) of the bill would authorize 
the Secretary of Agriculture or the head 
of any other department or agency to 
terminate any grazing contract, license 
permit, or agreement in the event of ~ 
lessee's conviction under this act. 

Mr. President, I feel that this language 
is grossly unfair and is completely dis
criminatory. It implies that because an 
individual grazes livestock on the public 
land, he should be singled out and made 
to suffer an additional penalty for any 
transgression of this act. Further this 
section seems to imply that the llv~stock 
permittee is the major violator of this 
act. I resent this implication. It is not 
substantiated by the facts, and I do not 
feel it should be ilicluded in this bill. 

Let me emphasize again that I have no 
sympathy for anyone convicted under the 
act, but the point is that just because an 
individual owns a grazing permit on pub
lic land, he should not be subject to any 
greater penalty than anyone else. 

Mr. President, I think I understand the 
rationale of the Commerce Committee 
in including this provision within its re
ported legislation. Undoubtedly, it is the 
feeling of the committee that someone 
who transgresses this particular law 
should not be allowed to use the public 
land. 

However, if the committee feels that 
the grazing permittee should lose his 
license to use public land, this provision 
should extend as equally as possible to 
all public land users. 

Of course, for most users of the public 
lands, loss of use is not as critical as it 
is for the grazing permittee. The loss of 
the grazing permittee's right to use pub
lic land could mean the loss of liveli
hood, home, job, and could mean the ad
dition of another name onto the welfare 
roles. 

However, the amendment I am submit
ting today would amend subsection (c) of 
the committee approved H.R. 12186 so 
that any person convicted under this act 
would not be able to purchase any permit 
or obtain any license involving the use of 
National Forest lands, Bureau of Land 
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Management lands, Park Service lands, 
or other lands administered by the Bu
reau of Outdoor Recreation and the De
partment of the Interior. 

If the Commerce Committee is going 
to tack another penalty onto grazing per
mittees, I feel that this restriction of 
use should apply as equally as possible 
to all who use the public lands. My 
amendment would do that--my amend
ment takes some of the discrimination 
out of H.R. 12186. 

If adopted, it would deny the use of 
public lands for grazing by permittees 
and would also eliminate anyone else 
from using public lands through permit 
or license if convicted under this act. 

This amendment does not take all of 
the discrimination from the act, but it 
would serve as an equalizing force for all 
who choose to use the public lands. 

EXHIBIT 1 
AMENDMENT No. 1742 

On page S,line 22, immediately after "(c)", 
insert" (1) ". 

On page 4, line 6, strike out the quotation 
marks. 

On page 4, between lines 6 and 7, insert 
the following: 

"(2) The Secretary of the Interior is au
thorized to deny to any person convicted of a 
violation of this Act or any permit or regula
tion issued pursuant thereto admission to 
any lands administered by the National Park 
Service. The Secretary of Agriculture is au
thorized to deny to any such person so con
victed the right to purchase any permit or 
obtain any license involving the use of Na
tional Forest lands. The Secretary of the In
terior is authorized to deny to any such 
person so convicted the right to purchase or 
obtain any license involving the use of lands 
administered by the Bureau of Outdoor Rec
reation or the Bureau of Land Management. 

ANNOUNCEMENT OF HEALTH SUB
COMMITTEE HEARINGS ON HU
MAN EXPERIMENTATION 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, in re

cent weeks Americans have been shock
ed by the disclosure that poor, unedu
cated patients have been the subjects 
of life-threatening medical experiments. 
The Tuskegee study, in which 200 black 
men were denied treatment in order to 
study the effects of syphilis on the hu
man body, has been universally con
demned. The Cincinnati General Hos
pital study, in which total body irra
diation was given to 111 poor, unedu
cated charity cases with terminal can
cer, raised similarly profound ethical 
questions. In this case, the care of the 
patient was secondary to the experiment 
with total body irradiation. 

Recently, a third example of a human 
experiment which raises important eth
ical issues was brought to my attention 
by an advance copy of an article to be 
published in World magazine, written 
by Geoffrey Cowan of UCLA. 

In 1958, researchers in the newborn 
unit at Los Angeles County Hospital con
ducted an experiment to see if prophy
lactic antibiotic treatment would re
duce the high mortality rate of prema
ture infants. All of the infants came from 
the same socioeconomic group-gener
ally poor, uneducated Americans. The 
experiment set up four treatment groups: 

One group received no antibiotics; 

One group received penicillin and 
streptomycin; 

One group received chloramphenicol; 
One group received chloramphenicol, 

penicillin, and streptomycin. 
The parents did not give what would 

today be called "informed consent." A 
"blanket permission" form was signed 
upon the mother's admission to the hos
pital. Mothers whose babies were to re
ceive no antibiotics were talked to; oth
er mothers were not. 

The extent of knowledge about chlor
amphenicol at the time of the experi
ment was this: 

First, it was introduced in 1949 by 
Parke Davis and became commonly used 
as a "broad spectrum" antibiotic; 

Second, by 1951 there were numerous 
reports of bone marrow depression and 
deaths associated with use of the drug; 

Third, in 1952 the Journal of the 
American Medical Association ran an 
editorial cautioning physicians about the 
potental dangers of the drug; 

Fourth, in 1952 the FDA, having 177 
cases of serious blood disorders on rec
ord associated with chloramphenicol-
51 cases were fatal-referred the case 
histories to the National Research Coun
cil and discontinued certification for the 
drug. The council issued a warning about 
the drug urging restrictions on its use. 
FDA recertified it, but required warn .. 
ings on package inserts; 

Fifth, McGehee Harvey, M.D., at 
Johns Hopkins, issued a formal memo
randum to his staff warning against 
using chloramphenicol for any but seri
ously ill patients; 

Sixth, sales of chloramphenicol 
dropped precipitously in 1952-53, but re
covered fully by the late 1950's; and 

Seventh, the drug continued to be in 
common use in the medical profession; 

Eighth, th~re were no studies of the 
drug on newborn animals. Human in
fants were the first newborns to receive 
the drug. 

None of these facts were discussed with 
the parents. The results of the study 
were: 

First, 19 percent of those with no 
treatment died. 

Second, 18 percent of those with peni
cillin and streptomycin died. 

Third, 60 percent of infants receiving 
chloramphenicol died. 

Fourth, 68 percent of those receiving 
chloramphenicol, penicillin, and strepto
mycin died. 

In all, 39 infants receiving chloram
phenicol, either alone or in combination, 
died. 

This study was followed by a second 
study to see if a safe dose of chloram
phenicol ·could be arrived at. The same 
patient population was used and again 
there was no informed consent--not even 
a discussion of the first experiment. 
Much lower doses of the drug were used 
in this second study. Of the six babies 
who died as a result of the second study, 
one died of a birth defect; one of infec
tion; one of a cerebral hemorrhage; one 
of a pulmonary hemorrhage; and two 
apparently due to chloramphenicol. 
Other infants had symptoms of chlor
amphenicol toxicity, but these proved 
reversible. 

Partially as a result of these studies, 
chloramphenicol use was drastically cut 
back in nurseries. 

At the same time as these experiments 
were conducted, other similar studies 
with newborns and chloramphenicol were 
being done with similar results-high 
mortality among the newborn. 

Many issues are raised by these studies. 
Some have been dealt with; though in
formed consent is now required for such 
studies, the issue of whether there can be 
truly informed consent by nonprofes
sionals in such matters is still not clear. 

Other issues remain: 
First. Why do experiments such as 

these seem to be on poor, uneducated 
Americans, primarily members of minor
ity groups? 

Second. What is there about the prac
tice of medicine that would permit wide
spread usage of a drug many years after 
its dangers were known to the academic 
community? Can it be that Parke, Davis 
detail men had a greater impact on the 
pattern of practice with regard to chlor
amphenicol than the experts in the aca
demic community? 

Third. Do we have adequate controls 
now to assure that human experimenta
tion takes place in a controlled and mon
itored environment? 

Fourth. Can the testing of new drugs 
be left exclusively to the drug companies? 

As chai-rman of the Health Subcom
mittee, I pledge to thoroughly investigate 
these matters early next year. I have di
rected my staff to search out and un
cover as many examples of abuses in the 
human experimentation field as possible. 
I ask any American aware of such abuses 
to write to me with the details. 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

PRESERVATION OF HISTORIC 
BUILDINGS 

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, our Na·· 
tion is young, but with each passing year 
it becomes more important for us to re
member our heritage and to preserve 
those objects-both material and ideo
logical-which formed the foundation of 
our country. 

Today I received a new release an
nouncing that the Treasury Building in 
Washington would be declared a na
tional historic site. This is welcome news 
because the Main Treasury Building is 
an outstanding example of Greek revival 
civil architecture in our Nation's Capital. 

In this time when we build by de
stroying, the wrecker's ball becomes the 
major tool of construction. We are too 
prone to tear down-too ready to replace 
those structures which have meaning 
with lifeless, sterile structures. 

As we approach the 200th anniversary 
of our Independence, we should strive 
to make Washington, D.C., a showcase 
for the Nation. No doubt there are 
blighted structures which must be de
stroyed, but there are also old buildings 
which must be preserved because they 
embody the very history of this great 
country. 

The Main Treasury Building is in no 
danger of succumbing to the wrecker's 
ball, but other adjacent buildings such 
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as the Old Post OIDce and the Willard 
Hotel are in imminent danger. We can 
serve as an outstanding example for the 
rest of the Nation by preserving these 
and other historic buildings rather than 
by destroying them. 

FIRST INTERNATIONAL BANK 
OF ISRAEL 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I am privi
leged to advise the Senate that the First 
Pennsylvania Corp., owner of the First 
Pennsylvania Bank, has made the largest 
initial investment by an American firm 
in the 25-year history of the State of 
Israel. The corporation has invested $16.2 
million or 41.6 percent of the funds in 
a new bank in Israel, a merger of two 
existing banks: The Foreign Trade Bank 
and the Export Bank. The new facility 
is known as the First International Bank 
of Israel. Mr. President, this investment 
demonstrates the faith we have in the 
people of this gallant country. I ask 
unanimous consent that two attach
ments concerning the new bank be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the items 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

ISRAEL FACT SHEET 
1. First International Bank of Israel, a 

merger of two existing Israeli banks-Foreign 
Trade Bank of Israel and the Export Bank 
of Israel-wlll open for business October 1, 
1972, with 34 branches. 

2. FPC wlll be the largest shareholder with 
a 41.6% interest and an option to increase 
that interest to 51% (option runs from 
1976-78). The second largest shareholder is 
the government of Israel (26%). 

3. We wlll pay $16.2 million for our inter
est over a period of years (the bulk in the 
first 2 years, however) . 

4. Our interest is in the holding company 
of the Bank-FIB! Holding Co. Ltd. 

5. Other parties with an interest in the 
venture are: 

Government of Israel. 
Triumph Investment Trust of U.K. 
Israel Investors Corp. 
Baldwin Securities. 
Mayer Investment Corp. Ltd., Israel. 
Private individuals from Israel and the 

United States. 
6. The Bank wlll be the fourth largest bank 

in Israel in terms of deposits and the largest 
in terms of capital base ($76 mlllion or 321 
mlllion IL compared to 193 million IL which 
is the capital base of the now largest bank 
in Israel-Bank Leumi) . 

7. FPC's investment is the largest single 
initial outside private investment in Israel's 
history. 

8. Israel has a surplus of managerial talent 
because its managerial class came into Israel 
from across the continent during and after 
World Warn. 

9. Our purpose there is primarily to pro
vide working capital loans for commercial 
businesses. The economy of Israel offers busi
nesses a great opportunity to grow. 

FIRST INTERNATIONAL BANK OF ISRAEL FORMED 
BY PENNSYLVANIA BANK, U.K., U.S., ISRAELI 

INVESTORS AND GOVERNMENT 

TEL AviV.-The first joint American-Israel 
banking organization, the First Israel Inter
national Bank Ltd., will begin operations in 
Israel on October 1, it was announced here. 
The bank is owned by a consortium consist
ing of a major U.S. bank, U.S., European and 
Israe11 investment groups and the govern
ment of Israel. It takes over the facUlties 
of two existing Israeli banks. 

Largest shareholders (41.6 per cent) in the 
new banking institution is the First Penn
sylva.n.la Corporation, owner of the First 
Pennsylvania Bank, the nation's oldest and 
19th largest bank. Its partners in the First 
International Bank of Israel are a subsidiary 
of the Triumph Investment Trust Ltd., an 
English investment group, participating with 
13.7 per cent of the share capital, American 
and local investors. The government of Israel 
is also a participant to the extent of pro
viding 26 per cent of the share capital. 

Total capitalization of the new bank wlll 
be IL 320 m1111on, (IL 4.2 per $1) largest of 
any savingsjcommercia.l bank in Israel. 

The newly-formed bank will become the 
fourth largest in Israel in total assets, with 
900 employees, 34 existing branches replac
ing the Foreign Trade Bank and Export 
Bank, and assets anticipated for the first 
year of operation of more than IL 1.5 btl
lion. Mr. David Golan, formerly director gen
eral of the Ministry of Commerce & Industry 
and managing director of the Foreign Trade 
Bank, has been named chief executive of
ficer of the new international bank. 

The First International Bank of Israel, Mr. 
Golan stated, will offer full savings and com
m!3rcial banking services, and especially pro
vide an important new source of working 
capital for Israel's rapidly growing industry. 
At the same time, it is said, through offices 
of the First Pennsylva.n.la Bank it will pro
vide American individual's and firms an ef
fective banking channel for investments and 
other activity in the Israel economy. 

Founded in 1954; the Foreign Trade Bank 
operated 29 branches in Israel, and the Ex
port Bank, owned by the Mayer Brothers 
group, five branches. The Mayer Investment 
Corp. is participating in 4.4 per cenrt owner
ship of the new bank. Other participators 
include: the Baldwin Securities Corporation, 
U.S., headed by Ira Guilden of New "¥ork, 
the Israel Investors Corporation and Samuel 
Rothberg of Peoria, Ill. 

The First Pennsylvania Banking and Trust 
Company maintains more than 81 branches 
in Pennsylvania and the Caribbean with 
representative offices in London, Frankfurt, 
Mexico City and Singapore. Its assets exceed 
$4 blllion and was listed as one of America's 
most profit-making banks in 1971. 

The investment in the First Israel Inter
national Bank, amounting to $16 m1111on, is 
said to be the largest single investment in 
an Israeli enterprise by an overseas financial 
institution. 

SAN DIEGO TAKES LEAD IN LAND 
USE PLANNING 

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. President, I wish to 
comment today on an action taken by the 
city of San Diego, Calif., which I find 
particularly commendable. The city of 
San Diego recently published its pre
liminary planning concept for the Tia 
Juana River Valley. Their report, a re
view of the city's border area plan, was 
initiated following the findings of Army 
Corps of Engineers and California State 
resources agency environmental impact 
studies of the proposed Tia Juana River 
flood control project. After preliminary 
study, the report recommends a reevalu
ation of the development-oriented border 
area plan of 1967, to consider alternative 
land uses for the Tia Juana River Valley. 
Its goal is to determine the best balance 
between conservation of the valley's 
natural environment, and the long-range 
need potential of the South Bay area. 

I am personally grateful for this ac
tion, because I feel it is a positive meas
ure toward preservation of the natural 
environment and wildlife habitat of the 

Tia Juana River flood plain. Such study 
makes possible a cooperative solution to 
the issue of estuary wildelife protection, 
which I seek in my bill, S. 4027, to estab
lish the Tia Juana Estuary National 
Wildlife Refuge. 

In addition, I think it is commendable 
that the city of San Diego has the flexi
bility to reassess its plans for regional 
land use in view of new information and 
changing priorities: While at one time 
maximum development of the flood plain 
was an unquestioned possibility, the city 
is now attempting to assess what impact 
this would have on the many aspects 
of San Diego life. I hope that govern
mental bodies across the country will 
follow the lead of San Diego in being 
open to the changing needs of our urban
ized areas. 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA IMPLIED 
CONSENT LAW FOR DRIVERS 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I am most 
pleased that yesterday the Senate passed 
S. 4059 which provides that drivers in 
the District of Columbia shall be deemed 
to have consented to a chemical test for 
the purpose of determining blood alco
hol content if a driver is stopped on sus
picion of drunken driving. The bill is an 
outgrowth of legislation which I intro
duced almost a year ago on October 19, 
1971. As I have pointed out in the past 
when discussing S. 2715, the original bill, 
Illinois was the last State to adopt an 
implied consent law, doing so only in 
January of this year after a long debate 
in the State legislature. Since then, the 
District of Columbia has been the only 
political jurisdiction remaining without 
such a law. 

The bill will give the District of Co
lumbia an effective, workable implied 
consent law, using the standard of 0.10 
percent blood alcohol level as a deter
mination of intoxication. This l·aw has 
proved to be objective, constitutional, 
and a valid means of taking evidence on 
which to document a charge of driving 
while under the influence of alcohol. 

An implied consent law basically states 
that a licensed driver is deemed to have 
given his consent to a chemical test of 
his blood, breath, or urine upon arrest 
for a violation of the law if the arresting 
officer determines that there is reason
able grounds to believe the person has 
been driving under the influence of an 
intoxicating liquor. The Department of 
Transportation established as one of its 
national uniform standards for Sta.te 
highway safety programs the require
ment that each State approve an implied 
consent law. Failure to do so can result 
in the withholding of Federal aid high
way funds, as was the case in Illinois 
last year. 

The District of Columbia government 
stated in a February letter to the Con
gress that the lack of an implied consent 
law has seriously hampered control of the 
drinking driver problem in the District 
of Columbia. Reports on highway fatali
ties for the District show that in 1968, 54 
of the 127 motor vehicle fatalities in
volved a drinking driver. 

Nationwide, the impact that the drink
ing driver has on highway accidents and 
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fatalities is significant. Conservative es
timates are that at least 50 percent of the 
deaths occur as a result of intoxicated or 
drunk driving. 

In 1969, the death toll from alcohol-re
lated accidents was 28,000. In addition, 
four out of every five drivers involved in 
an accident while under the influence of 
alcohol is the occasional or social drink
er, not the chronic drunk. There is reason 
to believe that an implied consent law can 
have .some psychological effect on the so
cial drinker. If he faces the possibility of 
a license revocation for 6 months and 
court action, he may think twice before 
he climbs behind the wheel of a motor ve
hicle in an intoxicated condition. 

Furthermore, the drinking driver im
poses an economc burden on society. Al
cohol problems cost citizens $5 to $7 for 
every tax dollar from sales of alcoholic 
beverages and the drunk driver adds $240 
to every driver's cost of living. The na
tionwide estimate of economic loss at
tributable to highway accidents is $8 
billion. 

Examination of the current District of 
Columbia Code reveals that it is clearly 
inadequate with respect to drinking 
drivers. Present law does not require that 
a person submit to the taking of an ap
propriate specimen for testing. He may 
refuse, although refusal will not result 
in any sanctions against him. Without 
a chemical test as documentation of in
toxification, it is extremely difficult for 
the courts to hand down a conviction for 
that charge. 

Having served on the District of Co
lumbia Appropriations Subcommittee, I 
am aware of the tremendous difficulties 
that the District of Columbia Police De
partment faces in the adequate enforce
ment of the law. To deny it this addi
tional method of checking the drinking 
driver problem amounts to tying the 
hands of law enforcement. In my opin
ion, every reasonable, constitutionally 
valid means should be undertaken to 
control the drinking driver. 

Deaths on the highway are a senseless 
result of caution and public safety 
thrown to the wind. The citizens of the 
District deserve greater safety on the 
streets, whether they be drivers them
selves or pedestrians. We can no longer 
tolerate the irresponsible driver who, by 
operating a motor vehicle on the public 
roads, endangers the lives and safety of 
innocent people. He must be stopped and 
when he cannot be stopped he must be 
dealt with responsibly by the courts. 

Mr. President, with the action that the 
Senate has taken, every political juris
diction in the country will have implied 
consent laws. With this uniformity, an 
important step has been taken toward 
reducing the number of highway deaths 
related to alcohol. The streets of the Dis
trict of Columbia will be that much safer 
by the action that we have taken. 

MARCIA MAcNAUGHTON, A 
FIGHTER FOR PRIVACY 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, the Fed
eral Times for September 27, 1972, car
ried an article entitled "Marcia Mac
Naughton Hailed as Privacy Fight Lead
er." Miss MacNaughton has been one of 

the ablest and most diligent members of 
the staff of the Senate Subcommittee on 
Constitutional Rights, and has done work 
of the greatest merit in assisting the sub
committee and me in our fight to pre
serve the basic nights of American citi
zens. 

She recently left the subcommittee in 
order to attend Columbia University and 
pursue courses leading to law and gradu
ate degrees. What the Federal Times says 
about her fine work in connection with 
the fight for a bill of rights for Federal 
employees is fully merited, and she de
serves the thanks of all those who believes 
in equality of right for Federal em
ployees. 

I ask unanimous consent that the arti
cle from the Federal Times be printed 
in the RECORD. 

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

MARCIA MACNAUGHTON HAILED AS PRIVACY 
FIGHT LEADER 

(By Dick Ritter) 
WASHINGTON.-lf Congress, in all its WiS

dom, ever enacts legislation to protect t.fi"'e 
privacy of federal employes, the credit will. 
belong to a quiet spoken, almost shy but very 
determined young woman from Mississippi. 

Marcia MacNaughton, the object of this 
lavish praise, recently resigned as profes
sional staff member on the Senate constitu
tional rights subcommitee headed by Sen. 
Sam Ervin, Jr., D-N.C. On the staff since its 
inception in the summer of 1955, Ms. Mac
Naughton has returned to the academic field. 
She wlll seek a Ph. D. in public law and 
government at Barnard College in Columbia 
University. 

"There should be a way to take the lid 
off complaints by law, not just by admin
istrative action," Ms. MacNaughton said in 
explaining her ardent support for the pri
vacy blll which the Senate has approved 
overwhelmingly four times. She believes that 
federal employes should have the right to 
speak up, even if management disagrees. 

Her guideline during her years of devoted 
work for federal employes was best ex
pressed by Senator Ervin in 1954, she de
clared. 

"Our forefathers did not establish this gov
ernment to promote etliciency," the former 
judge said. 

Talking quietly while seated behind a desk 
overflowing with books and papers. Ms. Mac
Naught on said she fully believes in that prin
ciple to defend liberty and protect it from 
government. "A little bit of money for in
vest igations that protect employes' rights is 
well spent," she continued. 

Protecting those rights may be more dif
ficult if the present HSttch Act is amended 
to provide more political freedom to federal 
employes. "Opening up the Hatch Act leaves 
federal employes open to all the whims of 
the executive branch," Marcia said. "Em
ployes should have the right to participStte, 
but they must be protected against pressure 
from otlicials." 

The Ervin blll, S. 1438 which supporters 
hope will someday pass the House, is a safe
guard to those employe rights, she said. Such 
devotion to the legislation is no surprise to 
those who know Ms. MacNaughton. 

"Most of all, credit must go to Marcia Mac
Naughton, who, as the subcommittee's pro
fessional staff member in charge of our work 
on privacy, has done the most to shepherd 
this legislation through Congress," Senator 
Ervin declared last December after the Senate 
approved his bill. 

"Miss MacNaughton has labored many long 
days and nights and even weekends in the 

cause of individual privacy and the right of 
government employes. By right, this blll 
sh ould be known as the 'MacNaughton em
ploye rights blll.' 

"The millions of Americans whose rights 
this legislation seeks to protect owe the 
success of the bill to her. When it finally 
becomes law, as I hope it soon w111, it will 
be due in immeasurable degree to her dedica
tion and efforts." 

How did she get into this field? "I just 
gravitated to it," Marcia explained. "It 
seemed the best place to be able to do somE\ 
good toward protecting the principles of 
good government and for human rights." 

A native of a small community near Jack
son, Miss., she studied at the University of 
London and other schools before joining the 
personal staff of the late Sen. Estes Kefauver. 
The Democrat from Tennessee was a leading 
television personality in the 1950s with his 
investigations of crime syndicates, and was 
a vice-presidential candidate. 

In joining the new constitutional rights 
subcommittee of Senator Ervin's. Ms. Mac
Naughton found that its jurisdiction extend
ed into areas of special concern to her. They 
include those of the American Indians, the 
mentally ill, servicemen, poor people appear
ing in federal court, and the basic rights of 
all citizens. 

Observing that all laws are the result of 
compromise, Ms. MacNaughton said that 
Senator Ervin has wanted all opinions to be 
brought before his subcommittee. "He in
sisted that all views be presented before leg
islation is drafted," she added. 

Turning again to the right of privacy, 
she noted that federal agencies are becoming 
sensitized. Privacy rights have become a fac
tor in personnel debate and decisions. 

"The extent of the privacy fight depends 
upon individuals who are willing to speak up 
to their supervisors," Marcia said. She praised 
the role of the press in reporting complaints 
of federal employes, and said its effect has 
spllled over into the state and local govern
ment fields. 

In New York City, for example the chair
man of the city's civil service commission 
has incorporated features of the Ervin blll 
into his own measure. And a number of 
private firtns have changed their personnel 
practices to reflect the same philosophy. 

"Employes are using the pending Ervin 
bill as a peg for justice,'' Ms. MacNaughton 
said. 

What about the opposition from security
conscious agencies such as the FBI, CIA and 
National Defense Agency? 

"There is no way in the world that the 
bill can affect security," Ms. MacNaughton 
emphatically declared. She noted that Sen
ator Ervin had met with critics many times 
and had amended the bill to specifically meet 
objections from these security agencies. "Of 
course, there is a well-established principle 
that Congress doesn't interfere with the 
President's employes," she said. But why 
should employes be pressured to support 
bond drives or harassed in other ways? she 
added. 

Since efficiency and economy may be the 
only guidelines that the Civil Service Com
mission is concerned about in federal 
agencies, Ms. MacNaughton feels it is "ter
ribly important that union become aware" of 
ot her issues that affect federal workers. "The 
government needs some nuisance values to 
keep it alert and responsive," she said 
smilingly. 

While federal employee rights are dear to 
Ms. MacNaughton, she is concerned r.bout 
the basic rights of all citizens. During her 
years with the constitutional rights subcom
m ittee, she has done research to support the 
freedom of information law, and has made a 
study of computers and data banks. Another 
field of interest is safeguarding the rights 
of the mentally 111, which is found ln a bill 
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of rights for patients in Saint Elizabeth Hos
pital in Washington. 

A daughter of federal employes, Marcia em
phasized that she never received any "leaks" 
or tips about employee conditions from them. 
Her father, Victor B. MacNaughton retired in 
early September after 40 years with the 
Forest Service in Mississippi. A brother, J. 
V. "Jim" MacNaughton, also with the Forestry 
Service, transferred recently to Atlanta. And 
her mother, Dorothy Pond Simpson, is with 
the Defense Department at Charlottesville, 
Va. 

Her concern for human rights was under
scored during a recent invitation to visit her 
father in Jackson and address to some fellow 
employes. He turned over the podium with
out a qualm. 

On her return to Washington, Ms. Mac
Naughton received a nice note from her 
father's secretary. She had written a little 
poem describing how peaceful everything had 
been in the office, until the boss' daughter 
had informed them of their rights! 

PREDICTIONS OF THINGS TO COME: 
CHARLES SCHULTZE'S SPEECH TO 
ECONOMIC CLUB OF DETROIT 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, one of 

the ablest economists in the United 
States is Charles Schultze, former Budget 
Director and at present senior fellow at 
Brookings Institution. 

In a speech before the Economic Club 
of Detroit, Mr. Schultze outlined in con
siderable analytical detail the differences 
as he saw them between a Nixon and a 
McGovern administration in the area of 
economic and budgetary policy. 

He compares where they stand on un
employment and inflation, on economic 
controls, on tax policy, and on expendi
ture policies, including both military 
and civilian spending. 

I think his projections and predictions 
are highly persuasive. While economic 
prediction is a very inaccurate art, it is 
not difficult to predict the general thrust 
of policies under either Mr. Nixon or Mr. 
McGovERN. 

I ask unanimous consent that this ex
cellent speech be printed in the REcoRD. 

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

THE REAL ECONOMIC ISSUES OF THE 

PRESIDENTIAL ELECTION 

On the basis of the heat and volume of 
campaign rhetoric, one would list the major 
domestic issues which now divide President 
Nixon and Senator McGovern as school bus
ing, the break-in and bugging of Democratic 
Party headquarters, the $1,000 welfare reform 
proposal long since abandoned by Senator 
McGovern, and the behind-the-scenes 
maneuvers which went with the Russian 
grain deal. But if one were trying to forecast 
the most critical differences between a 
McGovern and a Nixon administration, none 
of these matters would figure high on the 
list. Campaign rhetoric is a notoriously poor 
predictor of the future performance of Presi
dential candidates. Each candidate is trying 
to establish a particular image of himself 
with the voters, and to destroy the favorable 
image which his opponent is simultaneously 
trying to create. And the rhetoric which 
creates images often has Uttle relationship to 
concrete pollcies. A Richard Nixon, who in
troduces the first peacetime wage and price 
controls stresses, in a Labor Day speech, the 
Importance of economic freedom and the 
danger of the government "butting Jnto "the 
free collective bargaining system." And a 
George McGovern, who decries the recent rise 
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in food prices, promises farmers 90 percent 
of parity. Yet, image making is important. 
Because the future is uncertain and specific 
policies must necessarily be adapted to 
changing circumstances, others rightly want 
to get some "feel" for what makes a candidate 
tick, where his sympathies lie, and how he 
reacts to crises. 

But, after all is said and done, differences 
on the specifics of public pollcy are impor
tant. While one must dig beneath the rhet
oric to get at them, it is not an impo&sible 
task. From George McGovern's speeches and 
public statements one can put together a 
fairly good prediction of precisely what he 
would try to do in most areas of economic 
policy. After some initial false starts, he has 
been explicit and generally consistent. The 
task of predicting the future is much harder 
in the case of the incumbent Administration. 
With the mantle of the Presidency already 
on his shoulders, and running far ahead in 
the polls, Richard Nixon has tried to stand 
above the battle. Pronouncements on spe
cifics by the candidate himself are hard to 
come by. But there is a four year record. And 
his subordinates have been busy speaking for 
him. There is a basis on which to hazard 
predictions about another four years of the 
Nixon Administration. 

Identifying the specific policies of the two 
candidates, is only part of the task. To ap
preciate how the nation might fare under 
each candidate one must also test his poli
cies against hard realities. To what extent 
can the proposed policies actually be carried 
out; to what extent will promises be modi
fied by experience? 

I propose to hazard an assessment of how 
the things would be different as between a 
Nixon and a McGovern Administration in 
two major areas of concern: first, the overall 
state of the economy, as evidenced by unem
ployment, inflation, income and profits; and 
second, federal tax and expenditure policies. 

THE INFLATION-UNEMPLOYMENT DILEMMA 

The most vexing problem of our times for 
the economic policy maker is the unfortu
nate relationship between economic pros
perity and inflation. If inflation occurred 
only when the economy had been pushed 
into a superheated boom, when the unem
ployment rate had been driven down below 
the frictional two or three percent which is 
inevitable in a mobile society, and if once 
started inflation could be halted by a brief 
and modest slowdown in the pace of growth, 
then the task of economic policy would be 
relatively easy. Fiscal and monetary policy 
could support a reasonably low rate of un
employment with little risk of inflation, 
correcting excessess with relatively small ad
justments. 

But in the American economy of today, as 
we approach levels of unemployment in the 
3¥2 to 4¥2 percent range-levels which are 
still unconscionably high by the standards 
of other industrial nations-prices begin to 
rise at rates significantly greater than the 
one to two percent a year which seems to be 
politically tolerable. And, if recent experience 
is any guide, once price and wage increases 
have accelerated to larger magnitudes they 
cannot be brought down quickly by modest 
doses of economic restraint. We have just 
undergone three years of subpar economic 
performance and one year of price and wage 
controls to get the rate of inflation down 
from five to three percent a year-at a cost 
of $160 billion in lost output, $45 billion in 
lost profits and seven to eight million man 
years of lost work. 

This unpleasant, but very real fact of life 
raises two kinds of questions for a President. 
First, when faced with the cruel choice be
tween keeping unemployment high or risking 
substantial inflation, how will he choose? 
And second, what policies, including wage 
and price controls, will be adapt to lessen the 
inflationary consequences of prosperity? 

No politician and no Administration can 

openly state that it is choosing higher un
employment to bring down inflation or, con
versely is accepting more inflation as the 
cost of lowering unemployment. But in the 
day-to-day business of devising economic 
policy the choice must be faced. Through its 
past actions, and in between the lines of 
its speeches and policy pronouncements, the 
Nixon Administration has given a fairly 
clear indication of how it is likely to choose 
in the future. In 1969, faced with substan
tial and accelerating inflation, it pursued 
and strengthened a policy of cooling off the 
economy, a policy which had been initiated 
in the final year of the Johnson Adi'ninistra
tion. And in the early stages of this policy, 
the choice was supported by businessmen 
and economists of all political hues. At first, 
the Administration hoped that unemploy
ment, then at 3¥2 percent, would not have 
to be pushed above 4%, or 4¥2 percent to 
do the trick. But the subsequent two and 
one-half years of "sticking to the game 
plan", of watching the unemployment rate 
climb past 4¥2 percent to 5, and then to 6 
percent, and of holding it there for still 
another year before the famous reversal of 
August 15 last year, provides a good basis 
for forecasting how the Administration will 
choose in the future. 

This evidence is bolstered by the last Re
port of the Council of Economic Advisors 
which took great pains to note that there 
is nothing magic about an unemployment 
level as low as 4 percent. It is reinforced by 
speeches of Administration officials empha
sizing that a large proportion of the current 
unemployment is concentrated among teen
agers and women rather than among married 
males. And fresh evidence is also at hand 
in the fact that, with the unemployment 
rate still at 5¥2 percent and the recovery still 
young, the Administration has already 
switched its attention to preventing the cur
rent economic expansion from "going too 
far". 

Senator McGovern has been quite explicit 
about how he would choose-again with care 
not to point out that there is a choice. In 
his major economic speech to the security 
analysts last month, and in his more recent 
speech on wage and price controls, he em
phasized the overriding importance of full 
employment. "I have said before that our 
highest economic priority is the lowest pos
sible unemployment . . . Whatever it takes, 
we will create a decent job opportunity for 
every man and woman in America who is 
able to work." Fiscal policy would, on the 
average, be more stimulative in a McGovern 
Administration. It would move more slowly 
to halt a boom and more quickly to pro
mote a recovery. And, fiscal policy to stimu
late the creation of jobs in the private 
economy would be supplemented by a large 
public service employment program prin
cipally directed at the hard core unemployed. 

In the volatile American economy, the state 
of prosperity, the level of unemployment, and 
the rate of price change will not be steady 
under either Administration. But, over four 
years as a whole, I think it is safe to predict 
that the cautioin of the Nixon Administra
tion would lead to higher average unemploy
ment, a lower average rate of capacity utiliza
tion and less profits than would characterize 
a McGovern Administration. Conversely, how
ever, there would be longer periods of signif
licant inflationary pressure under a Mc
Govern Administration than under a re
elected Richard Nixon. And while the Federal 
Reserve Board does read the election results 
wi_th interest, it is likely to lean against the 
inflationary pressure with tighter money and 
higher interest rates. 

When we turn to the question of policies 
designed to reduce the inflationary pressure 
which accompany a high employment econ
omy, it is much more difficul-t; to make firm 
predictions about the alternative course of 
e~ents under the two candidates. 
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Let us start with the future of wage and 
price controls. As background, bear in mind 
that it is much easter to use controls to 
prevent an inflation from starting than it is 
to stop one already underway. After several 
years of rapid inflation, wages in various in
dustries, occupations, and locations get out of 
line with each other. So too, prices of finished 
goods, intermediate proaucts and raw mate
rials depart from their normal relationships. 
Cutting into this jungle of distorted patterns 
at any one moment of time raises serious 
questions of both equity and rational eco
nomic balance. Those who want large wage 
increases can point to earlier settlements in 
related bargaining units, and those seeking 
large price increases can point to earlier 
cost advances. But once inflation has mod
erated, and more normal relationships have 
been approximated, the task of controls
particularly on the wage side-is easier. Out
of-line increases can more readily be spotted 
and prevented since they cannot be justified 
as responses to other wage and price increases 
in the immediate past. The success of alter
native approaches to the use of wage and 
price controls will depend in part, therefore, 
on whether the controls are imposed early in 
an inflationary period or only as a last resort 
after substantial inflation has already oc
curred. 

It is not easy to predict the future of wage 
and price controls under an Administration 
which came into office inveighing against 
the relatively mild "jawbone" efforts of its 
predecessor, abandoned those efforts with a 
fanfare, and two years later initiated the 
nation's first set of peacetime wage and price 
controls. Two things can probably be said. 
The Administration still hopes to reach a 
point where controls can be removed. If the 
rate of inflation continues to diminish, the 
Nixon Administration will probably begin to 
dismantle controls, partially at first and per
haps even fully. But it will, I am convinced, 
seek to keep standby control powers. And if, 
despite a relatively cautious fiscal policy, 
inflation should get out of hand again a re
elected Nixon Administration would have no 
compunctions about reinstating mandatory 
controls. 

Senator McGovern has criticized the Nixon 
wage and price controls on various grounds. 
But he has not proposed to abandon them. 
Rather he has offered an alternative mech
anism. So far, his substitute approach has 
been presented only in broad outline, and 
many of the speclfl.cs necessary for judgment 
are still lacking. In essence, however, he 
would do two things: first, he would con
centrate the control efforts on a narrower 
spectrum of key wage and price decisions; 
and second, he would rely on voluntary ad
herence to price and wage standards backed 
up by power to impose mandatory restraints 
where voluntary compliance is not forth
coming. In my own view, such controls would 
be voluntary in name only, given the club of 
mandatory restraints which would stlll loom 
over those who failed to abide by the stand
ards. There is a virtue in such an arrange
ment, however. If controls are nominally vol
untary, then neither the price controller nor 
the businessman has to worry about nit picks, 
the formal legal niceties, and -the endless 
questions of detail whicll the lawyer neces
sarily requires under mandatory controls, 
precisely because a violation of mandatory 
controls is grounds for the imposition of ju
dicial penalties. Under the so-called volun
tary standards, both controllers and con
trolled could concentrate on complying with 
the basic spirit pf the standards, since fail
ure to comply would bring not legal punish
ment but imposition of mandatory controls. 

There are other policies besides wage and 
price controls whch could be adopted to 
lessen the price increases associated with 
high employment and thereby to minimize 
the painful choice between unemployment 

and inflation. Most of these policies, how
ever, would strike at various protective ar
rangements which are dear to the hearts of 
powerful groups: Reducing barriers to im
ports; eli~inating minimum rate regulation 
and restrictive entry provisions in the field of 
transportation; lowering farm price supports; 
modernizing building codes; strengthening 
anti-trust laws-these are illustrative of the 
kinds of policies required. But the mere list
ing of the actions required itself suggests why 
they are unlikely to be taken. Neither polit
ical party is willing to incur the political 
costs involved. In this area, there is little to 
choose among the two candidates. 

How do all of the differences balance out in 
terms of predicting the future of the econ 
omy under each of the two candidates? I 
think it is clear that employment, output 
and before tax profits, wlll, on the average 
be lower under a Nixon than a McGovern 
Administration. But inevitably inflationary 
pressures will be greater under McGovern 
than Nixon. Would the McGovern approach 
to wage and price controls be sufficient ly 
effective to offset the greater inflationary 
pressures which his higher employment pol
icies are likely to engender? Frankly, I do 
not know. He is less likely to abandon con
trols and is more likely to have an active 
control mechanism in place early in an in
flationary surge than is Nixon. And, in my 
own view, his concentrated approach is likely 
to be slightly more effective in limiting wage 
and price increases. But the difference in con
trol policy may be marginal, and since the 
underlying pressure of inflation wlll almost 
surely be greater under McGovern, a betting 
man would have to give a slight edge t o the 
probability of somewhat larger wage and 
price increases under a McGovern Admin
istration as the price for a clearly higher 
level of employment. 

FEDERAL TAX AND EXPENDITURE POLICY 

There are two central issues at stake in 
this election, with respect to federal taxes 
and expenditures: 

Ftrst, what kind of a tax increase are we 
likely to get, and 

Second, wlll the tax increase principally 
finance an expansion in military spending or 
in domestic social programs. 

Note carefully that I said "what kind of a 
tax increase," not "will there be a tax in
crease." I think the probabilities are very 
high that whoever is elected, and despite any 
pledges made during the election campaign, 
an increase in federal taxes will be forth
coming within the next two years. 

In May of this year, several of us at the 
Brookings Institution published a projection 
of federal expenditures and revenues cover
ing the next four years. That projection 
showed that expenditures under current pro
grains and the new ones already officially 
proposed by the Nixon Administration, will 
grow more rapidly than federal revenues at 
existing tax rates, even when revenues are 
calculated on the assumption of full em
ployment conditions. Taking into account 
developments which have occurred since that 
projection was published, principally _ the 
enactment of large increases in social secu
rity benefits, expenditures will exceed the 
revenues generated in a full employment 
economy by $20 to $25 billion in fiscal 1975, 
and by a substantial though smaller amount 
1n 1977. Similar projections released this 
week by the American Enterprise Institute 
show almost identical results. And the Ad
ministration itself does not quarrel with 
these projections, although it is now promis
ing to cut expenditures by an amount suffi
cient to avoid a tax increase. 

Given current defense policies and Nixon 
Administration plans for new weapons pro
curement, military spending will rise dra
matically. The Brookings projection esti
mates military spending at $100 billion 1n 
fiscal 1977, compared to approximately $76 

billion this year. The American Enterprise 
Institute's forecast matches this estimate 
very closely. And a defense department 
spokesman has recently predicted military 
spending at $112 billion by 1980, an estimate 
consistent with the rate of increase projected 
in the other studies. Large increases in mili
tary pay and a surge in the procurement of 
very expensive new weapons systems are the 
chief factors behind the rise. 

Even with no new programs, beyond those 
already officially proposed by the Nixon Ad
ministration, spending on civilian programs 
will rise sharply. Social security and Medi
care benefits will grow by at least $25 billion 
over the next four years, reflecting recently 
enacted benefit liberalizations, prospective 
increases now about to pass the Congress, and 
growing numbers of beneficiaries. Expendi
tures on many programs will rise simply to 
provide the expanded services which accom
pany rising population and income. Outlays 
for pollution control and mass transit will 
grow. And the newly enacted revenue shar
ing program will add to budgetary costs. 
Federal revenues will also increase substan
tially but they will not cover the rise in 
expenditures. 

While it is not inconceivable that a modest 
full employment deficit will be necessary to 
promote economic prosperity in the next sev
eral years, deficits of the magnitude foreseen 
by the projections will certainly not be appro
priate. The projected gap 'between revenues 
and expenditures will have to be reduced by 
at least $15 to $20 billion, calling for either a 
tax increase or substantial cuts in expendi
tures. 

The President and his subordinates have 
repeatedly pledged not to raise taxes, and to 
eliminate the gap by expenditure cuts. Two 
special press conferences have been called 
solely to provide White House staff the op
portunity to reiterarte this pledge. And, at the 
moment, the President is strongly pushing a 
bill to limit federal expenditures to $250 
billion in fiscal1973, as the first step in cut
ting back federal outlays. 

A closer examination of the $250 billion ex
penditure limit will give some idea of the im
plications of cutting expenditures. In the first 
place, the $250 billion limit already exceeds by 
$6 billion the estimate of 1973 expenditures 
made in the President's . January budget 
message. Without the limit, expenditures 
are likely to be in the range of $257 to $260 
billion even after taking into account cuts in 
the military budget now being made by the 
Congress. To keep within the limit, therefore, 
some $7 to $10 billion will have to be cut from 
1973 projected outlays. By the time the ex
penditure limit is enacted and the necessary 
administrative steps gotten underway, five 
months of the fiscal year will have passed. As 
a consequence the annual rate of outlays will 
have to be cut by $12 to $15 billion during the 
remaining seven months of the year to reach 
the $250 billion target. And the areas where 
cuts can be made quickly are very limited. 

The President and the Secretary of Defense 
have been vigoriously supporting the Admin
istration's military budget proposals in the 
face of attempts by liberal Congressmen and 
Senators to cut it. Since the Congress is al
ready in the process of cutting some $4 billion 
in funds from the military budget, it is un
likely that the Administration will cut that 
budget much further. Another large area of 
spending cannot lbe touched for legal or prac-
tical reasons; social security and veterans 
benefits, interest on the debt, public assist
ance, unemployment compensation, and the 
newly enacted revenue sharing programs are 
principal examples. There remains only about 
$75 billion in programs from which expendi
tures can be readily cut. To reduce such pro
grams by an annual rate of $12 to $15 bil
lion-which would be necessary to reach the 
$250 billion ceiling-represents a cut ap
proaching twenty percent. And most of the 
programs which can be sulbject to cuts repre-
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sent grants-in-aid to state and local govern
ments for education, manpower training, 
health, pollution control, urban mass transit, 
and similar purposes. 

Some part of the reductions in budget 
outlays may not represent real program cuts 
but simply financial transactions which re
duce the apparent size of the budget with
out affecting its real magnitude. Sales of 
mortgages from government owned port
folios, or proceeds from the disposal of the 
government-owned Alaska railroad are ex
amples. But the 1973 budget already includes 
an unprecedented allowance for such devices, 
and it is hard to imagine how they could be 
increased-although one should not under
estimate the ingenuity of determined ac
countants and budget experts. 

Difficult as it may be to achieve the $7-$10 
billion cuts needed to reach the proposed 
$250 billion ceiling this year, it will be even 
more difficult over the next several years to 
cut the $20 billion required to bring the full 
employment budget into near balance in the 
mid 1970's without a tax increase. So long as 
the Nixon Administration holds to its current 
military programs and policies, the reduc
tions would again have to be concentrated 
on civilian programs, and within those pro
grams, the political or legal inviolability of 
social security and similar items would con
tinue to force the cuts to be made princi
pally in grants-in-aid to state and local gov
ernments, which as I pointed out earlier, are 
chiefly devoted to education, health, man
power training, urban rehabilitation, and en
vironmental control. 

There are, I believe, three things which 
can be said about a policy of cutting back 
civilian expenditures by sufficient amounts 
to avoid a tax increase. 

First, since most of the cuts would in prac
tice have to be concentrated on grant-in-aid 
programs to state and local governments, 
these governments would find it necessary to 
raise taxes to offset at least some of the 
losses. A iederal tax increase would then 
have been avoided at the price of driving up 
state and local taxes, which on balance are 
less rational and less equitable, than federal 
taxes. Moreover, it would indeed be ironic if 
an Administration which quite properly takes 
credit for having pushed through Congress 
a general revenue sharing bill to aid state 
and local governments should take back with 
its left hand several times as much as it has 
given with its right. Second, the cut in civil
ian expenditures needed to avoid a tax in
crease is approximately equal to the increase 
in military expenditures now implied by cur
rent defense policies. When the chips are 
down, I doubt if an Administration which 
justly prides itself on reducing tensions with 
the nation's chief adversaries, can simul
taneously support a budgetary policy of 
transferring some $20 blllion from social 
programs to increased military spending. 
Finally, the policy of avoiding a tax increase 
by large cuts in civilian outlays just will not 
work. Even a Congress with an enlarge(! Re
publican membership is not likely to stand 
by idly. while its favorite children are being 
massacred. And the President cannot, in 
practice, veto virtually every appropriation 
bill which comes across his desk. 

None of the above considerations take into 
account the fiscal implications of President 
Nixon's pledge in this year's St ate of t he 
Union Message to devise and propose a pro
gram of federal support for education as a 
means of reducing local property taxes. The 
Administration has asked the Advisory Com
mission on Intergovernmental Relations to 
study and make recommendations on several 
alternative proposals to achieve this result. 
While it has previously made favorable noises 
about the imposition of a national sales tax, 
in the form of a value added tax, as a means 
of financing the new program, the Admin is
tration has not vet committed itself to such 
a solution. • 

Imposing a federal tax whose proceeds are 
then used by local governments to reduce or 
eliminate the property taxes now devoted to 
education would not at first glance seem to 
constitute a net tax increase, but merely a 
substitution of one tax for another. A little 
reflection, however, shows that a simple sub
stitution of federal taxes for local property 
taxes is not possible. Residential property 
taxes used to support schools now total about 
$13 billion. A federal program which provided 
$13 billion in funds to local governments, to 
be used solely as a replacement for residen
tial property taxes, would necessarily be a 
distributional monstrosity. Great Neck, Long 
Island spends from local property taxes about 
$1500 per school child on education. A typical 
rural school district in North Carolina spends 
from property taxes about $75 per child, in 
part because it is poor and in part ~cause in 
North Carolina, and some other states, the 
state government provides the bulk of fi
nancing for local schools. Clearly no proposal 
which would give federal funds of $1500 per 
school child to wealthy suburbs and $75 per 
child to poor rural district is morally tenable 
or politically feasible. Indeed, any program 
of aid is most likely to contain an equaliza
tion feature, under which poorer districts 
would get proportionally more funds than 
rich districts in relationship to their prop
erty taxes. A growing number of court de
cisions in various states have called for 
equalization of educational expenditures 
within states. In any event, no federal aid 
program can simply mandate local property 
tax relief and replace the lost revenues with 
federal dollars. Whatever distribution for
mula is adopted-and many alternative ver
sions are conceivable-not all of the federal 
dollar will go toward property tax relief. 
Some will be devoted to increases in educa
tion outlays particularly in poorer school 
districts. As a consequence, a federal tax 
increase whose proceeds were devoted to aid 
to education, will not be offset by equal re
ductions in property taxes. Some net tax 
increase will occur. 

My own forecast is that a re-elected Nixon 
Administration will end up with some mix
ture of three policies. It will seek to reduce 
civilian programs below what they would be 
under current policies, but will have only 
small success, in the face of the real difficul
ties and Congressional opposition. It also will 
be forced to scale back a bit its projected 
mllitary outlays. But since the oombined 
magnitude of these efforts Will not close the 
gap between revenues and expenditures, a 
tax increase will be needed. If the President 
keeps his pledge to devise a federal aid to 
education program, the needed tax increase 
will be much larger. But quite frankly, there 
is no basis on which to forecast what kind 
or kinds of tax increase will be proposed, 
much less what kind Will be enacted. Admin
istration spokesmen have expressed some dis
enchantment with the value added tax with
out explicitly rejecting it. On the basis of the 
past record, and statements to date from the 
Administration, it is most unlikely that they 
will propose closing tax loopholes as the prin
cipal means of raising large sums. I suspect 
that, right now, they principally hope to get 
by the election without having to make any 
decision about this most vexing matter. 

In the case of George McGovern, the prog
nosis is much more certain, and whether you 
like them or not he has made some very ex
plicit proposals as to how he would handle 
the fiscal problem. He has explicitly recom
mended that, over a three year period, $32 
billion be cut from the military budget which 
would otherwise be forthcoming under the 
Nixon Administr&tion defense policies. And 
he has also laid out a specific set of tax re
form proposals designed to raise $22 billion 
in additional taxes by 1975. I think you are 
familiar with the major elements for those 
tax proposals. Capital gains would be in
cluded fully in taxable income, and unreal-

ized gains would be taxed at death. These two 
changes alone would yield $12 billion. At the 
same time, however, the maximum rate on 
top bracket income would be reduced to 48 
percent from the current 50 percent on 
earned income and 70 percent on other in
come. Repeal of percentage depletion and 
capabilization of intangible oil drilling ex
penses would yield $2 billion. Repeal of ac
celerated depreciation, revision of deprecia
tion guidelines, and amendment of the in
vestment credit to apply to net investment 
only would add $6¥2 billion. While numerous 
other changes would be made, most of the 
$22 billion in revenue gain would oome from 
the three major reforms I have mentioned. 

The combination of $32 billion in defense 
cuts and $22 billion 1n tax reform would pro
vide $54 billion in additional resources. Of 
this amount some $15 to $20 billion might be 
needed, at a minimum, to bring revenues and 
expenditures closer together by the mid 
1970's. This would leave $35 to $40 blllion 
available to finance new programs. The three 
major areas in which Sena;tor McGovern has 
pledged to devote additional resources are: 
aid to education; welfare reform and public 
service employment. Some part, but by no 
means a.11 of the aid to education funds are 
likely to be used by state and local govern
ments for property tax relief, just as would 
likely be the case with any aid to education 
program ultimately proposed by the Nixon 
Administration. 

Proposals, however, are not the same as ac
complished facts. Should Senator McGov
ern be elected, and begin to carry out his 
pledges, how is he likely to fare? 

In the first place, a number of outside 
observers have estimated that the specific 
defense cuts which Senator McGovern has 
suggested, even if carried out, would not save 
as much as the $32 billion he has projected. 
The American Enterprise Institute, in the 
projection to which I referred earlier, has 
estimated that the McGovern cuts would 
yield about $24 billion. The Pentagon-which 
is admittedly not an impartial observer
has estimated that he may have overstated 
the budgetary saving from his cuts by about 
$10 billion. In my own view the Senator may 
have overestimated the budgetary results of 
his defense proposals by perhaps $7 to $8 
billion. Moreover, it is not likely that the 
Congress, even With considerable prodding, 
would fully accept all of his defense cutbacks. 
Taking into account both the estimating 
problem and some resistance from Congress, 
a McGovern Administration, with a vigorous 
and sustained effort, might be able to obtain 
a defense cut which at the end of three years 
amounted to a maximum of $18-$20 billion. 
Major changes in the international environ
ment, such as a significant br~akthrough 
with the Soviets on the limitation of con
ventional arms, could provide a framework 
for larger cuts. But it would hardly be pru
dent to count on this at the present time. 

In the case of tax reform, there is no rea
son to question the estimated revenue yield 
from the McGovern proposals. I also think 
it quite likely that a McGovern Administra
tion could, after much wrangling, get the 
Congress to enact a significant package of tax 
reforms. I seriously doubt, however, that they 
would go all the way with him. Moreover, the 
Congress has a strong propensity to add tax 
relief provisions, which cost revenue, to tax 
reform bills. As a consequence, with a com
bination of luck, skill, and persistence a Mc
Govern Administration has a fighting chance 
of securing perhaps $10 to $15 billion in net 
tax yield from a tax reform bill. 

Combining the realistic estimates of the 
savings likely from defense cuts, and the 
Bidded revenues gained from tax reforms, and 
allowing for the fact that some of these re
sources must be used to narrow the forecasted 
gap between revenues and expenditures, per
haps $15 billion will remain which can be 
devoted to major new federal initiatives in 
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the areas of aid to education, welfare reform, 
and public service employment. senator Mc
Govern has recognized that the future of his 
new program proposals depends on how suc
cessful he is in securing tax reform and de
fense budget economies. In his security 
analysts' speech last month he pointed out 
that "only with new revenues and different 
priorities can we and should we move for
ward with these new programs." 

If my analysis has been reasonably ac
curate, the major differences between a 
Nixon and a McGovern Administration in the 
areas of economic and budgetary policy can 
briefly be summarized as follows: 

Employment, income and profits would, on 
the average, be lower during the next four 
years under a Nixon Administration. 

Price and wage controls of some kind will 
remain as a tool for checking inflation under 
both Administrations, although in different 
form. 

The higher average employment under Mc
Govern would also be accompa.n.led by greater 
inflationary pressure; despite controls, wage 
and price increases might be somewhat 
greater. 

Under the Nixon Administration military 
spending would rise substantially (although 
a bit less than now planned) ; some civilian 
expenditure cutbacks would be made, chiefly 
in grant-in-aid programs, after much wran
gling with the Congress; but some form of 
tax increase would almost surely be needed. 
There is no basis from the record or from 
campaign speeches to predict what kind of a 
tax increase would be forthcoming. 

Under a McGovern Administration, defense 
expenditures would be cut, significant tax re
forms would be achieved yielding additional 
revenue, and several new social programs 
launched, though in substantially smaller 
magnitude than currently proposed by the 
candidate. 

The world would indeed be a different place 
under each alternative future, although not 
as different as the campaign rhetoric would 
suggest. 

Having attempted to lay out the major eco
nomic issues of the campaign in a relatively 
dispassionate manner, I beg your indulgence 
for just a few moments while I state my own 
preferences. 

First, I believe that securing and maintain
ing high levels of employment and income 
is absolutely critical for our society. While it 
is true that a much greater proportion of 
the unemployed in recent years have been 
teenagers, young adults and women than was 
true fifteen years ago, this does not lessen 
the tremendous importance of full employ
ment. We too easily tend to think of employ
ment for women as something in the nature 
of a luxury, and not terribly important. But 
many women are heads of families and the 
jobs of many others make the difference be
tween poverty and a decent living standard 
for the family. This is particularly true for 
black families. Much of the rapid gain in the 
income of black families relative to white 
families in the past decade has been due to 
the increase in the employment and earnings 
of black wives. The proportion of black wives 
who work is much greater than that of white 
wives, and for them employment is much 
more likely to be absolutely necessary to pro
vide a decent family income. When the aver
age unemployment rate increases, a dispro
portionate part of it falls on black women as 
well as black men. As a consequence, con
tinued improvement in the status of black 
families is particularly dependent upon the 
existence of a high employment economy. In 
a related vein, making speeches about the 
"work ethic" in contrast to the "welfare 
ethic" comes ill at a time of high unemploy
ment, when job opportunities have been 
severely reduced precisely for those groups 
in the population who make up the great 
bulk of the welfare caseload. 

Similarly, high unemployment among teen-

agers and young adults is a major social prob
lem, even if those youngsters are not yet 
family breadwinners. Many of the social ills, 
the crime, the violence, and the disillusion
ment in our central cities are related to the 
scarcity of stable jobs for young people. Their 
high unemployment rates do not stem so 
much from steady long term unemployment 
as from the short term casual unemployment 
which occurs as they shift from one dead 
end job to another. Casual jobs as dishwash
ers, porters, deliverymen, and the like exist 
even in recessions. But it is only in periods 
of healthy prosperity that the needed volume 
of steady, decent paying, and relatively se
cure jobs is forthcoming. 

Without suggesting that full employment 
is a panacea, I would rate it first among the 
nation's social priorities. Achieving it is 
worth, in my view, the irritations and in
efficiencies which accompany price controls, 
and also worth the modest additional infla
tion it is likely to bring. 

As far as tax and expenditure policy is 
concerned, I see absolutely no need for the 
large increase in defense expenditures which 
now appear likely. The added expenditures 
for complex new weapons systems purchased 
at fantastic unit costs will not fundamental
ly improve the nation's security, will like
ly set off matching increases by our adver
saries, and end up providing less security for 
everyone. 

I also think there are areas where cuts 
should be made in federal civilian spend
ing-farm price supports, expensive mari
time subsidy programs, subsidized provision 
of facilities for private planes, pork barrel 
water resource projects, loans to bail out 
failing aerospace companies, space shuttles 
to reduce the cost of manned space mis
sions which themselves have little ultimate 
purpose, two percent federal loans for rural 
electric co-ops, continued subsidies for junk 
mail, veterans compensation payments for 
those with no discernible disab111ty, and so 
on down a long list. But these are precise
ly the area of spending which will not be 
touched. I cannot see the merit in attempts 
to cut back more important social programs 
in a futile effort to stave off the tax increase 
required by a large expansion in military 
spending. 

And finally, with respect to tax reform, 
I find much merit in a program of closing tax 
loopholes while simultaneously reducing the 
top bracket rates by substantial amounts. 
Equal taxation of equal income is both 
equitable and economically sensible. I would 
myself prefer to see the changes in capital 
gains provisions suggested by Senator Mc
Govern phased in more gradually than he 
proposes in order to minimize the shock to 
equity values which changing the taxation of 
capital gains entails. But on balance the 
McGovern reform proposals, particularly as 
they are likely to be modified in their en
actment, seem clearly to move in the right 
direction. 

I would also remind you that the higher 
level of economic activity which is likely 
to occur under a Democratic Administra
tion will generate more additions to cor
porate profits than will be taken away by 
the changes in corporate taxation proposed 
by Senator McGovern. 

As to whether the economic future un
der George McGovern, as I have painted it, 
is far better or worse· than the economic 
world under Richard Nixon, reasonable men 
can and will differ. But as I have been at 
pains to point out, George McGovern has 
a consistent and reasonable alternative to 
offer. It is neither radical nor irresponsi
ble. In the process of evolving his position he 
has, over the past year, changed some of 
his earlier views. I do not believe that chang
ing one's position is itself a sign of weak
ness or inconsistency. Indeed, if keeping one's 
position on matters of public policy un
changed is a virtue to be sought in a Prest-

dent, George :r.icGovern surely stands out 
as a beacon of constancy after a year which 
has seen a Republican Administration im
pose wage and price controls, devalue the 
dollar, and support the admission of Red 
China to the U.N. 

DEATH OF FORMER SENATOR 
PRESCOTT BUSH, OF CONNECTI
CUT 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, the Senate 
was saddened yesterday to learn of the 
passing of a former colleague, Senator 
Prescott Bush, of Connecticut. 

I had the pleasure of serving for 4 
years with Senator Bush from 1958 to 
1962, and I shall always remember his 
wise counsel and advice on matters of 
national import. 

Pres Bush was every inch a gentle
man. He had a courtly manner and a 
great feeling for people and their prob
lems. We missed him when he left the 
Senate. We miss him more now that he 
has passed on to his just reward. 

Malian and I extend our deepest sym
pathy to his wife, Dorothy, and to his 
family. 

GOVERNMENT AND TELEVISION 
Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, there

lationship of mass media and Govern
ment has become one of the most con
troversial issues on the American scene 
during the past few years. In both pub
lic and private sectors of communica
tions, the concern has been voiced that 
Government is exercising too much con
trol and too much influence. 

Recently, in advertisements published 
throughout the Nation, that concern was 
voiced by Mr. Eugene C. Pulliam, pub
lisher of the Indianapolis Star and News 
and the Phoenix Republic and Gazette. 

Mr. President, because I believe that 
Mr. Pulliam's comments are of interest 
to all Americans, I ask unanimous con
sent that they be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the com
ments were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
WE CAN'T TOLERATE GOVERNMENT CONTROL 

OF TV 
Unless the Congress of the United States 

takes decisive action to halt it, the total take
over of U.S. radio and television by the gov
ernment will be finalized within the next few 
years. There will be but one radio and TV 
system. It will be operated, censored, pro
grammed-in short, completely dominated
by an elite group of Washington bureaucrats. 

Television cannot fight this battle alone 
because it has one hand tied already by 
severe governmental restrictions and the 
power to put TV completely out of business. 
So it is up to the newspapers to lead this 
fight and to make every American realize 
that his own individual freedom is in danger 
as it never has been before. Do we want a 
dictatorship of TV or do we want to preserve 
our system of free enterprise in the com
munications industry? 

A spate of government rulings is eroding 
the economic base of American journalism. 
The American communications industry is 
struggling for its very survival in a web of 
government regulations. None of these regu
lations is a decree. None has ever been pre
sented to Congress. Nevertheless they have 
the full force and effect of law. 

In a. recent ruling by the District of Co
lumbia Court of Appeals the judge's decision 
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said that commercials for big automobiles 
can be answered by anti-big automobile ad
vertising lamblasting the big ones for cre
ating pollution; and the station to which the 
complaint is made must carry the "anti" 
comment free of charge, giving it the same 
amount of time as was used in the paid ad
vertisement of the big car. The same court 
ruled that no TV station can refuse to ac
cept free controversial advertising. These 
rulings are part of the so-called "fairness 
doctrine." 

The Federal Communications Commission 
is now deliberating a plan to require all TV 
outlets to spend two hours a day broadcast
ing programs, specifically for children, with
out charge. It is obvious that if this idea is 
put into effect there will be virtually no limit 
to the demands of special interests insisting 
on free TV time. 

Pressure groups are demanding that li
censes be taken away from stations that 
don't match up with their ideological posi
tion. Nation's Business reports that 
"petitions to deny license renewals are being 
filed with the FCC in behalf of Negroes, Mexi
can Americans, Puerto Ricans, Indians, Ori
entals, Gay Liberation, Women's Lib and vari
ous other groups and causes." Nation's 
Business predicted that TV probably is a 
dying industry because of FCC restrictions. 

The results of all this will be the de
struction of the American system of tele
vision. It will automatically pave the way for 
government operation of all TV and radio 
stations. This is exactly what the bureau
crats in Washington are hell-bent on ac
complishing. 

Dean Burch is chairman of the Federal 
Communications Commission. He believes 
in the Constitution and free enterprise but 
is outvoted by the holdover members of the 
Commission who have become ambitious 
bureaucrats. 

One member of the FCC has suggested that 
the media be made legally liable for alleged 
harmful effects from the use of products ad
vertised on a TV station. It was suggested 
that the same rule should apply to newspa
pers, should there be any harmful effects 
from the use of products advertised by them. 

Probably the most inconsistent of all FCC 
rulings is that which concerns cigarette ad
vertising. The Federal government spends be
tween 600 and 800 million dollars a year to 
promote and sell tobacco. It subsidizes to
bacco growers to the tune of at least 400 
million dollars a year. Yet the government 
prohibits the advertising on TV of cigarettes. 
If tobacco is harmful, then the growth and 
manufacture of tobacco should be prohibited 
by law. But so long as the government itself 
encourages the growth and development and 
sale of tobacco, it certainly has no business 
telling manufacturers and TV stations they 
cannot advertise tobacco. This is only one 
more instance of how powerful the Wash
ington bureaucrats have become. 

The so-called "fairness doctrine" has 
nothing whatever to do with fairness, but 
it has everything to do with the power of 
government to harass people whose opinions 
the bureaucrats don't like. 

Compounding the problem of bureaucratic 
bias is the history of "public broadcasting" 
which operates by virtue of millions of dol
lars of taxpayers' money but which regularly 
tends to favor the radical, the socialist, the 
activist element in this country. President 
Nixon has wisely vetoed a request for a large 
increase 'for "public broadcasting," but this 
is only a partial a.n.swer. The real issue here 
is that the taxpayer should not be obliged 
to subsidize any sort of one-sided opinion. 
The "public broadcasting" system to which 
you listen is financed by government subsi
dies. Hundreds of programs have been broad
c81St which not only assailed the administra
tion but were actually anti-American in con
tent. Yet you, the taxpayers, are paying the 
bill for this. 

To be sure there are thousands of capable, 
honest and dedicated men and women in 
government service, but they are dominated 
by the ambitious bureaucratic leaders who 
ca,n make life miserable for any one of them 
who opposes ·the bureaucratic line. These men 
and women cannot be fired, but they can be 
shunted from department to department and 
be passed over for promotion. Consequently 
they remain silent and "go along." 

Concerned Americans who oppose govern
ment ownership of the communica,tions sys
tem should demand corrective action by 
Congress. All ~!forts to impose government 
controls on American TV and the American 
press should be resisted. There is absolutely 
no excuse for anti-business and anti-free
dom bureaucra,ts to be allowed to use the 
medium of "public broadcasting"-paid 'for 
by the public-as a weapon to destroy TV 
and the free press. One of the wisest of 
American statesmen long ago said, "Govern
ment is always the enemy of the people, 
never the friend." 

What is happening to TV and the Ameri
can press is chilling proof that property 
rights and human rights cannot be separated 
and tha..t where bureaucrats control the first 
they have the power to destroy the second. 

If freedom and liberty are to survive in 
this country the Federal bureaucrats must 
be deprived of their self-assumed power over 
the economy. The Congress should deny bu
reaucrats the right of tenure which gives 
them a lifetime job. They never run 'for 
office. They are never elected. They never 
can be fired--even by the President of the 
United States--except for moral misconduct. 
Every country which has ever succumbed to 
the dictates of a Federal bureaucra..cy has 
either perished or been taken over by ty
rannical dictators. 

Wha,t can you do? You can write your 
candidate for Congress immediately and ask 
him to pledge himself to vote against any 
further intrusion by the FCC into the Amer
ican economy. Under no circumsta..nces 
should the rules and regulations of the FCC 
be given the force of law without the con
sent of Congress. 

The American people must understand 
that their individual freedom-and espe
cially their right of free expression, which 
is the fundamental right of all liberty-is at 
stake and only affirmative action by the Con
gress will stop the bureaucrats. 

The United States is the greatest and 
best country in the world and she is the 
greatest and the best only because she is free. 

INTERNATIONAL DECLARATION OF 
PRINCIPLE ON COMPUTERS AND 
PRIVACY 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, for many 
years the Constitutional Rights Subcom
mittee has been studying the impact of 
computers and Government data collec
tion on individual rights and privacy. 
The subcommittee's studies have resulted 
in a series of hearings, recently pub
lished, entitled "Federal Data Banks, 
Computers, and the Bill of Rights." It 
was at those hearings that the subcom
mittee, among other issues, investigated 
the Army surveillance program. 

The hearings attracted an extraor
dinary amount of public interest. Since 
that time it is clear that the public is 
beginning to focus on the potential dan
gers to individual privacy posed by the 
introduction of new technologies to aid 
Government in its insatiable curiosity 
for information about citizens. It is illus
trative of this public concern that the 
platforms of both major parties this year 

take stands which recognize the issue and 
promise steps to prevent unwarranted 
invasions of privacy by Government data 
banking. 

"Computers and privacy" is not only 
an issue to Americans. Other ·westem 
countries also see that computers can 
have a profound impact on economic, 
social, and political conditions, and that 
they can disturb the existing relation
ship between Government and citizen to 
the detriment of individual freedom. 

In recognition of these potential con
sequences, a French foundation, L'Insti
tut De La Vie-or, the Institute of Life
scheduled a conference on "Man and the 
Computer" last month in Bordeaux, 
France. The institute is dedicated to in
suring that the science and technology 
are used for the benefit of mankind. 

The institute's Conference on Man and 
the Computer, its second, was particu
larly concerned with the impact of com
puters on individuals. The Conference 
brought together over 150 experts in 
medicine, law, sociology, government, law 
enforcement, industry, communications, 
education, and other fields from over 22 
countries, including 14 nations from 
Western Europe, plus Turkey, Algeria, 
Mexico, Israel, Canada, and even Yugo
slavia, Japan, and the Soviet Union. Five 
special reports were prepared-on edu
cation, medicine, urban affairs, planning, 
and on individual life. Among the note
worthy results of the Conference was a 
declaration of principle on fundamental 
human rights. The declaration of prin
ciple stresses first of all the individual's 
right to privacy. In its words: 

The Right to Privacy, We believe that there 
is an interest shared by all people to have 
some control over the information that is 
collected, stored, and circulated about them. 
We believe it essential that consideration of 
this issue be an integral part of the creation 
of any information system. 

A second right, and one which is not 
underlined in the United States as often 
as it should be, is the right to informa
tion. Since information can be considered 
a resource, the monopolization of infor
mation is to be avoided just as we pro
hibit monopolization of any other natural 
resource. 

The declaration outlines a series of 
operating principles which should be ob
served in the creation of every computer 
data banlc These six principles are: 

The need to determine whether informa
tion to be collected is relevant to the purpose 
for which it is sought and whether it is re
quired to be collected at all ; 

The need to give the individual notice of 
and access to information stored about him; 

The need to limit information systems to 
specific uses; 

The need to regulate the use and transfer 
of information in such systems; 

The need to check and update informa
tion contained in these systems, supervise 
operation of the systems, and monitor their 
expansion into new areas or enlarged data
sharing operations; and 

The need for sanctions to enforce the safe
guards established. 

Finally, the declaration recognizes 
that in order to effectuate these princi
ples, there must be first, acceptance on 
the part of those who operate data banks 
of the rights to privacy and to informa-
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tion; second, full public knowledge and 
review of all important aspects of every 
record system by a public authority 
charged especially with protecting indi
vidual rights; and third, the creation of a 
forum for the resolution of individual 
complaints arising from these systems. 

This declaration of principle is unique 
not only because it states in clear, simple 
and moving terms the rights which are 
clear to every American, but because it 
demonstrates the universality of the con
cern for privacy. It is noteworthy that 
this declaration of principle was drafted 
by a group with widely divergent cultural 
and political traditions. Yet the result is 
one which can serve as a guide for the 
United States in its treatment of the 
problems of computers and privacy. 

I ask unanimous consent that the dec
laration of principle adopted by the In
stitute De La Vie at its Conference on 
Man and Computer be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Presented at the final session of La Con
ference Internationale, "L'Homme et L'In
formatique", L'Institut de la Vie, Bordeaux, 
France, 16 September, 1972 

DECLARATION OF PRINCIPLE 

We believe that there are fundamental hu
man rights which deserve reafHrmatlon In 
the computer age. It Is not that threats to 
human rights are new In the computer age 
but rather that the computer is changing 
the economics and nature of the information 
processing systems of society in ways that 
could lead to increased encroachments on 
these rights. In reaffirming these rights, we 
do so with the hope that by making the pos
sible opportunities and dangers more visible, 
the use of computer technology will result 
in the enhancement of these rights rather 
than their diminution. 

Among these rights are the following: 
The Right to Privacy. We believe that there 

is an interest shared by all people to have 
some control over the information that Is 
collected, stored, and circulated about them. 
We believe it essential that consideration of 
this issue be an integral part of the creation 
of any information system. 

The Right to Information. We believe that 
information gathered and stored in comput
ers will become as important a resource as 
any man has sought to employ. In each coun
try there needs to be an integrated national 
policy on the availability of this resource. 
We believe that the individual has a funda
mental human right to have access to in
formation, not only about himself, but about 
his community and government and other 
things that impact upon his life. 

At the same time, we recognize that the 
individual's right to privacy can confiict with 
society's right to know and use information. 
Similarly, the right to informaton of one 
individual can conflict with the right to 
privacy of another. The balance to be struck 
between these conflicting interests wlll de
pend on the setting, the nature of the in
formation, and the use to be made of it. 
The ultim.ate accommodation of interests 
will vary from culture to culture and country 
to country as values differ. 

In developing information systems, we be
lieve the following principles should be 
among those considered: 

The need to determine whether informa
tion to be collected is relevant to the pur
pose for which it is sought and whether it 
is required to be collected at all 

The need to give the individual notice of 
and access to Information stored about him 

The need to limit information systems to 
specific uses 

The need to regulate the use and transfer 
of information in such systems 

The need to check and update informa
tion contained in these systems, supervise 
operation of the systems, and monitor their 
expansion into new areas or enlarged data
sharing operations 

The need for sanctions to enforce the 
safeguards established. 

To transform these principles into opera
tion requires 

The creation of a consciousness on the 
part of managers of record systems about 
the rights of privacy and access to informa
tion 

A process of public review of the goals, or
ganization, procedures, and safeguards of 
record systems, preferably by a legislative 
body or administrative authority charged 
with insuring full consideration of the Issues 
of individual rights 

An appropriate forum, judicial or adminis
trative, before which individuals can bring 
complaints in particular cases. 

We believe that the capabilities of com
puter technology can and should be taken 
full advantage of in the design of the protec
tive mechanisms we have recommended. Once 
these measures have been taken, we look to
ward the fruitful use of information systems 
to help governments and private organiza
tions carry out the responsibilities for pub
lic policy and social progress with which 
they are charged. The principles we recom
mend should lead to the growth of greater 
public trust in the use of properly controlled 
information systems. Without this trust, the 
benefits of information syste1ns cannot be 
realized in democratic societies. 

We view the evolution of legally enforce
able rights and effective remedies as being 
as important for the future application of 
computer technology as the successful de
velopment of the technology itself. 

U.S. DIRECT INVESTMENT ABROAD 
Mr. JA VITS. Mr. President, I invite 

the attention of the Senate to an excel
lent speech dealing with U.S. direct in
vestment abroad given by Henry J. 
Heinz II, chairman of the board of the 
H. J. Heinz Co., before the annual meet
ing of the company on September 13, 
1972. The speech is particularly germane 
because of the Burke-Hartke legislation 
which is at present before this Congress 
and is likely to be a matter of major 
legislative concern in the next Congress. 

Mr. Heinz sets forth a particularly im
pressive record for his own company. He 
said: 

Because of the nature of our businesses, 
we export very little from the U.S. We sell in 
foreign markets by operating there. In doing 
so, we have not exported a.. single job and our 
foreign earnings make a healthy contribution 
to the income side of the U.S. balance of 
payments ledger. If we had no foreign opera
tions, we would be reporting sales here today 
of $627 million rather than $1.1 billion and 
earnings of $22 million rather than $42 mil
lion. In fact, without our international busi
nesses, our domestic operations would likely 
be less successful than they are, for, as the 
ECAT survey indicates, international com
panies are more dynamic than strictly domes
tic firms. 

Earlier ·in his speech Mr. Heinz noted 
that in 1971, 46 percent of sales and 47 
percent of earnings were realized abroad 
and that Heinz affiliates overseas have 
paid more than $76 million in gross divi-

dends to their U.S. parent over the last 
10 years. 

I ask Senators to consider how many 
companies similar to the Heinz company 
are found in the United States and to 
reflect on the disastrous effect that the 
passage of the Burke-Hartke legislation 
would have on such companies and in 
turn on the American economy. I ask 
unanimous consent that Mr. Heinz' ex
cellent speech be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the speech 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
REMARKS BY HENRY J. HEINZ II, CHAIRMAN 

OF THE BOARD, H. J. HEINZ Co., BEFORE THE 
ANNUAL MEETING SEPTEMBER 13, 1972 
I would like to address myself today to a 

theme which has attracted considerable at
tention in the past year and one which we 
are likely to hear a great deal more about 
in coming months-United States direct in
vestment abroad. 

I know you, as shareholders of the H. J. 
Heinz Company, are well-informed about the 
domestic benefits which accrue to compa
nies with extensive international business. 
We made our first overseas investment in 
1905 when we establlshed our subsidiary in 
England. Since that time we have extended 
our direct investments to 19 other countries, 
and we market products in some 150 coun
tries and territories throughout the world. 
In 1971, 46 percent of sales and 47 percent 
of earnings were realized abroad. 

You know that by our investing abroad 
we have been able to enhance our growth, 
pay higher dividends and provide you with 
a more attractive investment than if we had 
restricted our activities to the United States. 
In fact, growth through exports alone would 
be modest indeed. Furthermore, the markets 
we serve would be supplied by other com
panies, most likely of foreign ownership, if 
we were not there. 

Overseas investments have many positive 
effects on our domestic economy. The pub
lic-at-large, however. seems not to under
stand these matters and Is vulnerable to 
over-exemplified explanations which are a 
threat to the future of U.S. foreign invest
ment. 

During the past year we have witnessed 
a substantial and persistent effort in the 
Congress to place severe limits on foreign im
ports and direct U.S. investments abroad. 
Our largest labor federation-traditionally a 
strong supporter of liberal trade and invest
ment policies-has become the prime mover 
behind this effort. Their state of mind was 
aptly illustrated in a recent political cartoon. 
Two hapless workers are standing on a dock 
piled high with goods labeled "imports." 
The workers, dwarfed by the towering im
ports next to them, look out at an enormous 
ship steaming out to sea whose decks are 
loaded with large crates labeled "jobs." The 
message Is threatening-we buy foreign goods 
and in exchange cheap foreign labor takes 
our jobs. 

In any period of sustained unemployment 
typically there will be those who look for 
scapegoats, especially when there is a trade 
deficit running concurrently. Overseas in
vestment and liberal trade policies are the 
current targets even though both are dem
onstrably creators of domestic income. Em
ployment in the U.S. is dependent primarily 
on the performance of the domestic economy 
and government fiscal and monetary poli
cies, not on the level of our overseas invest
ments or our imports, both of which are 
small compared with the size of U.S. 'domes
tlc investment. 

The workings of the extremely complex 
mechanisins of the U.S. economy and its 
benefits from a free international flow of 
goods, capital and technology are, however, 
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difficult to understand and harder to ex
plain. The protectionist forces, who have put 
forth their views in the now pending Burke/ 
Hartke Bill, are trying to reduce the problem 
to the simple equation of imports plus over
seas inv_estment means less jobs for U.S. work
ers. 

This ls a false equation. It assumes that 
only the other fellow benefits from our over
seas purchases and foreign investments. In 
reality, trade and investment are two-way 
streets, with benefits for both parties to a 
transaction. Imports provide the foreign ex
chan ge that other countries need to buy 
our products. They help finance, in other 
words, our exports. Exports, in turn, are pow
erful generators of employment. Approxi
mately 60,000 jobs are created by every $1 
billion we export. Imports also help the con
sumer. They give him a wider choice of 
products at competitive prices. Tariffs and 
quotas tend to restrict choice, increase prices, 
and feed inflation. In the longer term, they 
also lower exports. Protective legislation, in 
short, rewards the few it protects while penal
izing everyone else. 

Our foreign investments return over $8 
billion a year in earnings, royalties and fees . 
This income is one of the largest positive 
items in our precarious balance of payments. 
Foreign investment limitations would, in 
effect, be earnings limitations and would 
make our already difficult balance of pay
ments picture worse. Heinz foreign affiliates, 
for example, have paid more than $76 million 
in gross dividends to their U.S. parent over 
the last ten years. 

Some proponents of foreign investment re
strictions have claimed that U.S.-owned 
companies abroad export heavily to the U.S. 
This is not true. Imports from subsidiaries 
of U.S. companies remain a small part of ag
gregate U.S. imports. 

Our foreign investments also reward us in 
many less obvious ways. A recent survey of 
74 multinational corporations conducted by 
the Emergency Committee for American 
Trade, a group known as ECAT, of which our 
company is a member, pointed up a number 
of these more obscure benefits of foreign in
vestment. Among other facts , the ECAT sur
vey revealed that in the 196Q-19'l0 period 
the corporations examined: 

Increased their total sales from facilities 
in the U.S. from $58 billion to $113 billion, 
a gain of $55 blllion; 

Increased their exports from the United 
States from $4.3 billion to $12.2 billion, a 
gain of $7.9 billion. Their rate of exports to 
production in 1970 wa.s 10.8 percent or double 
the national average for manufacturing 
firms; 

Increased their domestic payrolls from $2.4 
million to $3.3 million, a 37.5 percent gain. 
By comparison, the national average rate of 
increase for the same period was only 10.3 
percent. 

The ECAT survey suggests, in short, tha~ 
our most vigorous companies abroad are also 
our most dynamic at home. Efforts to re
strict t hese companies overseas in order to 
try to force them to invest more at home 
would be clearly counter-productive. These 
restrictions would reduce the vitality of our 
multinational companies both overseas and 
domestically by reducing their revenues, in
come and opportunities. It is difficult to 
understand how any one could believe that 
we would be more prosperous if our major 
corporations sold less and earned less. 

The supporters of the Burke-Hartke Bill 
assume that U.S. businPss goes abroad pri
marily in search· of cheap labor. This prem
ise is fundamentally incorrect. The principal 
motive to operate in other countries is to 
gain access to foreign markets. Trade restric
tions, transportation costs, local content re
quirements-that is, regulations requiring 
the local manufacture of the component 
parts of an industrial product, such as an 

automobil~ombine to restrict export op
portunities to many countries. If a company 
has a product line that would do well in a 
p articular country, more often than not a 
direct investment will be required to take full 
advantage of the opportunity. 

The H. J. Heinz Company is a good example. 
Because of the nature of our businesses, we 
export very little from the U.S. We sell in 
for eign markets by operating there. In so 
doing, we have not exported a single job and 
our foreign earnings make a healthy con
tribution to the income side of U.S. balance 
of payments ledger. If we had no foreign 
operations, we would be reporting sales 
here today of $627 million rather than $1.1 
billion and earnings of $22 million rather 
than $42 m1llion. In fact, without our in
ternational businesses, our domestic opera
tions would likely be less successful than 
they are, for, as the ECAT survey indicates, 
international companies are more dynamic 
than strictly domestic firms . 

The Burke-Hartke Bill proposes to curb 
international investment by imposing taxes 
on overseas earnings so severe as to discour
age such investment. Among other things, 
the Burke-Hartke Bill proposes the repeal 
of the foreign tax credit. This credit prevents 
double taxation and has been part of the 
income tax law since its enactment in 1913. 
It simply allows companies to deduct foreign 
income taxes from their U.S. tax bill. The 
effective tax rate abroad averages more than 
50 percent. The repeal of this tax credit 
would mean that a company with operations 
abroad would be subject to total foreign and 
domestic taxes amounting to between 75 and 
80 percent of income. No company can sur
vive in foreign markets paying that kind of 
tax, especially when its foreign competition 
doesn't. Shareholders, of course, would then 
have to pay income tax on the dividends they 
receive and this truly confiscatory tax would 
make a reasonable return on capital im
possible to achieve. 

The drafters and supporters of the Burke
Hartke Bill are so suspicious of international 
commerce that they even propose controlling 
the export of technology. Section 602 of the 
bill authorizes the President to prohibit 
owners of patents to either produce the 
patented product or license its production 
abroad if such p·rohibition will contribute to 
increased employment in the United States. 

The section betrays a woeful ignorance of 
the modern world and its reliance on a free 
flow of technology. The United States is not 
the only innovative nation on earth. We de
pend on the rest of the world for technology 
as much as they depend on us. Foreign tech
nology has in recent years provided us with 
such important new developments as the 
Wankel engine, disc brakes, radial tires, the 
soft lens, scores of life-saving pharmaceuti
cals, the basic oxygen furnace--which revo
lutionized steel manufacturing-and many 
other products and processes. In addition, at 
a recent United Nations Investment Confer
ence in Tokyo, in which I was honored to 
participate as a U.S. representative, experts 
pointed out that the transfer of technology is 
most effective when linked to supporting pri
vate investment. 

We need new technology developed at home 
and abroad. This section of the Burke-Hartke 
Bill would discharge both the exchange of 
technology and further investment in re
search. Research is expensive and risky. What 
electronics company, to cite an example, 
would be willing to invest large sums in re
search if it could not take full and world
wide advantage of manufacturing the new 
products emerging from its research? It is 
not reasonable to expect innovative com
panies to risk money on technological devel
opment if the production and marketing of 
that new technology is going to be subjected 
to arbitrary controls. 

There is another side of overseas invest
ment which rebounds to the benefit of the 

United States. American business abroad is a 
substantial contributor to the economic 
growth of both developed and developing 
nations. It promotes a healthier, more vigor
ous world economy which the U.S. needs to 
prosper at home. It helps raise living stand
ards in developing nations by creating jobs, 
transferring technology, improving labor, 
technical and managerial skills and modern
izing production. Private investment also 
supplements our government foreign assist
ance programs and the development efforts 
of international agencies such as the World 
Bank, the Inter-American Development Bank 
and the United Nations Development Pro
gram. American private investment abroad 
improves international communications and 
breaks down barriers between countries. As 
Henry Ford II forcefully stated in a recent 
speech in Montreal, the search for profits of 
the multinational corporations "requires 
them to become potentially very effective in
struments both of economic development and 
of international cooperation." 

Attempts to restrict American investment 
abroad and to limit foreign trade are ill con
ceived and short-sighted. I agree with a lead
ing United States senator who labeled the 
Burke-Hartke Bill "a prescription for eco
nomic disaster.'' 

I have devoted so much time today to this 
theme because I believe it to be critically 
important to all of us here and, indeed, to 
all Americans. There is an unfortunate tend
ency in America today toward disengage
ment from foreign involvement. Given our 
problems, the isolationist trend is explicable, 
but it must not be allowed to prevail. we 
cannot turn our back on the world and ex
pect to solve our problems alone. In the 
world of business and commerce, we are in
extricably tied to others. Restricting our in
ternational activities may bring short-term 
advantage to a few, but inevitably it wlll 
mean long-term economic and social hard
ship for the majority, both here at home and 
abroad. 

American companies investing and oper
ating overseas are serving the interests and 
objectives of the nation increasing employ
ment and Income at home, in promoting eco
nomic development abroad and in practicing 
cooperation. 

GENOCIDE CONVENTION-THE CON
STITUTIONALITY OF INTERNA
TIONAL AGREEMENTS ON HUMAN 
RIGHTS 

Mr. PROXMffiE. Mr. President, the 
Genocide Convention is one of the most 
important of all international treaties on 
human rights, specifically the right to 
existence. One of the principle objec
tions of such treaties has centered on the 
question of their constitutionality. Are
cent article in the Santa Clara Lawyer 
by Bruno V. Bitker offers an enlighten
ing discussion of this issue. Mr. Bitker 
is well qualified to explore this question. 
An attorney in Milwaukee, Wis., he has 
a distinguished record of service to the 
United States in the field of interna
tional relations. In 1968 he served as the 
U.S. representative to the U.N. Interna
tional Conference on Human Rights held 
in Teheran, Inm. He has served as 
chairman of the American Bar Associa
tion Section Committee on Interna
tional Courts and as a member of the 
U.S. National Commission for UNESCO, 
the President's Commission for Human 
Rights Year, and the Wisconsin Gover
nor's Commission on the U.N. 

I therefore ask unanimous consent 
that Mr. Bitker's article be printed in 
the RECORD. 
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There being no objection, the article 

was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
THE CONSTITUTIONALITY OF INTERNATIONAL 

AGREEMENTS ON HUMAN RIGHTS 

(By Bruno V. Bitker•) 
"I feel more strongly than ever that the 

worth of the individual human being is the 
most unique and precious of all our assets 
and must be the beginning and the end of all 
of our efforts. Governments, systeinS, ideol
ogies and institutions come and go, but hu
manity remains. The nature and value of 
this most precious asset is increasingly ap
preciated as we see how empty organized life 
becomes when we remove or suppress the in
finite variety and vitality of the individual." 1 

It is unbelievable, in light of American 
history that anyone could question the right 
of the United States to enter into interna
tional agreements to protect human rights. 
However, there continues to exist a belief by 
some lawyers that under the United States 
Constitution human rights generally are not 
a proper subject for agreement between 
nations.2 

This paper approaches the issue from three 
viewpoints: One, that the constitutional 
treaty power does not bar such agreements; 
Two, that historically the power to enter into 
such international agreements has been ex
ercised by the United States since the earliest 
days of the Republic; and, Three, that by 
contract (treaty) the United States is obli
gated internationally to protect human 
rights. Within the limitations of the length 
of this paper, reference wlll also be made to 
questions raised as to the constitutionality 
of some specific provisions of certain treaties. 

HISTORICAL POSITION OF THE 

UNITED STATES 

Entering into treaties for the protection 
of human rights is not uniquely American. 
International concern for human rights has 
existed for centuries.a In fact, the very first 
treaty entered into by the United States rec
ognized protection of the rights of individ
uals: the Definitive Treaty of Peace with 
Great Britain, concluded at Paris, 1783.4, Arti
cle VI provided, inter alia, that because of 
participation in the Revolutionary war "no 
person shall, on that account, suffer any 
future loss or damage, either in his person, 
liberty or property .... " 5 Even the rights of 
foreign persons to go to any part of the 
United States for a specified period to regain 
assets were specifically recognized.6 And, in 
the Jay Treaty of 1794,7 which was the final 
formalized treaty, there are other provisions 
protecting individual rights. 

In 1795, the United States entered into a 
treaty with Algiers 8 which related to rights 
of Americans in Algiers, and inter alia, pro
vided that the Consul of the United States 
"shall have liberty to exercise his religion in 
his own house." 9 This was an early recogni
tion by the United States of certain rights of 
privacy and freedom of religion as proper 
subjects for an international treaty. While 
the phrase "human rights" may not have 
been in common usage in the 18th century, 
the individual rights then recognized would 
now come under the broad umbrella of hu
man rights. 

Many of these early 18th century treaties 
dealt with the rights of American persons 
abroad. They clearly demonstrate that in
dividual rights are proper subjects for in
ternational agreements. The more modern 
treaties on human rights are logical develop
ments in the protection of these rights. These 
developments are in keeping not only with 
American ideals but also with the early his
torical practice of the United States. Thus it 
may be said that concern for human rights 
by treaty is tradttionally American. 

Subsequent American history bears this 
out as indicated by a sampling of 19th cen-

Footnotes at end of article. 

tury treaties. The treaty with Austria-Hun
gary of 1848 covers the right to dispose of 
property upon death,1o a matter usually con
sidered controlled by municipal law. The 
1868 treaty with Belgium u covered matters 
relating to na-turalization, also customarily 
considered sacrosanct to national sovereignty. 
In an 1858 treaty with Bollvia,12 there is what 
might be called an equal protection clause as 
well as protection against "arbitrary visits or 
search" of dwellings and warehouses. This 
sounds as if the Fourth Amendment had 
moved into international law. 

Besides Fc-.rrth Amendment rights, the 
Sixth Amendment right to counsel was in
cluded in the 1828 treaty with Brazil.13 This 
treaty also assumed equal treat· .ent in the 
burial of the dead. The Protocol of 1872 to the 
treaty of 1871 with Germany, spe~ified with 
respect to the estate of a deceased citizen, 
"[t)hat, according to the laws and the Con
stit ution of the United States, Article X (of 
the treaty) applies, not only to persons of the 
male sex, but also to persons of the female 
sex."u 

An interesting corollary to individual 
rights , is the individual responsibility covered 
in the 1842 treaty with Colombia. Article 
XXXV, provides that if "citizens of either 
party shall infringe any of the articles of 
this treaty, such citizens shall be held per
sonally responsible for the same, . . . each 
party engaging in no way to protect the of
fender, or sanction such violation." w Eve:::1 
the phrase "international right" is used in 
the Colombia treaty of 1946.16 It is interest
ing to note that the treaty of 1842 also rec
ognizes the individual responsibility rule 
which was basic to the Nuremberg judgment 
more than a century laterP A similar pro
vision appear in the 1828 treaty with Bra
zil 18 and in other treaties. 

Under the 1803 treaty with France for the 
Cession of Louisiana, the United States 
undertook, in Article II, to incorporate the 
inhabitants' territory as soon as possible and 
"in the meantime they shall be maintained 
in the free enjoyment of their liberty, prop
erty and the Religion which they profess." 19 

The treaty of 1831 with Mexico, Article XV, 
guarantees that the citizens of Mexico re
siding in the United States "shall be allowed 
the free exercise of their religion, in public 
or in private."!JO 

Although not a party to the Berlin Treaty 
of July 13, 1878,21 the United States, in 1902, 
on the strength of that treaty, asserted the 
right of diplomatic intervention on behalf 
of citizens of another country who were as
serting their rights within that other coun
try. The Berlin Treaty had provided that no 
person should be discriminated against be
cause of religious differences. In these in
stances, the United States was specifically 
protesting the treatment of Rumanian Jews 
by the Government of Rumania.22 

In the 20th century, a similarly wide variety 
of matters has been deemed proper for treaty 
ratification by the United States. These in
clude the Convention on Drugs of 1912,23 the 
Slavery Convention of 1926,u World Health 
Organization regulations,25 the Protection 
a n d Preservation of Wild Life Convention 
of 1940.26 and the Road Traffic Convention of 
1949.27 A classic example is the treaty pro
tecting migratory birds flying over Canada 
and the United States.28 The Supreme Court 
held the subject matter justified the exercise 
of the treaty-making power and federal legis
lation thereunder. It is almost ludicrous to 
assert that lives of migratory birds can be 
protected by a treaty, but that the lives of 
human beings cannot, as is contemplated 
under the Genocide Convention.29 

As Professor Henkin commented: 
"The argument that the United States is 

without power under the Constitution to 
adhere to such treat ies has no basis what
soever-in the language of the Constitution, 
in its travaux preparatoires, in the institu
tions it established, in its principles of fed-

eralism or of separation of powers, in almost 
two centuries of constitutional history, or in 
any other consideration relevant to consti
tutional interpretation." so 

In referring to the U.N. Covenants and the 
Protocol on Human Rights, which have not 
yet been sent to the U.S. Senate by the 
President, Professor Brunson MacChesney 
observes that: 

"The complex and important issues in
volved in the decision as to whether the 
United States should ratify the Convenants 
and the Protocol in their present form should 
not be obscured by the interjection of con
stitutional objections that are lacking in 
substance. . . . It would not be worthy 
of our heritage and our responsibilities 
to abstain on spurious constitutional 
grounds." 81 

In the light of these brief historical refer
ences to United States treaties and the 
observations of scholars, it is easy to under
stand the comment of the Clark Committee 
as to the constitutionality of human rights 
treaties: "It may seem almost anachronistic 
that this question continues to be raised." 82 

THE CONSTITUTIONAL POWER 

The consitutionality of human rights 
treaties has been the subject of innumerable 
treatises, law review articles, and books ever 
since the U.N. Charter came into force on 
October 24, 1945.33 

Under the Constitution, the power to enter 
into treaties and the subject matters that 
may be covered appear almost unlimited. 
The Constitution provides that the Presi
dent "shall have Power, by and with the 
Advice and Consent of the Senate to make 
Treaties, provided two-thirds of the Sena
tors present concur." M Emphasis is given 
to the importance of treaties because the 
Constitution declares that treaties "shall 
be the supreme Law of the Land," ss and Con
gress is empowered to define and punish 
"Offenses against the Law of Nations." 88 

As early as 1796, the Supreme Court recog
nized the Supremacy Clause as it related to 
the peace treaty with England which pre
vented a state from eliminating debts due 
to British subjects.37 Certainly, no one tOday 
would claim the right of states to avoid 
treaty obltgations. 

Power to enact a treaty has long been ac
knowledged by the Supreme Court. In Geo
froy v. Riggs,38 the Court said: 

"It would not be contended that it (the 
treaty-making power) extends so far as to 
authorize what the constitution forbids, or a 
change in the character of the government or 
in that of one of the states, or a cession of any 
portion of the territory of the latter, without 
its consent. [Citation omitted] But with 
these exceptions, it is not perceived that there 
is any l1m1t to the questions which can be ad
justed touching on any matter which is prop
erly the subject of negotiations with a for
eign country." 39 

Despite the almost 11mitless powers envi
sioned by the Riggs decision, the treaty-mak
ing ,power does not rise above the Constitu
tion. It is rather a vital element within the 
Constitution.4,0 

It is difficult to interpret any of the prin
cipal human rights treaties approved by the 
United Nations, or its specialized agencies, as 
requiring something to be done which is con
trary to the Constitution. For example, 
treaties declaring mass murder an interna
tional crlme,fl or preventing forced labor,4.2 
or securing the political rights of women,4,3 
or opposing racial discrimination,« or mini
m izing discrimination in education 4D do not 
authorize something which the Constitution 
forbids. 

In 1969, a Special Committee of Lawyers of 
the President's Commission for the Observ
ance of Human Rights Year, of which Justice 
Tom C. Clark, retired, was chairman, issued 
its report.46 In his letter of transmittal, Jus
tice Clark said: 
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"I would like to reiterate here, however, our 

finding, after a thorough review of judicial, 
Congressional and diplomatic precedents, 
that human rights are matters of interna
tional concern, and the President, with the 
United States Senate concurring, may, on be
half of the United States, under the treaty 
power of the Constitution, ratify or adhere to 
any international human rights convention 
that does not contravene a specific Constitu
tional prohibition." 47 

WHY THE UNITED STATES IS CONCERNED INTER
NATIONALLY 

From its very beginning, the United States 
has been the great believer in, and advocate 
of, the rights of the individual. This is ex
pressed in the Declaration of Independence, 
the Constitution, and the Bill of Rights. 
Thus, it is natural for the United States to be 
a leader in the world community in promot
ing rights so well recognized in this country. 
Practical reasons for such advocacy are also 
involved. 

"Although such conventions (human 
rights) generally specify standards already 
observed in the United States, it has an in
terest in seeing that they are observed by as 
many states as possible, not merely to pro
tect its own standards, but to promote condi
tions abroad that wlll foster economic de
velopment and democratic institutions that 
are conducive to prosperity in the United 
States, and achievement of its foreign policy 
objectives. It cannot effectively urge other 
states to adhere to such conventions without 
doing so itself." 48 

During the debates before the General As
sembly which, in 1948, preceded the adoption 
of the Genocide Convention, Secretary of 
State George C. Marshall said: 

"Governments which systematically disre
gard the rights of their own people are not 
likely to respect the rights of other nations 
and other people, and are likely to seek their 
objectives by coercion and force in the inter
national field." 48 

President Kennedy summarized the United 
States position in his address at American 
University on June 10, 1963: "And is not 
peace, in the last analysis, basically a matter 
of human rights." 50 

POSSIBLE OBJECTIONS TO SPECIFIC PROVISIONS 

Particular objections on constitutional 
grounds to specific provisions of some 
treaties have been raised from time to time. 
Occasionally, these go to the phraseology of 
certain clauses. For example, with respect 
to the Genocide Convention, it was asserted 
that the use of the phrase "as such" in re
ferring to the destruction of specifically 
named groups created an ambiguity. The 
use of the phrase "in whole or in part" was 
asserted to be so broad that the kUling of 
only a few members of a religious body 
would constitute genocide. Two American 
Bar Association committees considered these 
and similar objections and found them 
without substance.61a As one report con
cluded, they were "not of a dimension suf
ficient singly or together, to warrant non
ratification." 51b 

The U.N. International Convention on tlie 
Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimi
nation has also been questioned. Although 
the United States on September 26, 1966, 
signed the U.N. International Convention 
on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial 
Discrimination, it has not yet been sent to 
the Senate for its advice and consent. Objec
tions have been made to it including the us
ual arguments raised against other human 
rights treaties. One of these relates to the 
provision for referring disputes over the in
terpretation or application of the Conven
tion to the International Court of Justice. A 
similar provision in the Genocide Conven
tion was characterized as "a. stock provision 
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not substantially unlike that found in many 
multipartite instruments." 52 

One of the frequently repeated objections 
to most human rights treaties is that a sub
ject for a treaty, to be a proper one, must be 
essentially international and not one that 
might be dealt with domestically.63 For ex
ample, it is asserted, genocide would not be 
a proper matter for international agreement 
because murder is a domestic crime. This 
attempt to exclude subjects which might be 
of both international and domestic concern 
would be contrary to United States history 
and practice. It would also deny the ruling 
of Missouri v. Holland,64 upholding an inter
national treaty on a subject which could be 
dealt with domestically, wherein the Court 
said: 

"No doubt it is true that as between a 
State and its inhabitants the State may 
regulate the killing and sale of such (migra
tory) birds, but it does not follow that 
its authority is exclusive of paramount 
powers." 55 

Other domestic and international conflicts 
are found in the area of descent and distri
bution of real estate. In Zschernig v . Miller,r.a 
concerning probate law, the Supreme Court 
declared: "Where these laws conflict with a 
treaty, they must bow to the superior federal 
policy." 57 Personal property, protection of 
creditors' rights, prevention of discrimina
tion on grounds of citizenship in business op
portunities, and the right to purchase and 
hold land are also treaty subjects both of in
ternational and of domestic concern.58 

The latest in the series of treaties covering 
subjects of domestic concern but also of in
ternational interest is the Supplementary 
Convention of the Abolition of Slavery, etc., 
ratified by the U.S. in 1967.59 Inter alia, this 
treaty obligates the U.S. to take measures to 
abolish debt bondage, serfdom, involuntary 
marriage or transfer of women for money, 
and the transfer of widows laS inherited prop
erty. It requires the parties to the treaty to 
prescribe, where appropriate, suitable mini
mum ages of marriage and encourages free 
consent to marriages. These are matters 
which have long been thought of as being 
essentially of domestic concern, but neither 
the United States President nor the Senate 
had any trouble in approving the treaty. The 
American Bar Association also recommended 
ratification. eo 

The rule is also expressed in the Restate
ment on the Law of the United States For
eign Relations: 

"Matters of international concern are not 
confined to matters exclusively concerned 
with foreign relations. Usually, matters of in
ternational concern have both international 
and domestic effects, and the existence of the 
latter does not remove the matter from inter
national concern." Ill 

UNDERSTANDINGS AND RESERVATIONS 

There can be little doubt of the constitu
tional power of the United States to enter 
into human rights treaties. It does not, how
ever, mean that the power "extends so far as 
to authorize what the Constitution for
bids." 82 It is conceivable that a particular 
treaty may include a provision anathema to 
constitutional requirements. If so, it is pos
sible to ratify the treaty with a reservation 
which would exclude or modify the effect of 
that specific treaty provision.63 It is also pos
sible to ratify with an understanding which 
one party to a treaty attaches to a particular 
provision without changing its legal sig
nificance.64 

A reservation which changes any provision 
of a treaty may require formal acceptance by 
other parties to the agreement. Some treaties 
contain detailed provisions as to reserva
tions.65 In contrast, an understanding is 
simply a. unilateral statement by one party 
as to what it believes the treaty to mean. 
For example, with respect to the Racial Dis
crimination Convention,ea a question was 
raised as to whether Article 4 of that treaty 

was in contravention to the free speech pro
tection of the U.S. Constitution. Accordingly, 
when the U.S. Representative to the U.N. 
signed the Race Convention on September 28, 
1966, he stated the understanding of the 
United States to be that: 

"The Constitution of the United States 
contains provisions for the protection of in
dividual rights, such as the right of free 
speech, and nothing in the Convention shall 
be deemed to require or to authorize legisla
tion or other action by the United States of 
America incompatible with the provision of 
the Constitution of the United States of 
America." 67 

In the ratification process by the President 
and the Senate, such an understanding can 
be included if necessary. 

EXISTING UNITED STATES OBLIGATIONS 

Again and again the U.N. Charter speaks of 
human rights. Article 1 of Chapter I asserts 
that the United Nations is created to promote 
"respect for human rights and fundamental 
freedoms for all without distinction as to 
race, sex, language or religion." ss The Gen
eral Assembly, under Article 13, is required 
to assist in the "realization of human rights 
and fundamental freedoms for all" so and by 
Articles 55 and 56, each member nation is re
quired to promote "universal respect for, and 
observance" of these rights and freedorns.7o 
The Economic and Social Council is em
powered, under Article 62, to recommend 
ways and means for the observance of human 
rights.71 Under Article 68, the Council is fur
ther directed to set up appropriate commis
sions "for the promotion of human rights"';!! 
It would be difficult for any member to assert 
that it is unaware of its obligations as to 
human rights under the Charter. 

Phillip C. Jessup, formerly a member of the 
International Court of Justice , succinctly 
stated the existing law : 

"It is already law for members of the 
United Nations, that respect for human dig
nity and fundamental human rights is 
obligatory. The duty is imposed by the Char
ter, a treaty to which they are parties." 73 

In 1945, the United States Senate, by an 
overwhelming vote, 89 to 2, gave its advice 
and consent to ratification of the United Na
tions' Charter. This clearly indicated the 
positive recognition which the United States 
accorded to human rights. It is now late in 
the game to doubt this country's legal obli
gations under the Charter. 

In a concurring opinion in Oyama v. Cali
fornia,'' Justice Black recognized the U.S. 
obligations under the U.N. Charter as fol
lows: 

"There are additional reasons now why 
that law stands as an obstacle to the free 
accomplishment of our policy in the inter
national field. One of these reasons is we 
have recently pledged ourselves to cooperate 
with the United Nations 'to promote . . . 
universal respect for, and observance of, hu
man rights and fundamental freedoms for all 
without distinction as to race, sex, language 
or religion.' How can this nation be faithful 
to this international pledge if State laws 
which bar land ownership and occupancy by 
aliens on account of race are permitted to 
be enforced?" 7o 

Obligations of the United States and all 
members of the United Nations respecting 
Charter provisions on human rights, are also 
recognized in the recent Advisory Opinion 
of the International Court of Justice in the 
Namibia (South West Africa) case, rendered 
June 21, 1971. The Court said: 

"Under the Charter of the United Nations, 
the former Mandatory had pledged itself to 
oooerve and respect, in a Territory having an 
international status, human rights ana 
fundamental freedoms for all without dis
tinction as to race. To establish instead, 
and to enforce, distinctions, exclusions, re
strictions and limitations exclusively based 
on grounds of race, colour, descent or na-
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tional or ethnic origin which constitute a 
denial of fundamental human rights is a 
flagrant violation of the purposes and the 
principles of the Charter." 1a 

Although the Advisory Opinion dealt with 
"a territory having an international status," 
it is clear that the pledge (meaning Charter 
Articles 55 and 56) referred to by the Court 
covers human rights and fundamental free
doms for all. As Professor Egon Schwelb con
cludes in analyzing the Advisory Opinion: 

"What is a flagrant violation of the pur
poses and principles of the Charter when 
committed in Namibia, is also such a viola
tion when committed in South Africa proper 
or, for that matter, in any other sovereign 
Member State or in a Non-Self-Governing 
or Trust Territory .11 

One of the universally recognized scholars 
in this field, H. Lauterpacht, put it this way: 

"The Charter of the United Nations is a 
legal document; its language is the language 
of law, or international law. In affirming 
repeatedly the fundamental human rights of 
the individual it must of necessity be deemed 
to refer to legal rights--to legal rights rec
ognized by international law and independ
ent of the law of the state. Moreover, irrespec
tive of the question of enforcement, there 
ought to be no doubt that the provisions of 
the Charter in the matter of human rights 
impose upon. the members of the United 
Nations the legal duty to respect them. In 
particular, it is clear that a Member of the 
United Nations who is gullty of a violation of 
these rights commits a breach of the 
Charter." 78 

THE POLICY OF THE UNrrED STATES 
United States policy toward international 

human rights has not been wholly consist
ent. From the time of the drafting of the 
U.N. Charter and throughout the preparation 
of various pertinent treaties adopted by the 
U.N., the United States has taken a lead
ing part in the drafting of instruments pro
tecting human rights. Although Americans 
sometimes take more credit than seems war
ranted, it is fair to say that the United States 
was frequently the moving spirit in the 
favorable action on these documents. The 
opening session of the U.N. International 
Conference on Human Rights in Tehran in 
1968, was dominated by the memory of Mrs. 
Eleanor Roosevelt in advancing international 
recognition of human rights.79 

Unhappily, however, the United States has 
been one of the laggards in ratifying the very 
treaties which it supported in the U.N.80• At 
this writing, except for the favorable Report 
of the Senate Committee on Foreign Rela
tions on the Genocide Convention,80h no 
changes have occurred since Justice Earl 
Warren's statement of December 4, 1968: 

"How far have we come in developing this 
international law of human rights? Over 
20 major human rights conventions have 
been adopted by the United Nations, the 
International Labor Organization, and 
UNESCO. A few of them are in force among 
the parties which have acceded to them. 
Unfortunately, the United States is a party 
to only two of them, and this status has 
been reached only in the last year. We are 
still not a party to such major conventions 
as the Convention on the Abolition of Forced 
Labor, the Convention on the Political 
Rights of Women, the Convention on the 
Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of 
Genocide, and the Convention on the Elimi
nation of all Forms of Racial Discrimination. 
Nor have we as yet even signed, no less rati
fied, the two conventions on Civil and Polltt
cal Rights and Economic, Social, and Cul
tural Rights, which grew directly out of the 
Universal Declaration." 81 

Undoubtedly, the attitude of the orga.nized. 
bar has had its effect on the failure of the 
United States Senate to act. Many state and 
local bar associations as well as individual 
lawyers have taken public positions support-

ing those human rights treaties on which the 
U.S. Senate has held hearings.82 The atti
tude of the American Bar Association, how
ever, has generally been negative. In 1949, 
the ABA opposed the Genocide Convention R3 

and in 1970, by a close vote of 130 to 126, de
clined to reverse its original opposition.84 

The Association at its annual meeting in 
August, 1967, declared that "it supports 
fully, promotion by the United States, 
through the United Nations, of 'universal 
respect for, and observance of, human rights 
and fundamental freedoms, • for all people 
within all countries." At the same time, how
ever, it declined to take action with regard 
to the Convention on Abolition of Forced 
Labor and it opposed accession to the treaty 
on the Political Rights of Women. Neverthe
less, in the same resolution, it favored rati
fication of the Supplementary Slavery Con
vention.ss The latter covers some matters 
usually deemed wholly domestic, such as 
the right of a woman to refuse to be given in 
marriage for a consideration. The Senate ap
proved ratification of this tre81ty, but has 
not yet acted on Forced Labor or on Women's 
Political Rights.se 

Attorney General Mitchell on January 26, 
1970, stated his support of the constitu
tionality of the Genocide Convention.87 Two 
subsequent statements of U.S. omcial organs, 
indicruted the desirab111ty of ratifying such 
treaties. The Report of the President's Com
mission for the Observance of the 25th An
niversary of the UN commented that: 

"The United States would be in a far 
stronger position to play its historic role as 
champion of individual rights and to take a 
leading part in consideration of alleged viola
tions of international standards if it ratified 
he instruments it has helped to developed." • 

In a simllar vein, the House of Represent
atives Sub-Committee on Foreign Affairs, in 
its report on the 25th anniversary of .the 
U.N. stated that: 

"We would like to see the United Nations 
use the occasion of its 25th anniversary to 
begin a new chapter in the history of the 
civllized community's concern with the pro
tection of basic human rights. To this end 
we recommend ... that the United States at 
long last move to adhere to the major pend
ing human righrts conventions." 811 

CONCLUSION 
It is long past the time for the United 

States to carry forward its own pronounced 
principles in support of human rights. There 
are no valid, basic constitutional objections 
to ratification of human rights treaties. If 
there are speclflc provisions of particular 
treaties which need explanation through un
derstandings, or require reservations, then 
understandings or reservations can be made 
a condition of ratlflcation. 

The need is for the United States to be true 
tc, its own ideals and to join with other na
tions in recognizing and protecting indi
vidual rights. In the national interest as well 
as in the interest of men everywhere, the 
United States should act promptly in rati
fying those human rights treaties which it 
has supported in the United Nations and its 
amuated agencies. The problem of how much 
the United States can in fact do to protect 
human rights through international agree
ments requires at least that we become a 
party to them. We thereby not only add im
petus to what other countries do, but we are 
in a stronger position to exert our influence 
in promoting goals of the human rights con
ventions in the world community. 
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THE NEED FOR A NEW INTERNA
TIONALISM 

~r.litnMDPF.DR~.~.PTesident, there 
is a need in this country for a renewed 

spirit of internationalism as the founda
tion of American foreign policies. Sena
tor McGoVERN rightly recognized this 
need in his October 6 foreign policy ad
dress, delivered in Cleveland, Ohio. It is 
a commendable statement, in my opinion, 
because it offers a philosophical base for 
a new American foreign policy. It pro
vides specific guidelines for what a Mc
Govern foreign policy would provide for 
this Nation and for the larger interna
tional commuity. 

The first act of the McGovern foreign 
policy would be to bring a complete end 
to American miiltary involvement in In
dochina. Once this step is undertaken, 
the rest of the policy program would un
fold in a natural, realistic sequence. 

It is not only tenable, but highly de
sirable, that leadership in the United 
States focus on the community of nations 
instead of the narrowly defined, and 
often elusive goals of national self-inter
est. We must move ahead with even more 
solid progress in arms control, in improv
ing our relationships with Communist 
states, including the Soviet Union and 
China but not exclusive of other smaller 
Eastern European countries, in promot..: 
ing the welfare of societies in developing 
as well as developed countries, in resus
ciating those international organizations 
who can service the needs and the hopes 
of a complex world community, and in 
building a healthy society at home which 
can replenish a spirit of internationalism 
in this country and abroad. 

Democrats and Republicans alike have 
lauded the achievements which President 
Nixon has accomplished over the last 4 
years. Senator McGoVERN has never at
tempted to discredit these accomplish
ments, but he rightly expresses concern 
over those areas of international rela
tions which have not gone as well. In 
his statement, Senator McGovERN notes 
the cracking of an alliance in Europe 
and in Japan as a result of unfortunate, 
insensitive treatment which the United 
States doled out to these countries in an 
effort to pursue what is considered to 
be greater priorities. lie notes the im
portance of treating Japan and Western 
Europe as equals, consulting and cooper
ating with them on new levels of inter
national exchange which go beyond the 
traditional system of diplomatic dialog. 

Senator McGovERN draws attention to 
the positive role economic reform can 
have on the general trend in interna
tional relations. lie is critical where criti
cism is due, where the administration has 
presented friends, the true friends of the 
United States such as Canada, Latin 
America, and Europe, with ultimata 
which were virtually impossible for them 
to accept in this way. Economic relations 
is a form of international relations and 
should be handled as such, but the Nixon 
administration has too often let the dol
lar dictate the pattern U.S. foreign pol
icy, to the detriment of our longer term 
interest. 

Senator McGovERN does not attempt to 
provide all the answers. In fact, his view 
of the Presidency is such that he intends 
to share the foreign policy decision proc
ess with Congress, with the State De
partment, and with experts in this and 
related :fields outside of Government. 
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American foreign policy is in need of a 
total review. This process is delicate and 
time consuming, but the Democratic 
presidential candidate has supplied us 
with a worthwhile set of guidelines. Mr. 
President, in commending this speech, I 
should like to bring it to the attention of 
the Senate. I ask unanimous consent 
that it be printed in the RECORD. 

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

[From the New York Times, Oct. 6, 1972] 
TEXT OF STATEMENT BY SENATOR MCGOVERN 

PRESENTING HIS VIEWS ON FOREIGN POLICY 

(NoTE.-Following is the text of a foreign 
policy statement, entitled "A New Interna
tionalism," issued yesterday by Senator 
George McGovern and delivered, in part, be
fore the City Club of Cleveland.) 

Next week on television I wlll address the 
American people on the subject of Viet
nam. In that speech I wlll demonstrate a 
public pian-as distinct from Mr. Nixon's se
cret plan-to achieve peace in Indochina. In 
that same speech I wlll set forth my own vi
sion of what American society can be once 
the tragedy of Vietnam is behind us. 

But before then, I want to share my more 
general views of America's role in the world 
of the 1970's. And I want to contrast my own 
approach with the record of the Nixon years, 
so that in this critical area the American 
people can understand clearly what the 
choices are. 

Mr. Nixon stated his current vision of the 
world this past January. He declared that: 

"The only time in the history of the world 
that we have had any extended period of 
peace is when there has been balance of 
power. It is when one nation becomes in
finitely more powerful in relation to its 
potential competitor that the danger of war 
arises. So I believe in a world in which the 
United States is powerful. I think it will be 
a safer world and a better world if we have 
a strong, healthy United States, Europe, So
viet Union, China, Japan, each balancing the 
other, not playing one against the other, an 
even balance." 

But I begin today by asking whether that 
is all we want. And I ask, too, whether it is 
relevant and realistic in today's world-or 
does it simply resurrect an old world, of kings 
and princes and empires, that we will never 
see again. 

That five power, balance of power thesis 
attempts to force onto the contemporary 
world a naive pre-nuclear view dating back 
to the 19th century and before. 

Today, in the mllitary sense, we have but 
two superpowers-capable of destroying our
selves and most of humanity many times 
over. 

EUROPE IS NOT AN ENTrrY 

That will likely be the case for some time. 
Europe is not one entity yet, and at best, 
it will be a long time before it functions as 
one nation. Japan, though clearly a dom
inant economic and political power, may not 
seek entry into the military balance at all
and wlll probably profit from that decision. 
And we have discovered a China that seems 
as determined to avoid direct military en
tanglements outside her borders as she is 
to assume her proper role as a great society 
in world diplomacy and commerce. 

It is a naive delusion as well to believe that 
there is some arbitrary number of actors 
who will determine whether the world has 
war or peace. There may have been periods 
of relative peace under a balance of power. 
But Mr. Nixon forgets that no balance among 
the giants can eradicate the causes of war 
among the rest of mankind. Nor can it dispel 
the demand of some 140 countries to have a 
say in the issues which determine their 
survival. 

And finally, that balance of power neglects 
other ominous threats to our safety. On May 
9, 1969, the then-Secretary General of the 
United Nations, U Thant, issued this warn
ing: 

" ... the members of the United Nations 
have perhaps 10 years left in which to sub
ordinate their ancient quarrels and launch 
a global partnership to curb the arms race, 
to improve the human environment, to de
fuse the population explosion, and to supply 
the required momentum to world develop
ment efforts. 

"If such a global partnership is not forged 
within the next decade, then I very much 
fear that the problems I have mentioned will 
have reached such staggering proportions 
that they will be beyond our control." 

We have lost precious time since 1969, and 
there are precious few years left. Our pre
occupation with a military balance leaves un
touched the deadly imbalances among popu
lation, resources and wealth-and they, too, 
endanger our lives. 

So we face a much different world from 
the one we knew as we grew up, or as we 
served in World War II, or even as we watched 
our country slip into a disastrous Asian war. 

"EVERYTHING SEEMED POSSmLE" 

Less than 12 years ago John F. Kennedy 
was inaugurated, and on that bright Janu
ary day everything seemed possible. If our 
sturdy American spirit did not give reason 
enough for that faith, we had as well a new 
figure and a new voice, to personify the 
optimism and boldness of a new generation. 

In January, 1961, no one could predict the 
Bay of Pigs ... the Cuban Missile Crisis, the 
tragic murders of John and Robert Kennedy 
and Martin Luther King ... the Dominican 
Intervention . . . the alienation of many in 
our own society-least of all, the endless 
minefield in which we would find ourselves 
in Vietnam. 

Yet, in the years that were to follow, we 
as a people would be buffeted by one shock 
and disillusionment after another until fi
nally, in Vietnam, we would lose our inno
cence--and much of our confidence. 

And today we are moving toward a mature 
knowledge that while we are deeply involved 
and have vast infiuence 'in the world, forces 
beyond our control wm have the most to do 
with shaping the political arrangements of 
the future. We can see the error of assum
ing, since World war II, that our actions 
would be decisive in either "winning" or 
"losing" China ... in causing or preventing 
revolution of the Right or Left in much of 
Latin America and the rest of the develop
ing world ... or in determining the outcome 
of a distant civil war in Southeast Asia. 

But at the same time we must be aware 
that as the richest and most powerful na
tion in the earth's history, what we do both 
here and elsewhere will be more important 
than what anyone else does in moving this 
planet closer to either its final destruction 
or a more peaceful and happy future. 

Possessed now with a sense of tragedy and 
of our own ltmttations, we as a people may 
finally be ready to play a more responsible 
and constructive role in the world than we 
ever have before. 

More than 25 years ago, Adlai Stevenson, 
in his Godkin Lectures at Harvard, offered 
us these lines-and good advice-from Keats• 
"Hyperion." 
For to bear all naked truths, 
And to envisage circumstances, all calm, 
That is the top of sovereignty 

ROLE EXAMINED 

What shall our role be? 
I know of no responsible person who 

would knowingly call for a return to isola
tionism. 

Modern communications, and the existence 
of intercontinental weapons systeiUS, have 
made that a practical impoosib1lity. 

Yet, in ma.n.y ways, the foreign policies of 
the present Administration are isolating us. 

We are isolated from otll' allies and trading 
partners in Europe and Asia, and even from 
Oanada, because of six-gun economic di
plomacy and failure to consult. 

We are isolated from the developing na
tions by a policy which tells them tha.t 
"what's good for Pepsi-Cola and the First 
National City Bank is more than good 
enough for you". 

We are isolated from reality by the in
sistence that tough talk and big Pentagon 
budgets are somehow synonymous with na
tional manhood. 

And most of all, we are isolated from our 
own ideals as we back a corrupt dictatorship 
in Saigon, by raining fire and death on help-
less people all over Indochina. . 

I suggest that we must rejct this uncon
scious isolationism in favor of a New Inter
na.tlone.lism based not only upon our vital 
interests, but also upon the kind of nation 
we can and should be. 

Where are our vital interests? 
By one measure. they certainly lie in the 

world's North Temperate Zone. 
North America, Europe, the Soviet Union 

and Japan do produce some 80 per cent of 
the world's goods. This is where the power
in the sense of wealth, technology, developed 
human skills, and the capacity to wage mod
ern war-most largely resides. 

And this is where both we and the Soviet 
Union, as the two superpowers, will for the 
foreseeable future continue to have the high
est interest in averting any attempt by the 
other to threaten or subvert our respective 
systems of security. 

The North Temperate zone, is, in short, 
where a final World War III would be 
fought-and where its potential causes must 
most carefully be guarded against. 

But our vital interests go further. 
The Arab-Israeli confrontation in the Mid

dle East, with its potential for even more 
dangerous t:nited States-Soviet confronta
tion, is an immediate threat to genera.l peace. 
And we have a firm and deep obliga.tion to 
the security and integrity of the State of 
Isl"ael. 

CHINA AND JAPAN 

Communist China has little power in terms 
of conventional measurement (by 1975 Jap· 
anese per capita. G.N.P. wm be 12 times tha.t 
of China's) but she possesses nuclear weap
ons and a desire to reassert her ancient pres
tige. 

The Indian Subcontinent and Indonesia 
especially compel our ,attention in Asia. as 
do several states in Africa and in our own 
hemisphere. 

What of the hundrds of other sovereign 
n.a,tions existing 1n the 1970's-including 
those to the south lying within the purview 
of the Monroe Doctrine? 

All, in one way or another, have some im
portance to us. 

But must we be committed to their armed 
defense? 

Under what conceivable circumstances 
should we ever become involved in support
ing their present governments in the face 
of domestic turmoil? 

These are questions we had better ask 
ourselves today, rather than later. 

I believe that America's New Internation
alism in the 1970's must follow several clear 
guidelines. 

First, it must be supported by a strong 
national defense, but one free of waste, as 
I have previously outlined; forces fully ade
quate to defend our own land and to fill 
vital defense commitments. 

Second, it must look toward prudent re
laxation of tension with potential adver
sary powers, such as the Soviet Union and 
China. 

Third, it must look to reestablishment of 
healthy economic and political relationships 
with our principal ames and trading part-
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ners in Europe, Japan, Canada and Latin 
America. 

Fourth, it must avoid the kind of reflexive 
interventionism that has foolishly involved 
us in the internal political affairs of other 
countries. 

Fifth, it must envision a world commu
nity with the capacity to resolve disputes 
among nations, and to end the war be
tween man and his own environment. 

Sixth, it must reassert America's role as 
a beacon-and friend-to those millions in 
the human family desperately striving to 
achieve the elemental human dignity which 
all men seek. 

The kind of interventionism I woud fa
vor as President would be agricultural and 
technical assistance . . . the building of 
roads and schools . . . the training of skilled 
personnel, in concert with other nations 
and through multilateral institutions. 

A JUST SOCIETY URGED 

Finally, at the bottom of it all, must 
lie a just and prosperous domestic society, 
where all our people-and the people's rep
resentatives-are involved in decislonmak
ing. 

As my old friend Senator Humphrey has 
often said: America's most important for
eign policy act in the 1960's was the passage 
of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. 

I a,gree. 
How then, should we proceed? 
My first act of American foreign policy on 

Inauguration Day must be-wlll be an im
mediate and total end to our involvement In 
the Indochina War. 

As Richard Nixon said in 1968: "Those 
who have had a chance for four years and 
could not produce peace, should not be 
given another chance." 

We have had enough of secret plans to 
end the war. We need a public plan for 
peace. 

As we look beyond Vietnam, the preven
tion of nuclear war remains the first charge 
on America's commitments. 

During the 1960's, we built a great arsenal 
to protect the United States and our allies 
against a nuclear threat from any quarter. 
And we must continue to maintain the power 
we need. 

But we also know that too much power is 
self-defeating. 

We have seen the deadly spiral of the arms 
race, and drawn no comfort from it. 

We have seen that if we build weapons we 
do not need, we only provoke the Soviet Union 
to follow suit. 

The agreements with the Soviet Union to 
slow the arms race are a significant achieve
ment. Yet they have shortcomings, for they 
are now used as an excuse not to halt but 
to escalate the race in nuclear arms. 

We must not push the upward, and lose 
the chances for a lasting peace that are be
fore us now. 

Let us have the defense we need. But let 
us not permit the insatiable appetite of our 
military to replace our good sense, and under
mine the prospects reduction in the balance 
of nuclear terror. 

President Nixon's trip to Moscow this May 
was historic. It was the culmination of many 
years of effort that began when President 
Kennedy signed the Limited-Test Ban Treaty. 
This effort continued under three Presidents, 
both Democratic and Republican. 

We must now build upon this effort. That 
is why it makes no sense for the President 
to return from Moscow with an arms reduc· 
tion agreement and then call on the Con· 
gress to add another $4-billion to military 
spending. 

We must work to bring the arms race under 
control; 

We must seek areas of agreement with the 
Soviet Union consistent with the needs and 
interests of our friends and Allies. We should 
press for justice for Soviet Jews rather than 

abandon them for a trade agreement. Surely 
we have learned the lesson at great cost that 
a free people cannot sit by and merely wit
ness the oppression of a religious minority 
by a totalitarian society. 

We should, of course, encourage expanded 
trade between our two countries. 

And we must spare no effort to build the 
structure of a lasting peace. 

In limiting the arms race we do not begin 
with excessive trust in the Russians, for we 
retain more than enough for deterrence. 

In reducing our excess with do not rely 
on Moscow's good intentions, we will remain 
strong enough to meet any test. 

We need only act in our sure defense by 
seeking areas of genuine mutual interest 
and by tailoring our armed forces to the 
reality of the world around us. 

If the Soviet Union responds with the co
operation dictated by her own interest as 
much as ours, then we can build toward a 
future that is not based on outdated stereo
types of military confrontation and power 
politics. Instead we can build toward a. world 
of diversity in which we are secure, a world 
in which there are new ways of thinking and 
behaving, and a world where there are real 
prospects for enduring peace. 

I also welcome the progress that the Presi
dent has made in relations with China-a. 
course I have advocated for 20 years. 

CHINA MUST PARTICIPATE 

we must build on this progress, by en
couraging China's full participation in the 
community of nations, to take part in pro
viding for Asian security, instead of threat
ening it. 

As President, I will begin by recognizing 
the government in Peking. 

The future of Asia will depend in part 
upon China. But it wlll also depend upon 
Japan, the third most powerful economic 
nation in the world, a nation of vigor and 
purpose, and a long-standing friend of the 
United States. 

In recent years our relations with Japan 
have been in steady, but needless decline. 

President NL1ton announced his trip to 
China without consulting Japan, betraying 
the trust that nation had placed in our Asian 
partnership. He imposed the New Economic 
Policy without consulting Japan, and then 
blamed Japan for problems that were largely 
of his own making. And after these shocks, 
President Nixon took a year to convene a 
summit meeting with the Prime Minister of 
Japan. 

This was a diplomacy of insult, and it 
must not continue. For as we seek new ac
commodations with our adversaries, we must 
never neglect old and treasured friends. 

We must treat Japan as an equal, consult 
with her in trust. As President, I would be
gin the painstaking renewal of our coopera
tive relationship with this key nation in 
Asia. 

There will be tough negotiations and vig
orous competition on important matters of 
trade and economics, where both our nations 
have interests to protect. We will expect fair 
treatment by Japan on matters of trade and 
investment, and greater understanding of our 
domestic economic problems. But Japan also 
expects fair treatment from us, not the 
patronizing attitude that the President has 
shown, or the sixgun diplomacy of John 
Connally. 

At the same time, we must recognize that 
Japan has a chance to become the first great 
power without a massive military arsenal. 
We must not crush that hopeful experiment. 
I will ensure that remaining U.S. forces in 
Japan serve the original purpose designed 
for them-to help provide for the defense 
of Japan, and not to become involved in 
military ventures in Southeast Asia; 

I will place the support of the United 
States behind membership for Japan in the 
United Nations Security Council; 

COOPERATION STRESSED 

And I will begin laying the groundwork: 
with Japan in East Asia. that will improve 
the chances that security in that troubled 
part of the world will be based on economic 
cooperation and effort, and never again on 
the kind of war we have been uselessly and 
destructively fighting in Indochina. 

In Western Europe, there has been great 
progress toward a relaxation of tensions, and 
toward resolution of problems left over from 
World War ll. 

Much of the credit belongs to Chancellor 
Brandt of West Germany, despite occasional 
opposition from the Nixon Administration. 
There 1s a treaty on Berlin, and there are 
west German treaties with Poland and the 
Soviet Union. And we will soon see a Con
ference on Security and Cooperation. 

Our Western European neighbors are ful
filling our mutual hopes and expectations of 
the past quarter-century. 

But in Western Europe's success, there are 
grave impllcations for the United States. 
There will be vigorous economic competition 
across the Atlantic-and we should wel
come it. 

The Atlantic Partnership no longer needs 
single-handed American leadership nor do 
our partners want it. Nor should we. 

TROOP REDUCTION NEEDED 

But again there are diplomatic failures 
and challenges to American statesmanship. 

President Nixon does not consult ade
quately with our all1es on critical allies of 
detente, raising fears in Western Europe 
that we will reach agreements with the So
viet Union at their expense. He talks of co
operation, yet he permitted his Secretary of 
the Treasury, John Connally, to badger and 
bully the countries with whom we most need 
to maintain a cooperative spirit. He talks of 
the future, but does not understand the 
importance of good economic relations in 
preserving and strengthening Atlantic ties. 

We must restore good economic and polltl
cal relations across the Atlantic. And we 
must restore Europe's faith in our commit
ment to the success of the European 
Community. 

At the same time I believe in a thorough 
review of the military aspects of European 
security. 

We no longer need to maintain 319,000 
American troops in Europe to deter aggres
sion, 27 years after the Second World War. 
But the way we reduce our forces-and share 
burdens more equally-is critical to the fu
ture of the Alliance and to European 
security. 

The key to force reductions on the side of 
the Warsaw Pact does not lie in the number 
of American troops stationed in the West, 
rather It lies in the cohesion, cooperation, 
and common purpose of the Western Alli
ance. 

If we make some force reductions, yet 
strengthen these attitudes and practices, 
then there is nothing the Soviet Union can 
do to weaken us or our allies, or to reduce 
our security. 

We retain a special concern about the 
Middle East. All Americans have been heart
ened by the reduction of Soviet involvement 
in Egypt. But we recognize tha,t this does not 
end the threat to Israel. 

We must remain committed to Israel's fu
ture, to her right to live at peace with her 
neighbors behind secure and recognized 
borders. 

We must continue to supply those arms 
that will permit Israel to guarantee its own 
securl.ty. In my Administration, we will do 
this because of our deep and abiding con
cern for Israel, not adopt one policy for elec
tion year, and another for the years that 
follow. 

We must continue to retain sufficient 
American power in the area to ensure that 
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there is no doubt of our commitment to Is
rael's security. 

We must intensify our efforts to end the 
international terrorism that most recently 
appalled the world at Munich, and th81t is a 
threat to us all. 

And we must show a deep regard for the 
economic and human needs of the Palestine 
refugees. 

Today, we have long since met the de
mands of a world dominated by military con
cerns. But we a.re rapidly losing the world 
in which economic power and relations will 
have their day. 

The international economic system is near 
collapse--and for a year President Nixon did 
almost nothing. 

Our Alliances with Europe and Japan are 
in disarray over economic issue~nd Presi
dent Nixon does nothing. 

"NIXON DOES NOTHING" 

The problems of two and one-half billion 
poor people in the world are insistent and 
demanding-and President Nixon does noth
ing. 

Under President Nixon, we are becoming 
a second-rate -nation in the terms that will 
really count in the 1970's. 

It is more than a year since the New Eco
nomic Policy began. Yet, only now has the 
Administration begun an effort to restruc
ture the international economic system, 
while the United States balance of trade 
continues in the worst deficit in 100 years, 
and the United States dollar has been deval
ued as a result of the Nixon lnfie.tion a.t 
home. We have still not recovered our sense 
of responsibility for this economic system, 
upon which our prosperity, and that of other 
nations, depends. 

We must repair our damaged friendships 
abroad; we must begin sorting out the dlffi
cult problems that must be solved in order 
to create a new international economic sys
tem. We must begin the urgent task of 
monetary reform not through confrontation, 
but by restoring and building on the inter
national cooperation and commercial part
nership the.t we had until this Administra
tion. We must work out new rules of inter
national conduct in trade and commerce. 
And we must begin building an awareness 
and understanding of international economic 
policy into the councils of government at all 
levels. 

Last week, I made several concrete propos
als to begin this effort: 

New ru1es governing changes in exchange 
rates. 

Cooperative arrangements to cushion large 
disruptive flows of short-term capital. 

More special drawing rights-and more of 
them for developing countries. 

Steps to resolve fairly the problem of the 
dollar "overhang." 

We must help businesses th81t are uncom
petitive to shift to new products. 

And we must guarantee every working man 
and woman a good job Sit good pay in indus
tries that can compete in world markets. 

American will is being tested. President 
Nixon has decided that our will is we9-k
that we cannot pass the test--that we ean 
survive economically only by having inflated 
military budgets and by blaming others for 
our difficulties. But I say this: Give Ameri
cans a chance, and we wlll prove that we 
can have the strongest economy in the world, 
and a prosperity in which everyone will share. 

THE POOR ARE CITED 

In virtually every statement, every act, of 
this Administration, nearly two and a half 
billion human beings in the world have been 
left out. 

These are the people who have too little 
power to figure in a new balance of power 
based on the military giants; they are the 
people who are too meek to command the 
attention given to generals and weapons 
manufacturers producing excess weapons we 

do not need; they are the people whose 
crime was to be born poor. 

Ten years ago, I was President Kennedy's 
first Director of Food for Peace. 

He declared then: "If we do not help the 
many who are poor, we cannot hope to save 
the few who are rich." 

Today, this statement is more true than 
ever. 

Today, the ability of people from the rich 
countries to trade, travel, and invest in the 
developing countries depends upon our 
helping them to meet their critical problems 
of development. 

Our future success in preserving the en
vironment wm require the help of develop
ing countries. And even the international 
system of trade and monetary relations is be
ginning to depend on developing-country co
operation. They deserve and demand a voice, 
and they desperately need our help. 

We have seen little to inspire our confi
dence in these past four years. Mr. Nixon 
pledged to untie aid, and then reneged; he 
talked of the need for development, then 
slashed the budget and put his lobbying 
efforts in Congress behind the supply of 
arms instead of technical assistance to de
veloping countries. He extended the 10 per 
cent surcharge on imports to poor-country 
products as well as rich. He has used the 
power of his office to bully and intimidate 
Latin-American nations. He has defied the 
conscience of mankind by giving up United 
States opposition to racism in Southern 
Africa. 

U.S. ROLE IN BANGLADESH 

He threatened to intervene in the war 
between India and Pakistan, against our in
terests, against what was right and against 
the conscience of the civilized world. He 
then waited five months before recognizing 
the infant, struggling nation of Bangladesh 
that has suffered so much for so long. And 
he still has not restored aid to India-aid 
for schools and roads and health care-that 
he cut off when the war began. Indeed, the 
mistaken anti-India pro-Pakistan stand of 
the Nixon Administration while Pakistan 
was murdering its poor people by the hun
dreds of thousands was not only morally 
wrong, it has cost us the goodwill of India
the world's largest Democratic nation. 

These have ben callous displays toward 
the poor of the world, for fully two-thirds 
of mankind. As a great nation, America can
not turn its back on their suffering. And we 
cannot stand aside as development--this 
great human adventure--goes on. 

We cannot continue to abdicate our moral 
and political responsibility to so many peo
ple, and ultimately to the United States 
itself. 

The New Internationalism wlll chart an
other course. 

We will make a full commitment of the 
United States to the multilateral institutions 
that are helping with development, not with 
military weapons that make war and suffer
ing more likely, but with the economic and 
technological tools that help men to improve 
their own lives. 

We will put our relations with individual 
developing countries on a firm footing, not 
relegate them to an insignificant place in a 
balance of power. 

We wm show that we can live up to our 
commitments to our neighbors in Latin 
America, not demand that they quietly ac
cept our domination. 

We will show that we are concerned for all 
of Africa, and abandon this Administration's 
support for the racist regimes of Southern 
Africa. We will show our concern for the 
racist expulsion of Asians from Uganda. 

We will renew our commitment to the ef
forts of the United Nations for peace and 
for development. And we will show that we, 
too, can respond to the demands that mem
bership in the human family places upon us. 
The United Nations peace-keeping capacity 

must be strengthened and utilized. It is an 
essential framework for international co
operation. 

The making of decisions of defense and 
foreign policy is an awesome task, too great 
for any one man-or any one branch of gov
ernment. And here, too, we cry out for reform. 

Long ago, we recognized that the powers of 
the Presidency could isolate the man and 
his decisions from the American people. 

So we protected the nation-and the Presi
dency itself-from the "man in horseback," 
by adopting methods for the close scrutiny 
of foreign and defense policy. 

Under President Nixon, these methods have 
decayed and Congress itself has been 
thwarted in its efforts to discharge its Con
stitutional responsibilities. 

The executive agreement has often replaced 
the treaty subject to Senate approval. 

Wars are fought in secret, in Laos and 
Cambodia, and paid for by secret funds in 
defiance of the will of Congress. 

Under President Nixon, however, the Sec
retary of State has become a minor func
tionary, and was not even permitted to take 
part in the most critical negotiations the 
President had in Peking. 

No American President should be permit
ted to escape the Constitutional restraints 
on Executive power. 

Under my administration, the Congress 
wlll be fu1ly informed, it will be fu1ly con
sulted, and it will have restored to it the 
full powers set down for it in the Constitu
tion of the United States. 

And I will not permit the basic trends of 
American foreign and defense policy to be 
set in the inner sanctum of the White House, 
by men who are hidden from public view 
and removed from public responsibility. 

There wlll be a Secretary of State of great 
capability and unquestioned stature. 

No foreign policy can be effective if it is 
backed by weakness at home. President Nix
on wants us to believe that talking of Amer
ica's problems denies its greatness. 

But I believe that our greatness lies in 
part in our ability to look at ourselves, to 
recognize what we have to do, and then to 
do something about it. 

If we have four more years of the same 
at home, the wisdom of our foreign policy 
may not matter very much. 

SECOND-RATE UNITED STATES SEEN 

We wm be condemned to be a second-rate 
nation at home. 

We must and we can have a strong econ
omy, with a good job at good pay for every
one who wants to work ... an end to crip
pling inflation and an end to the Nixon re
cession. 

We must have real tax reform ... a re
duction of crime ... improved health care 
. . . and genuine quality education for all 
our children. 

We must resume building a society in 
which government helps to bring people to
gether, not drives them apart; where it helps 
to increase opportunity, not limit it; and 
where it taps the deep roots of the American 
spirit, not stifles them in indifference to the 
need for America to grow and change. 

I believe that we can have that America, 
again-a first-rate nation at home and 
abroad, where American greatness and com
mitment to international cooperation will 
again become a thing of wonder in the 
world. 

As a nation, we must bring to an end our 
time of tragedy: 

-when Americans have lost faith in what 
their Government tells them; 

-when a bitter and needless war has di
vided our people, and threatened our spirit 
and confidence as a nation. 

Few other countries have faced what we 
have in these past few years. 

But I believe that we are now prepared 
to use what we have learned from our past, 
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from success and from failure, to meet our 
responsibil1ties both at home and in the 
world-to the lasting benefit of the American 
people and all mankind. 

In the final analysis, our foreign policy 
is no more than who and what we are. It 
is a refiection of our attitudes towards our
selves, towards our country, and towards the 
rest of mankind. We cannot separate what 
we do abroad from what we do at home. 

How we live in the neighborhoods and 
communities of America will determine how 
we live with our international neighbors, 
and in the broader world community. 

Today, we can aspire to a maturity in our 
actions abroad, and maturity as a great na
tion-a great people-at home. 

This is a challenge appropriate to our 
ideals, and to all that we have dared and 
won in the nearly two hundred years of 
our independence. As Abraham Lincoln once 
said, in a dark hour for America: 

"We shall nobly save or meanly lose the last, 
best hope on earth." 

I have faith that we shall nobly save that 
"last best hope on earth." 

PRESCRIPTION DRUG PRICING 
Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, last week I 

discussed my concern for the absence of 
prescription drug price advertising and 
posting in retail pharmacies. I believe 
that this information is most necessary 
in order for the consumer to make an 
intelligent decision. There are many vir
tues to the full service pharmacy-de
livery service, consultation, and drug re
cords, to name but a few. But these serv
ices are not available at a large number 
of pharmacies, and a large number of 
consumers do not seek out these pharma
cies even when broad services are avail
able. Thus, once service is dismissed by 
the consumer in his selection of a phar
macy, what guides remain? If prices were 
available, then these could be used by the 
consumer in determining where he will 
purchase his pharmacy needs. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a special report on prescription 
drug pricing prepared by the Consumer 
Federation of America be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the report 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
PRESCRIPTION DRUG PRICING: AN ALMOST 

TOTAL ABSENCE OF COMPETITION 

I. INTRODUCTION 

The search for information is what makes 
consumers run. They organize into pressure 
groups in an effort to get businessmen, gov
ernment officials, and professionals to share 
information they have with the consumer 
who pays for the product or services. For 
consumers, the lack of information makes 
their decisionmaking incredibly more com
plex. 

Consumer Federation of America is made 
up of approximately 200 community, state, 
regional and national organizations. These 
groups conservatively represent 35 million 
consumers. Each year delegates from these 
groups draft a comprehensive policy state
ment for the Federation. This statement 
refiects the frustrations, disappointments, 
and hopes of the consumers represented. 

The 1972 health, drugs and medical policy 
statement 1llustrates CFA concern for more 
information, particularly on prices of pre
scription drugs: "We are distressed by studies 
documenting price variations up to 1200% for 
prescriptions of the same drug in the same 
area. We believe this is due to a host of 

restrictions and prohibitions placed upon 
free competition in advertising and sale of 
prescription drugs by registered pharmacies: 
Including prohibitions against advertising of 
drug prices, against discounts for older peo
ple, and against posting of drug prices in 
stores; artificial barriers to entry of discount 
and chain drug stores into new markets; 
restrictions on ownership of pharmacies; pro
hibitions against pharmacies in super
markets and general merchandise stores and 
many other devices having no relevance to 
the public health. 

"CFA urges a.ffiliates to work for repeal of 
all such laws and regulations. Recognizing 
further that restrictions against price com
petition for prescription drugs originate with 
state boards of pharmacy and th&t most such 
boards are dominated by druggists, CFA 
recommends inclusion of strong consumer 
representation on state pharmacy boards: 

"CFA further urges a.ffiliates to become 
'friends in court' in suits challenging the 
constitutionality of validity of laws and 
regulations which inhibit drug price 
competition. 

"We urge enactment of legislation for
bidding tie-ins between hospitals, nursing 
homes, and other health care providers and 
pharmacies. We believe it is unethical for 
physicians to own stock in drug manufactur
ing companies, drug marketing and packing 
companies and pharmacies. 

"We urge requirements that written in
formation in understandable language be 
given recipients of all prescriptions explain
ing uses, directions, precautions and side 
effects--including possible hazards of miXing 
prescribed medication with other drugs or 
foods." (Appendix A). 

This prescription drug price advertising 
study was planned to give supportive infor
mation to CFA affiliates working for repeal of 
state laws and regulations against prescrip
tion drug advertising. It includes a report on 
prescription drug prices based on statistics 
secured by CFA member groups throughout 
the country. The list of 20 prescription drugs 
to be checked was prepared by CFA from a 
list of 94 included in a March 1972 Consumers 
Report story. (Reprint Instered) 

The study also includes information on 
state laws secured by Teela Weiner, a Univer
sity of Michigan student who worked in 
CFA's office as a summer intern. Ms. Weiner 
wrote all State attorneys general, interviewed 
the American Pharmaceutical Association 
legal staff, and several professors of phar
macy. 
n. STATE PRESCRIPTION DRUG PRICE LAWS AND 

REGULATIONS 

Thirty-five states prevent by law or regula
tion the advertising of prescription drugs by 
name or price: Arizona, Arkansas, Califor
nia, Colorado, Connecticut, Florida, Georgia, 
Hawaii, lllinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Lou
isiana, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, 
Michigan, Minnesota, Mississippi, Nebraska, 
Nevada, New Jersey, New York, North Caro
lina, North Dakota, Oklahoma, Oregon, 
Rhode Island, South Dakota, Texas, Virginia, 
Washington, West Virginia, Wisconsin, and 
Wyoming. Some of these laws do not mention 
price, but the state pharmacy board has in
terpreted the regulation against advertising 
"directly or indirectly" as including price.1 

Earlier this year consumer groups and the 
Washington State Labor Council successfully 
protested that state's regulations banning 
drug advertising. Washington State Board of 
Pharmacy formally agreed May 31, 1972, to 
allow advertising of prescription drug prices 
in public media. The ruling became effective 
June 30.9 The new regulations allow on-prem
ise posting of prescription drug prices, in
cluding a listing of brand and generic names. 
The July 3, 1972 Drug Topics (page 6) how
ever reports the Washington State Board of 

Footnotes at end of article. 

Pharmacy "having second thoughts" and 
forecasts a delay on any action until the fall 
after the State Pharmaceutical Association 
convention. 

Deputy Attorney General Gerald Gornish 
reports that Pennsylvania's Pharmacy Act 
prohibited the advertising of the price of 
drugs.3 This act however was declared un
constitutional in January 1971 by the state's 
Supreme Court in the case of Pennsylvania 
State Board of Pharmacy v. Pastor.• Pharma
ceutical Association pressure can still keep 
local pharmacists from giving out price in
formation. 

Osco Drug contested Wisconsin's regulation 
prohibiting drug price advertising. The Dane 
County Circuit Court held July 21, 1972, that 
the Wisconsin Pharmacy Examining Board 
had no authority to control advertising.6 The 
Board has three months to consider an ap
peal. This case is similar to others Osco Drug 
is bringing and deserves further examination. 

Osco announced in mid-October 1971 
through a press release and newspaper ad
vertising its intention to post prescription 
drug prices. Such postings were made for 100 
commonly prescribed drugs on October 18. 
Osco also mailed a letter to the Wisconsin 
Pharmacy Board telling it of this posting. 
The Board immediately cited all pharmacist
managers in Wisconsin stores for violation 
of Wisconsin Administrative regulations pro
hibiting the advertising of prescription drugs 
by name and price. 

On November 1, Osco countered on three 
points: (1) the signs in question, it said, do 
not constitute advertising within the mean
ing of the Administrative Code, (2) the rules 
are invalid in that they are not authorized by 
any statute, and (3) if they were authorized 
by statute, they are unconstitutional. 

On November 19, the Pharmacy Board an
swered Osco's complaint and began proceed
ings to revoke the licenses of Osco pharmacy 
managers. The drug company asked that 
these proceedings be enjoined. On December 
28, 1971, the court ordered Osco to discon
tinue posting signs pending a decision. On 
February 7, 1972, the Federal Trade Commis
sion ordered all drug stores to post signs con
tain1ng the base price of the 40 most common 
prescription drugs. Osco complied and on 
March 30, moved for summary judgment on 
the first two issues in its declaratory judg
ment action, alleging the signs are not ad
vertising within the meaning of the Wiscon
sin Admin1strative Pharmacy Code and that 
these rules are not authorized by any state 
statute. 

The Court held that the signs did con
stitute advertising within the Board's rules 
particularly when considered along with the 
newspaper advertising calling attention to 
them. However, the Court found that the 
Wisconsin statutes made it "clear that ad
ministrative rules may not create substan
tive requirements unless these requirements 
are authorized by statute ... We hold that 
there is no such grant or necessary implica
tion." The Wisconsin statute, the Court said, 
"contains no specific grant of power to regu
late advertising." It further pointed out that 
"where the Legislature has intended to con
trol advertising in connection with a partic
ular calling it has expressed its intent in 
specific statutory language." 

The Court chided the Pharmacy Board for 
protecting "the interest of the pharmacists 
rather than the interest of the public." The 
discussion continued: "We say this because 
it is a matter of common knowledge that the 
public has been grossly overcharged for some 
prescription drugs. The published work of 
Senator Gaylord Nelson proves this . . . we 
are somewhat mystified as to why the board 
should adopt such strained rules to pre
vent free competition in the market place as 
it affects the price of prescription drugs. In 
our judgment there is not legislative au
thorization for the formulation of such 
rules." 
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Wisconsin was not the only legal action 

facing Osco. It has 178 stores in 17 states 
and began posting 100 prescription prices in 
all of its stores in October 1971. The Phase 
2 price ruling "muddied the legal waters" for 
Osco, according to its secretary Charles Erick
son. The drug chain got a favorable ruling on 
posting prescription prices in North Dakota, 
and has a suit pending in Illinois where it 
has 84 stores and its headquarters. 

Another drug chain challenging the anti
prescription drug regulations is the 45-store 
Snyder Drug Company in Minneapolis which 
is suing to declare Minnesota's ban on drug 
price advertising unconstitutional. 

Several states prohibit discount advertis
ing, however efforts by unions, cooperatives, 
and the National Council of Senior Citizens 
are beginning to break down these restric
tions. A Maryland law, effective July 1, 1972, 
"allows the dissemination of information by 
a pharmacist, directly or indirectly, through 
any State sponsored agency, by Maryland 
Commission on Aging, of special pricing 
and/or services, without identifying individ
ual prescription drug items, to residents of 
the State who have attained 60 years of 
age." s 

The Revco drug chain won a partial vic
tory in Virginia where it advertised a 10% 
discount for prescription drugs for people 
over 60. The Court permitted the discount 
but prohibited advertising it. Revco has 
brought suit against the North Carolina state 
board of pharmacy on a slmilar issue.7 

The constitutionality of drug price adver
tising restrictions has also been reviewed in 
New Jersey and Florida. The New Jersey 
court held (Supermarkets General Corp. v. 
Sills) that the statute prohibiting the ad
vertising of prescription prices was constitu
tionaLs The Florida Supreme Court in Stad
nik v. Shell's City, Inc. ruled the advertising 
prohibition unconstitutional.9 A drugstore 
owner brought the action for a declaratory 
judgment as the validity of the Florida 
Pharmacy Board regulation prohibiting the 
advertising of the names of prices of pre
scription drugs. Although the court found 
that the rule was promulgated by an admin
istrative agency without authority to so reg
ulate, it also addressed itself to the merits 
of the regulation. 

The rule has more resemblance to an eco
nomic regulation prohibiting price competi
tion in the prescription drug business than 
it does to a regulation guarding the public 
health. . . . The effect of the rule is simply 
that the druggist cannot advertise the price 
of a prescription drug even though he is 
prohibited by law from selling the drug ex
cept upon the prescription of a physician. 
There is simply no reasonable justification 
for such an administrative intrusion on pri
vate rights when the regulation is so com
pletely lacking in public benefit.lO 

DRUG PRESCRIPTION ADVERTISING AND THE 
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 

Richard W. McLaren, assistant attorney 
general-antitrust division, wrote Richard 
G. Cline, president of Osco Drug on October 
13, 1971: "The (Justice) Department has 
been concerned for some time about various 
restraints that limit competition in the retail 
drug field." He referred to a speech Roland 
Donnen, then director of policy planning for 
the antitrust division, presented before the 
1970 American Bar Association Sherman Act 
committee which discussed "varioUS" state 
practices which could have adverse competi
tive effects. Among those practices which he 
discussed were state laws and regulations 
preventing or inhibiting the advertising of 
prescription drugs by name or price." 

McLaren also expressed his support for 
the "Research Paper and Policy Statement 
of the United States Department of Justice 
on the Advertising of Retail Prescription 
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Drugs," a paper the Justice Department sub
mitted in the summer of 1971 for discussion 
by the Suggested State Legislation Program 
of the Council of State Governments. "Here 
again," McLaren wrote, "the Department 
noted its special concern over two types of 
restrictions relating to retail drug advertis
ing: {1) state restrictions prohibiting the ad
vertising or promotion of prescription drugs 
by name or prices, and (2) state provisions 
restricting the type of drug price advertis
ing which may be used. In this Statement, 
we urged state legislatures to reexamine the 
premises on which such restrictions were 
based, and expressed our hope that reexam
ination would lead to the elimination of anti
competitive restrictions." These two docu
ments (Donner's speech and the research pa
per) "rather clearly indicate our feeling that 
many, if not most, restrictions on the ad
vertising of prescription drug prices are un
justified on any grounds. In addition, it 
seems obvious that consumers, faced with 
a lack of price information, are forced in 
many cases to make needlessly high expen
ditures for what to the purchasers are often 
essential products." (Appendix B) 

The nation's law enforcement agency states 
in the "Research Paper and Policy State
ment of the U.S. Department of Justice Re
garding State Restrictions on the Advertis
ing of Retail Prescription Drugs:" (Appendix 
C) 

"Our experience in analyzing market prac
tices, and our role as advocates for competi
tive policy, cause us to be particularly con
cerned over two types of restrictions relating 
to retail drug advertising: ( 1) state restric
tions prohibiting the advertising or promo
tion of prescription drugs by name or price, 
and (2) state provisions restricting the type 
of drug price advertising which may be used, 
i.e. preventing the use of terms such as 'cut 
rate' or 'discount.' Competition is our basic 
national policy. It has proven to be the most 
effective spur to business efficiency, innova
tion, and low prices. Prohibitions on drug 
advertising represent departures from this 
national economic policy. Such inconsisten
cies should be countenanced only when clear
ly justified in terms of public neeci." 

The Justice Department paper makes two 
specific statements of interest to consumers 
wanting to know the price of prescription 
dr~gs: 

"The Department of Justice believes that 
the major effect of legislation or regulations 
prohibiting price advertising of prescription 
drugs is to reduce retailer incentives to en
gage in price competition with resulting costs 
to the public . . . . it is the Department's 
view that existing state legislation or regula
tions which prohibit or restrict price ad
vertising of prescription drugs may well be. 
adverse to the public interest. Since sucli 
restrictions appear to be unnecessary to pro
tection of the public and result in unjusti
fiable expenditures by consumers, the De
partment feels they should be eliminated." 

McLaren's letter was interpreted by con
sumers and the news media as advising states 
to repeal laws prohibiting advertising of 
prices for prescription drugs or face Federal 
antitrust action. 

On the Federal legislative front, U.S. Rep
resentative Benjamin Rosenthal (D-NY) in
troduced legislation (H.R. 4423) seeking to 
end all state prohibitions on advertising re
tail prescription drug prices; require labeling 
of filled prescriptions and advertising of 
drugs by their generic, or common chemical 
names; require open dating of all retail 
drug products so that the consumer would 
know the date after which the drug would 
no longer be effective; and call for investiga
tions of drug patent and trademark laws. 

IV. THE CONSUMER AND PRESCRIPTION DRUG 
PRICE ADVERTISING 

No consumer looks forward to shopping for 
prescription drugs. Medicine buying is not 

a luxury; it's a necessity. Someone is ill; 
drug costs are high; the consumer has few 
choices. Prescriptions are something over 
which he has little control. The doctor selects 
the product, not the consumer. Too often, 
the doctor even limits the product to a 
particular brand. The consumer pays his 
money and that is his only participation in 
the transaction. 

Little wonder that consumers distrust this 
system. Particularly when the Federal Trade 
Commission's "most profitable rate of return 
industries" shows drugs and medicines head
ing the li.st.11 Some pharmacy professors, 
economists, and state legislators are also con
cerned. They fall to see any relationship be
tween pharmaceutical services and what the 
consumer pays for drugs. 

Albert I. Wertheimer, assistant professor of 
pharmacy at the School of Pharmacy, State 
University of New York, sent his students to 
30 pharmacies in the Buffalo area during the 
last six months of 1970. Each carried a signed 
prescription for 12 Tuss Ornade capsules. Dur
ing the survey, different students returned 
to most of the pharmacies three or four 
times. The wholesale cost of Tuss Ornade was 
constant throughout the survey: $5 for 50 
capsules, $47.50 for 500. 

Prices not only varied widely among the 
30 pharmacies, but the price routinely varied 
at the same pharmacy as much as 35 % . 

\Vertheimer concluded that prices varied 
according to the customer's dress, his age, 
his race, the time of day or week he pur
chased the prescription, and other irrelevant 
factors.12 "The price of pharmaceutical serv
ices should not depend upon which phar
macist is on duty or upon the practitioner's 
mood, but rather, upon sound professional 
and business principles." Indeed, consumers 
feel the pharmacist, as well as the consum
er, would benefit from advertised prices. 

T. Donald Rucker, until . recently chief of 
the U.S. Social Security Administration's 
drug studies branch, criticizes pharmacies' 
inability to measure costs for dispensing 
drugs. Rucker told the Texas Pharmaceutical 
Association, July 28, 1971, "In one recent 
survey of 449 retail outlets, 122 firms were 
found to be making a pure profit on each 
prescription of at least 75 cents. Moreover, 
their average profit was $1.03. By almost 
any sound economic standard, absolute or 
relative, such a level could only be regard
ed as inordinate. Perhaps these stores were 
simply capitalizing on imperfect competition 
and lack of consumer knowledge about pre
scription prices. . . . This same survey also 
identified 47 pharmacies where prescription 
charges were not even sufficient to recover 
out-of-pocket overhead expenses related to 
dispensing . . . . Perhaps many of these 47 
stores were willing to forego all profit on 
prescriptions in order to attract customers 
in the hope they would also purchase hair 
nets, bath oil or razor blades." u 

Onto this uncharted sea of prescription 
drug pricing, Consumer Federation of Amer
ica sailed in the summer of 1972. CFA sent 
each of its 200 member organizations a sur
vey form. It listed 20 often-prescribed, brand
name drugs and a specific quantity of each 
and provided blanks for prices, name and 
address of the pharmacy, whether the phar
macy was "discount," "chain," or "other," 
and the surveyer's name and address. 

Each CFA member organization could 
elect to participate in the survey. Several 
had just completed over-the-counter drug 
price surveys, and were reluctant to return 
to the same pharmacies for additional infor
mation. Member organizations were to return 
all completed forms by August 15, 1972. 

Twenty-five CFA member organizations 
participated in the survey. Their representa
tives visited 392 pharmacies in 81 communi
ties in 17 states and the District of Columbia. 
Of the 392 pharmacies these consumers 
entered, only 147 provided price information 
for a complete return. 
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A Louisiana. consumer described his recep

tion, which is typical for the whole survey. 
"I'm enclosing four completed survey forms. 
Two other pharmacies met the base price re
quirements but declined to give me their 
prices for other drugs. Three other pharma
cies took the survey form and promised to 
mail it back to me completed. They didn't. 
Six other pharmacies refused point-blank to 
cooperate." 

An Arizonan voiced the most usual com
ment on the project: "I don't understand 
why people are so afraid of these surveys." 
Others commented: 

Connecticut: "The percentage of coopera
tion in Connecticut is roughly 25%. The 
state Pharmacists' Association complained 
that we didn't go through their association in 
our survey. If we had (they claim) we would 
have gotten 95% cooperation. They argue 
there is no way to adequately compare their 
drug prices v. the large stores when the serv
ices they provide such as record-keeping and 
home delivery are taken into consideration." 

Ohio: "It is interesting to compare the 
price differences of the discount pharmacy 
and the independent located in an elite 
residential suburb." 

Arizona: "A local store refused to give me 
the information because they couldn't get 
the district manager's authorization because 
he was out of town. Another pharmacist gave 
me the information, pointing out that the 
base price list was public information. Then, 
he began to worry he would get in trouble 
since he didn't go through his district 
manager.'' 

New Mexico: "The first attempt to copy a 
pharmacy's base price list met with host111ty 
and several phone calls to a state Pharma
ceutical Board member and the APhA." 

CFA's survey shows that prescription drug 
prices vary widely within the same com
munity and among communities across the 
country. For example, one pharmacy charges 
$15 for 100 capsules of Penicillin G ( 400,000 
units); another charges $1.50. One pharmacy 
charges $20 for 100 250mg tablets of Tetra
cycline; another charges $2.50. 

Except for only two of the 20 drugs, CFA's 
survey shows that some consumers pay more 
than twice as much-up to 10 times as 
much-as other consumers pay for the same 
prescription drug. 

We conclude from this survey an almost 
total absence of competition in prescription 
drug pricing. Consumers know that uniform 
price indicates oligopolistic price fixing. Con
sumers also know that prices ranging from 
$1.50 to $15, or from $2.50 to $20, or from 
63¢ to $3.90 reflect a similar absence of the 
free play of market forces. Knowledge that a 
given drug has this price range leads to 
frustration; for the consumer is unable to 
learn the price before he is forced to buy 
the prescription. 

In fact, CFA's study indicates that con
sumers know less about price, prior to de
livery, for prescription drugs than for any 
other product they buy. One must venture 
into consumer service industries-such as 
auto repair, television repair, medical fees
to find similar examples of the consumer's 
ignorance of price prior to delivery. 

From this survey CFA has jettisoned all 
information regarding type of pharmacy. 
Consumers have no agreed-upon definition 
of "discount,'' "chain,'' or "independent!' 
Some confusion between "discount" and 
"chain" was obvious. "Discount" pharma
cies-as surveyers variously identified 
them-had 13 of the low prices and two of 
the high prices. "Chain" pharmacies had five 
of the low prices and three of the high prices. 
"Independent" pharmacies had three of the 
low prices and 16 of the high prices. (Figures 
itiClude ties.) From this information, we draw 
no conclusions regarding prescription drug 
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prices by type of pharmacy. (See Tables 1 
and 2) 

IV. CONCLUSION 

Consumers have called for the repeal of 
state laws prohibiting prescription drug price 
advertising. They hold that the pharmacist 
is selling merchandise selected by a doctor 
and that the purchaser has the right to know 
and to be able to compare the price of this 
merchandise before delivery. 

Court decisions have supported this con
clusion. "The pharmacist dispenses a com
modity the quality of which is strictly regu
lated by state statutes and federal legisla
tion. Consequently, the need for a personal 
rapport between the pharmacist and the cus
tomer succumbs to the fact that the com
modity dispensed is virtually standardized." 14 

A definitive article on the Pennsylvania 
State Board of Pharmacy v. Pastor suit in the 
Brooklyn Law Review (Vol. 37 1971) sum
marizes what is at stake. "The courts uphold
ing the advertising prohibitions have strained 
to find some public benefit to be derived 
(from banning prescription drug price ad
vertising) ... The courts which have thus far 
construed these restrictions are in disagree
ment as to their relationship to the public 
good ... It is submitted that even if a rela
tionship between these statutes and the pub
lic health and general welfare does exist, the 
prohibition of the prescription price advertis
ing is not a reasonable act as required by sub
stantive due process. The greatest fault with 
the legislation is that it harlnfully affects the 
public for it results in consumers having 
little idea as to the proper prices for prescrip
tion drugs, thus running a substantial chance 
of pay~g more for medicine than is neces
sary ... 

CFA's study shows large discrepancies in 
the prices charged for prescription drugs. 
U.S. Justice Department research points out 
that prohibition of price advertising has de
stroyed price competition and let prices go 
artificially high. The consumer is the victim 
of this effort to keep prices· secret. 

"It is questionable," the Brooklyn Law Re
view article concludes, "whether the prohibi
tion of prescription drug price advertising 
bears any relationship to the general health 
and welfare of the public and, even if such 
a relationship does exist, the restriction is 
still unreasonable because its principal ef
fect is to curtail price competition, with re
sulting stabilization of retail drug prices at 
artificially high levels. In reality, price ad
vertising would serve the public interest. The 
consumer should be allowed to know that 
he can get exactly the same drug from one 
pharmacist for considerably less than is 
charged by another." 

What can consumer do? 
(1) Support repeal Of state laws and regu

lations that prohibit prescription drug price 
advertising. 

(2) Join as 'friends of the court' in suits 
contesting these laws. 

(3) Seek sponsors for laws assuring price 
advertising. 

(4) Help get the laws passed. 
Legislative language can be as simple as 

Vermont's: 
"Annually in the month of August the sec

retary of the agency of human services shall 
prepare a list of the 100 most commonly pre
scribed prescription drugs, their usual 
strength and amount prescribed and dis
uibute the list to each pharmacy in the 
state. The determination of the secretary of 
the agency of human services as to which 
drugs are to be contained in the list shall 
be final. 

"The current list of the 100 most com
monly prescribed prescription drugs shall be 
conspicuously posted in each pharmacy In 
the state. After each prescription drug listed 
the name of the manufacturer and the cur
rent selling price shall be clearly, neatly 

and legibly indicated for that prescription 
by the pharmacy. The "current selling price" 
means the price to be paid by the purchaser 
to the pharmacist for the Us.ted drug. 

"A pharmacy may change the current sell
ing price and the posting of such price at any 
time." 

Representative Rosenthal's Federal pro
posal offers langue.ge for a more far-reaching 
bill and could be structured as a state law. 

Be it enacted "that (a) the Congress finds 
that prohibitions against or burdens upon 
the advertising of prescription drug prices 
( 1) are contrary to the consumer's right to 
be informed, (2) interfere with the free 
forces of competition in the marketplace, and 
( 3) serve no purpose in safeguarding the 
public health and safety. Rather, the Con
gress finds that it is essential to the con
sumer's welfare that vendors be permitted 
to advertise their products in a truthful 
manner and that consumers be provided in
formation sufficient to permit informed 
choice in the marketplace. . . . It is the 
policy of the Congress to protect the right of 
consumers to receive and vendors to adver
tise, the prices of prescription drugs." 

Dr. Milton Silverman of the U. of Cali
fornia's San Francisco Medical Center and 
co-author of an upcoming book on drug 
pricing, promotion and profits tells us: 

" ... any patient--or any consumer 
group-should be able to determine readily 
and in advance what prices are being charged 
by any pharmacy in the area. This seems par
ticularly necessary in the case of long-term 
medication which the patient may need for 
many months or years. One way to achieve 
this would be to encourage or permit price 
advertising to the public ... 

"Much of this vexing situation may be 
solved for us-although only after much 
blood has flowed in Congress-by a national 
health insurance or health service program 
that would cover most or all prescription 
drugs. Under such a program which will al
most certainly be enacted in the next few 
years, the legislation may well require that 
drug prices at the retail level be controlled 
or actually specified. Another approach 

· which is now being utilized is the growing 
use of low-cost generic-name products. Still 
another, obviously valuable primarily in the 
case of long-term medication, is the use 
of mall order pharinacies." 

As Silverman suggests, the real answer is 
up to Congress. 
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TABLE I.-PRESCRIPTION DRUG PRICES 

(Based on a survey of 147 pharmacies in 81 communities in 
17 States and the District of Columbia, July-August 1972) 

High 
is 0.00 
times 

Quantity and drug High Low low t Median 2 

~~~ ~~ri~~~t~~~~~~~ -~~~= $l~: ~~ $3.47 $5.17 $6.50 
2.99 3. 34 5.95 

100 Benadryl Kapseals 50 
6.35 2. 77 2.29 4.00 mg ___ ________ ________ _ 

100 Darvon compound 
15.00 7.15 2.09 9.00 65 mg _______ . ___ . _____ 

100 Diu;il 500 mg __ _______ 11. 25 5.09 2. 21 6.95 
100 Equanil400 mg _______ 13. 15 4.60 2. 85 7. 90 
100 Flagyl250 mg ________ 25.00 9. 20 2. 70 17.00 
10 cc. Insulin Lilly U-80 

2.85 I. 65 1.72 I. 99 (all types) _____________ 
10 cc Insulin Squibb U-80 

2. 98 .88 3.38 I. 89 (all types) __ __________ _ 
15 mg. Mycolog cream _____ 5. 55 3.04 I. 82 4.25 
100 Ornade Spansule ______ 20. 00 8.90 2.24 11.10 
100 Penicillin G, 400,000 

15.00 I. 50 10.00 4. 75 units __________________ 
100 Pentids 400 __________ 15.95 6.50 2.43 11.59 
100 Premarin 1.25 ________ 15. 89 6.09 2.60 7. 75 
100 Ser-Ap-Es ____________ 13.65 6. 45 2.11 8.97 
100 Sumycin 250 mg _____ _ 10.00 4.05 2.46 6.00 
100 Tetracycline 250 mg ___ 20. 00 2. 50 8.00 4. 75 
100 Thyroid 1 gr__ _______ _ 3.90 .63 6.98 1.25 
100 Tuss-Ornade Spansule_ 20.00 5.00 4.00 12.85 
100 Valium 5 mg ___ ____ ___ 15.00 6. 75 2.22 9.38 

t That is, the consumer. paying the highest price for AChfO
mycin ($17.94) pays 5.17 t1mes as much as the consumer paymg 
the lowest price ($3.47). 

2 That is, as many pharmacies charge more than $6.50 for 
Achromycin as charge less than $6.50. 

TABLE 2 

State and groups surveying 

Arizona : Arizona Consumers CounciL ______________________ _ 
Connecticut : Connecticut Consumer 

Association ____ ________ __ _____ _ 
District of Columbia __________ ____ _ 
Indiana : Consumers Association of 

Indiana ___ _______ ____ _ -- - ---- __ 
Kentucky: Southern Illinois 

Lo~~i~~~s!tAmerican -Fe-dera-tion of--
State, County & Municipal 
Employees Local 776; Louisiana 
Consumers League __ __ __ ______ _ _ 

Maryland and Virginia: Greenbelt 
Consumer Service ____ _____ __ ___ _ 

Massachusetts: Association of 
Massachusetts Consumers; 
American Federation of State, 
County & Municipal Employees Local 24 _________ __ _____ ______ _ 

Michigan : Michigan Credit Union 
League; American Federation 
of State, County & Municipal 
Employees Locall568 ____ ______ _ 

Minnesota: American Federation of 
State, County & Municipal 
Employees Locals 6, 65 , 729 ___ __ _ 

New York: Alliance for Consumer 
Protection (Pittsburgh, Pa.); 
Connecticut Consumer 
Association __ ___________ __ __ ---

Ohio: Ohio Consumer Association; 
Consumer Protection Association 
(Cleveland , Ohio) ______ _ · _______ _ 

Oregon: Oregon Consumer League __ 
Pennsylvania: Alliance for 

Consumer Protection (Pittsburgh) ; 
Lehigh Valley (Pa.) Committee 
against Health Fraud __________ _ _ 

Washington : American Federation 
of Stzte, County & Municipal 
Employees Locals 846 and 28 __ _ _ 

Wisconsin: American Federation of 
State, County & Municipal 
Employees Local1392 ____ ____ __ _ 

Wyoming: Wyoming Consumer 
United Program ________ ___ ____ _ 

Number of Number of 
stores communities 

25 

25 
1 

22 

13 

5 
17 

2 

10 

15 
1 

11 

5 
11 

4 

APPENDIX A 

EXCERPT FROM CONSUMER FEDERATION OF 
AMERICA POLICY RESOLUTIONS, ADoPTED 

JANUARY 1972 
vn. HEALTH, DRUGS AND MEDICAL 

1. CFA is convinced that the medical care 
crisis can be traced directly to the lack of 
consumer involvement in decision making. 
We urge immediate reconstitution of govern
ing boards of all non-profit insurance plans, 

hospitals, and other health care agencies to 
insure consumer involvement and guaran
tee majority control to the subscribers of 
those services and plans. 

2. We are deeply concerned over the crisis 
in health care which worsens everyday and 
urge Congress to enact a comprehensive na
tional health security plan providing: 

An assessment of health care delivery sys
tems; 

Establishment of education programs de
signed to foster good health; 

Establishment of necessary preventive and 
outreach services; 

Availability of all physical, mental, social 
and. supportive services necessary to main
tain or restore health; 

Availability of rehabUitation, health main
tenance and long-term care when disability 
occurs. 

We urge Congress to recognize that cata
strophic coverage is no substitute for com
prehensive health coverage, though the in
clusion of a realistic proposal against cata
strophic health costs deserves serious con
sideration as part of a national health secu
rity program. Such a health plan must in
clude rigid cost controls on the price of the 
delivery bf medical services and modify the 
unlimited "fee for service" system. 

3. We urge, in response to the critical 
shortage of physicians, federal assistance to 
medical schools and economically disadvan
taged students to enable them to attend 
medical schools and appropriate induce
ments to graduates to locate in areas cur
rently denied adequate medical care. 

4. We urge development of community 
health centers making available the full 
range of medical services-including pre
natal, pediatric, and dental care, as well as 
nutrition and sanitation education-so that 
total, effective, health care is assured to the 
elderly, the poor, and the rural consumer. 

5. We urge legislation to eliminate co
insurance and deductible provisions of Medi
care and to extend Medicare coverage to out
patients' drugs, eye care and the cost of eye 
glasses, dental care and the cost of dentures, 
and hearing aids. 

6. We insist that the same nursing home 
standards be provided under Medicare and 
Medicaid as were intended by the 1965 
amendments to the Social Security Act, 
which established those programs. 

7. We urge CFA members to affiliate with 
prepaid group practice group health plans. 

8. We urge CFA members to insure that 
all comprehensive health planning commis
sions meet requirements of law regarding 
majority consumer representation we urge 
consumer groups to provide responsible con
sumers to serve on these commissions. We 
urge that the Administration provide funds 
for training consumer representatives serv
ing on health planning commissions. 

9. We urge the Secretary of HEW to press 
for immediate promulgation of regulations 
directing states to survey unmet medical 
needs of indigent children, as required in 
Section 1905(a)9(4) (B) of the Social Secu
rity Act, as amended in 1967. Action to pro
tect the health of the nation's children is 
long overdue. 

10. We urge that before any cosmetic is 
offered for sale or distribution, FDA must 
be satisfied as to its safety and ut111ty and 
must approve its label disclosing fully the 
composition of the cosmetic. 

11. We urge licensing of drugs and medi
cines by generic name on federal, state, and 
local levels and that such name be included 
on all prescriptions and prescription labels. 

12. We urge immediate enactment of long
delayed legislation establishing a drug com
pendium: 

13. We are distressed by studies docu
menting price variations up to 1200% for pre
scriptions of the same drug in the same area. 
We believe this is due to a host of restrictions 
and prohibitions placed upon free competi-

tion in advertising and sale of prescription 
drugs by registered pharmacies: 

Including prohibitions against advertising 
of drug prices, against discounts for older 
people, and against posing of drug prices in 
stores; 

Artificial barriers to entry of discount and 
chain drug stores into new markets; 

Restrictions on ownership of pharmacies; 
Prohibitions against pharmacies in su

permarkets and general marchandise stores; 
Many other devices having no relevance to 

the public health. 
CFA urges affiliates to work for repeal of all 

such laws and regulations. Recognizing 
further that restrictions against price com
petition for prescription drugs originate with 
state boards of pharmacy and that most such 
boards are dominated by druggists, CFA rec
ommends inclusion of strong consumer rep
resentation on state pharmacy boards. 

CFA further urges affiliates to become 
"friends in court" in suits challenging the 
constitutionality or validity of laws and 
regulations which inhibit drug price com
petition. 

14. We urge enactment of legislation for
bidding tie-ins between hospitals, nursing 
homes, and other health care providers and 
pharmacies. We believe it is unethical for 
physicians to own stock in drug manufactur
ing companies, drug marketing and packag
ing companies and pharmacies. 

15. We urge the government to purchase 
drugs only by generic name. 

16. We urge requirements that written 
information in understandable }anguage be 
given recipients of all prescriptions explain
ing uses, directions, precautions and side 
effects-including possible hazards of mix
ing prescribed medication with other drugs 
or foods. 

17. We urge a requirement for clear, prom
inent, expiration date labeling for drug ef
fectiveness of prescriptions and over-the
counters. 

18. The name and place of business of the 
manufacturer should be required on labels 
of all drug products. 

19. Quantities of all active ingredients 
should be required on labels of all drug 
products. 

20. We urge vigorous regulatory action by 
the FTC on advertising of over-the-counter 
drugs containing misleading efficacy claims, 
promoting insignificant product differ
entials, and offering drugs for the treatment 
of every day interpersonal and human prob
lems. We condemn all drug advertis1ng which 
encourages, through themes or saturation 
advertising campaigns, p1ll-popping as a way 
of life. 

21. The one-million Americans in nursing 
homes financed under Medicare, Medicaid, 
and other programs should receive the high
est standard of health care. Yet deeply dis
tressing evidence mounts that many nursing 
homes neglect their patients, treat them with 
indignity, and provide minimal health care. 
Many state and federal agencies, including 
HEW and state health and welfare depart
ments, have failed to secure the appropria
tions required or to exercise the aggressive 
leadership needed to enforce standards of 
safety, health, and general welfare for nurs
ing home patients. The result is that too 
many elderly persons have been neglected 
and payments for their care misused. This 
failure of governmental authorities to en
force standards has induced commercial op
erators, looking for quick returns on their 
investments, to invade the nursing home 
field by establishing what amount to chains 
of motels insufficiently concerned with the 
health and welfare of residents in their 
charge and to convert nursing home pro
grams into housing programs, imposing on 
the elderly a "buyer beware" philosophy. 

We urge a substantial increase in direct 
grants and loans to non-profit and govern
ment-operated nursing homes, with an 1m-
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mediate, short-term goal of providing half 
the nation's nursing home services. We also 
urge substantial funds for alternative meth
ods of care-foster homes, sheltered low-cost 
supervised housing and day-care centers, 
homemaker and home health aid services. We 
encourage state and community organiza
tions atfiliated with CFA to develop citizen
review teams to visit and inspect nursing 
homes periodically. 

APPENDIX B 
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 

Washington, D.C., October 13, 1971. 
Mr. RICHARD G. CLINE, 
President, 
OSCO Drug, Inc., 
Franklin Park, Ill. 

DEAR MR. CLINE: This is in response to your 
letter of September 23, 1971 informing us of 
your plans to initiate a campaign to inform 
consumers of the retail prices of prescription 
drugs in your stores. 

You state that you plan to post in your 
prescription departments the retail prices of 
the 150 most commonly prescribed prescrip
tions and make available, upon request, all 
of your retail drug prices. You further state 
that the advertising and promotion of this 
program would not contain any price adver
tising but would indicate that prices are 
posted in the area of the prescription de
partment of the store and would invite price 
comparisons by the consumer assisted by 
the posted prices. You ask us whether we 
have available any information such as 
speeches of articles, and if we have taken 
action in support of similar programs. 

The Department has been concerned for 
some time about various restraints that limit 
comp~tition in the retail drug field. We en
close a copy of a speech made by Roland 
Donnen, then Director of Policy Planning of 
the Antitrust Division, which was delivered 
before the Sherman Act Committee of the 
American Bar Association in August of 1970. 
As you will note, Mr. Dannen's speech con
cerned various state practices which could 
have adverse competitive effects. Among 
those practices which he discussed were state 
laws and regulations preventing or inhibit
ing the advertising of prescription drugs by 
name or price. 

In this same light, enclosed you will find 
a copy of a document entitled "Research 
Paper and Policy Statement of the United 
States Department of Justice on the Adver
tising of Retail Prescription Drugs." This 
Statement was submitted by the Department 
this past summer as part of its regular prac
tice of participating in the Suggested State 
Legislation Program of the Council of State 
Governments. Here again, the Department 
noted its special concern over two types of 
restrictions relating to retail drug advertis
ing: ( 1) state restrictions prohibiting the 
advertising or promotion of prescription 
drugs by name or prices, and (2) state pro
visions restricting the type of drug price ad
vertising which may be used. In this State
ment, we urged state legislatures to re
examine the premises on which such restric
tions were based, and expressed our hope 
that reexamination would lead to the elim
ination of anticompetitive restrictions.l 

These two documents rather clearly indi
cate our feeling that many, if not most, re
strictions on the advertising of prescription 
drug prices are unjustified on any grounds. 
In addition, it seems obvious that consumers, 
faced with a lack of price information, are 
forced in many cases to make needlessly high 
expenditures for what to the purchasers are 
often essential products. We are, therefore, 

1 We should also point out that in at least 
two states, restrictions on drug advertising 
have been invalidated by state courts. Both 
of these decisions are cited in the Policy 
Statement enclosed. 

pleased to learn of the initiation of a pro
gram with the apparent potential to e:tiec
tively provide much-needed price informa
tion in this area. If you feel the need for 
any further information which we are able 
to provide, we shall be happy to do so. 

Sincerely yours, 
RICHARD W. MCLAREN, 

Assistant Attorney General, 
Antitrust Division. 

APPENDIX C 
RESEARCH PAPER AND POLICY STATEMENT OF 

THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE REGARD
ING STATE RESTRICTIONS ON THE ADVERTISING 
OF RETAIL PRESCRIPTION DRUGS 
The Department of Justice, as the execu

tive agency responsible for the enforcement 
of the antitrust laws, has received complaints 
relating to state legislative or administrative 
restrictions on the advertising of prescription 
drugs. Our experience in analyzing market 
practices, and our role as advocates for com
petitive policy, cause us to be particularly 
concerned over two types of restrictions re
lating to retail drug advertising: (1) state 
restrictions prohibiting the advertising or 
promotion of prescription drugs by name or 
price, and (2) state provisions restricting 
the type of drug price advertising which may 
be used, i.e., preventing the use of terms such 
as "cut rate" or "discount." Competition is 
our basic national policy. It has proven to be 
the most effective spur to business etficiency, 
innovation, on low prices. Prohibitions on 
drug advertising represent departures from 
this national economic policy. Such incon
sistencies should be countenanced only when 
clearly justified in terms of public need. 

Twenty-eight states 1 either by statute or 
regulation, generally prevent the advertising 
of prescription drugs by name or price,2 and 
10 states prohibit the use of terms such as 
"discount" with respect to the advertising of 
prescription drugs.3 These restrictions on in
formation have dramatic effects. A survey 
conducted by the American Medical Associa
tion in Chicago, and reported in the New 
York Times on May 28, 1967, showed price dif
ferentials in pharmacies throughout the city 
of up to 1200 % for the same amount of an 
identical drug. A recent study conducted in 
New York by Consumers Union found that 
prices for the same amount of one drug 
ranged from $.79 to $7.45, and for another 
drug from $1.25 to $11.50.~ Ditferentials such 
as these can only exist when they are un
known to potential consumers, for given a 
choice, most consumers would refuse to pay 
10 or 12 times the going price for a drug 
available elsewhere. The cost to the public of 
the lack of price competition is enormous. In 
1969, $4.0 billion was spent for out-of-hospi
tal prescription drugs.s 

The Department of Justice believes that 
the major effect of legislation or regulations 
prohibiting price advertising of prescription 

1 Fletcher, Market Restraints in the Retail 
Drug Industry, (University of Pennsylvania 
Press, 1967). 

2 Advertising by Name or Price Prohibited 
by Statute in: Florida, Maryland, Michigan, 
New Jersey, New York, Oklahoma and Texas; 
and by Regulation in: Arkansas, Colorado, 
Connecticut, Georgia, Hawaii, Dlinois, Indi
ana, Iowa, Kansas, Louisiana Maine Massa
chusetts Minnesota, Nevada, Oregon, Rhode 
Island, South Dakota, Virginia, Washington, 
West Virginia and Wisconsin. 

a Discount Advertising Prohibited by Stat
ute In: California, Maryland and New Jer
sey;-and by Regulation In: Colorado, Loui
siana, Maine, Massachusetts, Mississippi, New 
York and Pennsylvania. 

' "What's the Price of an Rx Drug?" 35 
Consumer Reports 279 (1970). 

5 United States Department of Health, Edu
cation, and Welfare, Prescription Drug Data 
Summary, at p. 7 ( 1971). 

drugs is to reduce retailer incentives to en· 
gage in price competition with resulting 
higher costs to the public. We submit that 
sound ecomonic and social policy dictate 
that any restrictions which have the effect 
of raising drug costs should be kept to the 
minimum required by considerations of pub
lic safety. Thus the Department urges that 
the states, which will bear a portion of the 
burden of high drug prices under the Medic
aid program, re-examine the essential prem
ise upon which the advertising restrictions 
are based;-i.e., that the advertising of pre
scription drugs will endanger the public 
health. It is the Department's view that 
such a premise is largely erroneous and that, · 
to the extent that public health dangers 
might pose problems, they can be met by 
methods which stop short of the absolute 
prohibition of price advertising. The Final 
Report of the HEW Task Force states the 
problem concisely: 

The present patchwork of State pharmacy 
laws, regulations, and codes of ethics ob
viously reflects attempts to cope with a 
variety of pharmacy problems on a piecemeal 
basis. Whether they are aimed at the protec
tion of the public health, or the prevention 
of competition-fair or unfair-is not clear 
in all cases. 

This analysis is supported by a very recent 
decision of the Pennsylvania Supreme Court 
invalidating that state's statutory restric
tions on drug advertising. Pennsylvania State 
Board of Pharmacy v . Pastor, 441 Pa. 186, 272 
A 2d. 487 ( 1971) . In an extremely cogent 
opinion, the court dealt with-and reject
ed-the traditional justifications generally 
used to support these restrictions. 

The first ar~ument was that advertising 
would encourage excessive use of drugs. The 
Pennsylvania Supreme Court rejected a trial 
court finding that, " [T] he promotion and 
advertising of dangerous drugs and narcotics 
would certainly to a degree titillate an aber
rant person and create an atmosphere of easy 
availableness." The court noted that this 
finding appeared to assume either unethi
cal or illegal conduct by doctors and/ or phar
macists, an assumption which the court re
fused to make. The court noted that the sale 
of prescription drugs was closely supervised 
and that other statutes, both state and fed
eral, prohibited sales except by prescription. 
The court concluded that the highly regu
lated structure of the pharmaceutical pro-

. fession, together with the fact that the con
sumer cannot choose his purchases, made it 
"most likely that advertising the prices of 
retail prescription drugs would, or could, 
have any impact on the demand or consump
tion of such drugs." 

The second justification argued was that 
price advertising would make it more ditfi
cult for a pharmacist to "monitor" prescrip
tions of individuals because it would en-

. courage price shopping. The court found that 
the evidence did not establish the extent, 1r 
any, to which monitoring took place, and 
that, although some courts had accepted 
this as a justification for restrictions on ad
vertising, even those courts had admitted 
that monitoring is "infrequent" and "not 
completely effective." In addition, the court 
noted that more direct methods were avail
able to protect against the prescription of 
antagonistic drugs. 

The third and final justification argued 
was that price advertising might encourage 
pharmacists to purchase unusually large· 
quantities of drugs, so as to obtain a lesser 
price, thus creating the possib111ty that drugs 
may stay on the pharmacist's shelf for an 
extended period of time during which they 
might deteriorate. The court noted that the 
sale of adulterated drugs was prohibited, and 
could subject a. pharmacist to criminal lia
bility as well as the loss of his license. The 
court reasoned, "With such stringent provi
sions, the additional prohibition on price 
advertising would certainly appear to be 
'patently beyond the necessities of the case.' " 
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Even after undertaking this analysis, the 
court expressed reluctance to overrule the 
statute by "judicial fiat." The final !actor 
which led to its decision was what the court 
described as "the dampening o! price com
petition in the retail sale o! prescription 
drugs" and its effect on consumers, especially 
the elderly. After citing the New York study 
described earlier, the court quoted !rom the 
Second Interim Report and Recommenda
tions of the Task Force on Prescription 
Drugs o! the United States Department o! 
.Health, Education, and Welfare, a quotation 
which deserves partial repetition here: 

"There is an obvious need for patients to 
be able to determine readily the prices 
.charged by the various pharmacies in their 
.community. This appears to be particularly 
important in the case of long-term main
tenance drugs. 

The task force recognizes the difficulties 
in making such information easily avail
able. • • • 

Nevertheless, if the patient is to maintain 
the right to select a pharmacy, he also has 
:a right to know the prices it charges and to 
compare these with other prices." 

We believe that the Court's analysis is per
suasive and that it should be carefully con
sidered by other states in forming their pol
icies in this area.6 

Moreover, the Comprehensive Drug Abuse 
Prevention and Control Act of 1970 7 illus
trates that competitive policy can in fact be 
incorporated into statutory regulations in 
this area. The Act specifically recognizes the 
importance of competition; in both the regis
tration of domestic manufacturers and the 
issuance of import licenses; the statute re
quires regulatory action to be consistent with 
the maintenance of "adequate competition." 
Section 303(a) (1) of the Act directs the At
torney General, in registering manufacturers, 
to consider the maintenance of effective con
trols "by limiting the importation and bulk 
manufacture of such controlled substances to 
a number of establishments which can pro
duce an adequate and uninterrupted supply 
of these substances under adequately compe
tit ive conditions . .. " Section 1002(a) (2) of 
the Act authorizes the Attorney General to 
allow additional imports where necessary to 
insure adequate competition. Regulations 
adopted by the Bureau of Narcotics and Dan
gerous Drugs pursuant to the statute set out 
specific standards by which competitive de
terminations can be made, including price 
rigidity, the extent of service and quality 
competition, and whether or not .substantial 
differences exist between domestic prices and 
foreign prices.s The primary thrust of the 
1970 Act is of course to develop effective con
trols against the diversion of legitimate drugs 
jnto illicit channels. However, it seems clear 
·that the American public should not be de
nied the benefits of competition in the pro
vision of these substances except as is neces
sary to carry out the purposes ·ot.. the Act. 
Such coordination should be sought by the 
.states in their attempts to supervise the pro
vision of drugs to the public. 

Accordingly, it is the Department's view 
-ti1at existing state legislation of regulations 
which prohibit or restrict price advertising of 
:prescription drugs may well be adverse to the 
public interest. Since such restrictions appear 
to be unnecessary to protection of the public 
and result in unjustifiable expenditures by 
.consumers, the Department feels they should 
:be eliminated. 

eAt least one other similar state restriction 
has been invalidated by a state court. See 
Florida Board of Pharmacy v. Webb's City, 
Inc., 219 So. 2d 681 (Fla. 1969). 

7 Public Law 91- 513 (Oct. 27, 1970). 
.B 21 C.F.R. 311.42 

ENVIRONMENTAL NOISE CONTROL 
ACT 

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. President, the latest 
indications from the leadership are that 
the noise bill will come up before ad
journment sine die. I am pleased to see 
that the Senate will have a chance to 
work its will on this important, and most 
needed, piece of legislation. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD the text of a let
ter signed by 12 most significant groups. 
The letter, which has been circulated to 
all Senators by members of the support
ing groups, states the issues the Senate 
will face and urges strong support for 
the bill as reported by the Senate Public 
Works Committee, and for any amend
ments which would accelerate the reduc
tion of aircraft noise. 

The bill is also supported by the League 
of Cities, Council of Mayors, Airport Op
erators Council International, and Na
tional Governors Conference. These 
groups are circulating their own letters. 

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

OCTOBER 9, 1972. 
DEAR SENATOR: We urge your strong sup

port for S. 3342, the Environmental Noise 
Control Act of 1972, as overwhelmingly re
ported by the Senate Public Works Commit
tee. The legislation will require the Environ
mental Protection Agency to set noise emis
sion standards for major noise sources-in
cluding aircraft-which adversely affect the 
health of approximately 80 million Ameri
cans. It would provide for technical and fi
nancial assistance to the states and cities 
while leaving them free to establish the 
strongest possible environmental noise con
trol programs suited to their local needs. For 
the first time, through EPA-required actions, 
aircraft noise emission levels would be based 
on public health and welfare needs--with 
FAA review on grounds of technological 
availabllity and safety. Each agency would 
take responsibllity for those matters for 
which it has demonstrated competence. 

HEALTH NEED 

Of the 80 million Americans adversely 
. affected by noise, conservative estimates In

dicate potential hearing damage to 40 mil
lion. This does not include an additional 17 
mlllion workers who have incurred job
related hearing damage. Aside from hearing 
damage, other health effects from noise in
clude loss of sleep, anxiety, and interference 
with classroom learning and with normal 
conversation. Moreover, 15 million people, in 
virtually every city in the country, are ad
versely affected by aircraft noise. 

AmCRAFT: FAA'S FAILURE TO ACT 

For 14 years, the FAA has had authority to 
control aircraft noise. To date less than 2% 
of the commercial fleet are covered by regu
lations establishsed in 1969. Eighty percent of 
the current noisy aircraft will still be flying 
in 1975. Increases in the number of flights 
and opening of new runways will probably 
negate the meager gains FAA regulations may 
provide. Based on this past performance, 
unless lead authority is shifted to an agency 
with a. healthful environment as its primary 
goal, no relief is in sight. 

OPPOSITION TO THE ANTICIPATED CANNON 
AMENDMENT 

We strongly oppose adoption of the antici
pated Cannon amendment, which would 
strip from S. 3342 provisions for EPA to 
establish health levels for aircraft noise. We 
would then be left with the present situa
tion, which is totally inadequate. 

The noise environment includes electric 
blenders, vacuum cleaners, jackhammers, 
bu.ses, trucks and trains. EPA is given un
challenged authority under the bill to regu
late noise emissions from every one of these 
sources. Neither logic nor the demands of a 
comprehensive program justify extracting 
aircraft from this authority. 

In conclusion, we urge you to support S. 
3342 as reported, and any amendments of
fered which would accelerate reduction of 
aircraft noise. We urge you to oppose the 
weakening Cannon amendment. 

Sincerely, 
American Public Health Association, Jas. R. 

Kimmey, M. D., Executive Director; 
National Council of Senior .Citizens, Wil

liam R. Hutton, Executive Director; 
AFL-CIO, George H. R. Taylor, Executive 

Secretary, Standing Committee on Safety 
and Occupational Health; 

Sierra Club, Lloyd Tupling, Washington 
Representative; 

National Association of Hearing and Speech 
Agencies, Thos. J. Coleman, Executive Di
rector; 

Ingersoll-Rand, George Diehl, Vice Presi
dent, Engineering; 

Alvin Greenwald, Chairman, American Bar 
Association, Urban Environment Committee 
of the Natural Resources Law Section; 

Institute of Noise Control Engineering, 
William Lang, Executive Vice President; 

Citizens Against Noise, Theodore Berland, 
President; 

National Organization to Insure a Sound
controlled Environment, Ralph G. Caso, 
Chairman; 

American Speech and Hearing Association, 
Kenneth 0. Johnson, Executive Secretary; 
and 

United Auto Workers, Jack Beidler, Legis
lative Director. 

EQUAL EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNI
TIES ACT, 1972 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under the 
previous order, and the hour of 10 a.m. 
having arrived, the Chair lays before the 
Senate the unfinished business, which 
the clerk will state. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

A bill (H.R. 13915) to further the achieve
ment of equal educational opportunities . 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
on yesterday, the order was entered un
der which one-half of the time during 
the hour of debate on the motion to in
voke cloture today would be under the 
control of the distinguished Senator from 
Michigan (Mr. GRIFFIN). 

I am informed that Mr. GRIFFIN may be 
a few minutes late reaching the Chamber, 
inasmuch as he is at the White House at 
this moment. I ask unanimous consent 
that until such time as he arrives, the 
time which was allotted to him during 
the hour be under the control of the dis
tinguished Senator from Alabama (Mr. 
ALLEN). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Lawrence G. 
Meyer, esquire, of Washington, D.C., be 
permitted the privilege of the floor dur
ing debate on this subject. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
M~. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield 
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myself 30 seconds to send to the desk a 
series of amendments which have al
ready, by unanimous consent, been qual
ified under the rule. 

Tile PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. TAL
MADGE). Without objection, the amend
ments will be received. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from New York yield? 

Mr. JAVITS. I yield 1 minute to the 
Senator from California. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from California is recognized for 1 
minute. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD a letter written to me by 
Lloyd Cutler representing a group of 
distinguished attorneys, setting forth 
their views on the unconstitutionality of 
many provisions of the pending bill. 

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

Hon. ALAN CRANSTON, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

OCTOBER 6, 1972. 

DEAR SENATOR CRANSTON: This is irt re
sponse to your letter of September 29, re
questing our individual views on the con
stitutionality of H.R. 13915. 

At the request of the House Judiciary Com
mittee, the undersigned, in their individual 
capacities, submitted the attached statement 
setting forth their opinion that the pro
posed Student Transportation Moratorium 
Act (H.R. 13916) and the proposed Equal 
Educational Opportunities Act (H.R. 13915) 
would (1) violate Article III of the Con
stitution to the extent that they would limit 
the power of courts to fashion the remedies 
such courts believe necessary to correct ad
judicated deprivations of constitutional 
rights in cases within their jurisdiction, and 
(2) violate the Fifth and Fourteenth 

Amendments to the extent to which they 
limit the power of courts to correct adjudi
cated findings of unconstitutional school 
segregation where courts determine that bus
ing is the only effective and promptly avail
able remedy. 

Section 403 (a) of H.R. 13915, passed by the 
House and now pending in the Senate, con
tains even more stringent limitations on the 
power of courts to remedy adjudicated find
ings of unconstitutional school segregation. 
Accordingly, for the reasons set forth in the 
enclosed statement, we believe the relevant 
provisions of that bill are also unconstitu
tional. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Lloyd N. Cutler, Washington, D.C.; John 

Doar, New York City; Morris B. Abram, 
New York City; E. Clinton Bamberger, 
Washington, D.C.; Thomas D. Barr; 
New York City; Bruce Bromley, New 
York; Warren Christopher, Los An
geles; and Ramsey Clark, Washington, 
D.C. 

William T. Coleman, Jr., Philadelphia; 
James T. Danaher, Palo Alto; Arthur 
H. Dean, New York City; Richard C. 
Dinkelspiel, San Francisco; John W. 
Douglas, Washington, D.C.; Alexander 
D. Forger, New York City; Arthur J. 
Goldberg, Washington, D.C.; and John 
B. Jones, Washington, D.C. 

Nicholas deB. Katzenbach, Armonk; 
Amalya Lyle Kearse, New York City; 
Maximilian W. Kempner, New York 
City; Otis King, Houston; George N. 
Lindsay, New York; Robert B. McKay, 
New York; M. C. Miskovsky, Washing
ton, D.C.; James M. Nabrit, III, New 
York City; Robert L. Nelson, Wash
ington, D.C.; Louis F. Oberdorfer, 
Washington, D.C.; and William H. 
Orrick, Jr., San Francisco. 

D. Robert Owen, New York City; Stephen 
J. Pollak, Washington, D.C.; Francis 
E. Rivers, New York City; John H. 
Schafer, Washington, D.C.; Jerome J. 
Shestack, Philadelphia; Asa D. Sok
olow, New York City; Theodore C. 
Sorensen, New York City; Cyrus 
Vance, New York City; John W. Wade, 
Nashville; and James Robertson, 
Washington, D.C. 

STATEMENT OF JOHN DOAR AND LLOYD N. 
CUTLER 

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Com
mittee: 

We appear here today at the Committee's 
invitation to testify concerning H.J. Res. 620 
and H.R. 13916. 

We are the present Co-Chairmen of the 
Lawyers' Committee for Civil Rights Under 
Law. The Committee is a non-profit, tax
exempt organization. It was formed in 1963 at 
the request of President Kennedy and it has 
continued its activities at the request of every 
succeeding President. 

The Committee's purpose is to mobilize the 
legal resources and the moral force of the 
nation's lawyers to defend and uphold the 
civil and constitutional rights of the na
tion's racial minorities and other disadvan
taged citizens. Our Board of Trustees consists 
primarly of leading lawyers throughout the 
country who, in today's vernacular, would be 
regarded as part of the legal "Establishment." 

Our principal activity is to take part in 
the trial and appeal of cases that raise sig
nificant issues relating to the rights of mi
nority and other disadvantaged groups. We 
function as lawyers, not as a. political or 
pressure group. Attached to our statement is 
a copy of our most recent annual report, 
which describes our activities in detail and 
contains the names of our national Board of 
Trustees and members of our local commit
tees in Atlanta, Boston, Chicago, Indianapo
lis, Kansas City, New York, Philadelphia, San 
Francisco and Washington. 

Mr. Chairman, as a matter of policy our 
Committee, as such, does not advocate the 
passage or defeat of any legislation. In re
sponse to your invitation, we are submitting 
our opinion, as lawyers with some qualifica
tion in this field, as to the constitutionality 
of the moratorium bill and as to the con
stitutional implications of the proposed con
stitutional amendment. We should also note 
that the views we express were unanimously 
approved after appropriate notice ...,y a. quo
rum present at a regular meeting of the Ex
ecutive Committee of our Board of Trustees 
in Washington, D.C. on April 3, 1972. Never
theless, since we are presenting a profes
sional legal opinion, we present it only as the 
opinion of the Executive Committee mem
bers whose name are attached to the state
ment, and who either attended the meeting 
on April 3 or subsequently notified us of 
their concurrence. 

We shall first address H. R. 13916, the Stu
dent Transportation Moratorium Act, and 
then the Joint Resolution providing for a 
constitutional amendment. 

H.R. 13916 

We believe H. R. 13916, the moratorium 
bill, is unconstitutional for the reasons set 
forth below. 

Proponents of the blll have urged that 
Congress may lawfully impose a stay on the 
effectiveness of future judicial orders pro
viding specific relief for an adJudicated im
pairment of a constitutional right, when 
Congress finds the stay necessary to allow 
it time to enact another measure intended 
to provide standardized and a.t least equally 
effective remedies. 

The question so framed is one of first im
pression, one that, in our judgment, would 
be very difficult to answer. However, it is 
not the question we see posed by H. R. 13916. 

For this btll-whether taken on its own 
terms or in conjunction with the companion. 
Equal Educational Opportunities Bill that. 
the Administration has also proposed (H. R.-
13915)-has not been shown to be necessary 
for, or likely to result in, the enactment of 
standardized and equally effective remedies 
for adjudicated impairments of constitu
tional rights. To the contrary, and accepting 
its stated intentions, it appears on its face 
to enact a congressional limitation on ju
dicial remedies for previously adjudicated 
c-Onstitutional rights, while Congress con
siders other measures that would impose still 
further limitations on those rights and 
remedies. 

Congress, of course, has constitutional 
power to create lower federal courts and to 
define their jurisdiction, as well as power to 
make exceptions to the appellate jurisdiction 
of the Supreme Court. But like any other 
constitutional power, this power is not an 
absolute one. It must be exercised consist
ently with other constitutional grants of 
power and other declarations of constitu
tional rights. For example, no one would sug
gest, we assume, that Congress could enact 
a statute denying original or appellate access 
to any federal court for all claimed viola
tions of First Amendment ri~hts. The federal 
judicial power granted under Article III ex
tends to "all cases in law and equity arising 
under this Constitution,'' (emphasis sup
plied) and Congress cannot constitutionally 
bar all federal courts from exercising this 
power. Martin v. Hunter's Lessee, 14 U.S. 304 
(1816); Eisentrager v. Fm-restal, 174 F. 2d 
961, 966 (D.C. Clr. 1949), reversed on other 
grounds sub nom. Johnson v. Eiscentrager, 
339 U.S. 763 {1950). To take an even more 
obvious example, Congress could hardly de
fine the jurisdiction of the lower federal 
courts so as to require that, notwithstanding 
the Sixth and Seventh Amendments, all 
cases must be tried without juries. Perhaps 
Congress could constitutionally abolish the 
lower federal courts entirely, although Mr. 
Justice Story's opinion in Martin v. Hunter's 
Lessee, supra, suggests that it could not. But 
having created the lower federal courts and 
conferred on them jurisdiction over cases 
arising under the Constitution, Congress 
-cannot limit this jurisdiction in ways that 
violate other provisions of the Constitution 
or prevent courts from granting effective 
relief. 

Nothing in the Norris-La Guardia experi
ence or in Ex Parte McCardle, 74 U.S. 506 
( 1868) is to the contrary. The curtailment 
imposed by the Norris-La Guardia Act on the 
right to an injunction in a labor dispute had 
the effect of protecting the First Amendment 
right of peaceful picketing. It did not deprive 
employers of a constitutionally protected 
right or remedy, and when the Supreme 
Court upheld the Act, it had no need to con
sider any such issue. See Lauf v. Shinner, 303 
U.S. 323 (1938). In Ex Parte McCardle, the 
Supreme Court held only that Congress could 
lawfully take away the right of direct appeal 
it had previously granted under a particular 
Reconstruction era habeas em-pus statute; 
the power of the lower federal courts to 
grant writs of habeas corpus to persons de
tained in violation of their constitutional 
rights remained unimpaired, as did the dis
cretionary appellate power of the Supreme 
Court to review lower court habeas em-pus 
decisions under the Act. of 1789 granting it 
the right to issue writs of certiorari. Ex 
Parte Yerger, 75 U.S. 85 (1869). And in other 
cases where the congressional power to bar 
federal courts from issuing injunctions has 
been upheld, the decisions have made clear 
that other adequate judicial remedies re
mained available. Phillips v. Commissioner, 
283 U.S. 589 (1931); Younger v. Harris, 401 
u.s. 37, 45 (1971). 

Moreover, the Supreme Court has held 
many times that tbe congressional authority 
to grant or remove jurisdiction in broad 
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classes of cases does not include the author
ity to review decisions within a court's jur
isdiction before permitting those decisions to 
become effective, or to require the courts to 
decide such cases in congressionally specified 
ways. This has been true ever since Hay
burn's Case, 2 U.S. 408 (1792). The principle 
has been reaffirmed in a long line of_ cases, of 
which the most important are the opinion of 
Chief Justice Taney in Gordon v. United 
States, 173 U.S. 167 (1864); United States v. 
Klein, 80 U.S. 128 (1871); and Muskrat v. 
United States, 219 U.S. 346 (1911). Even Ex 
Parte McCardle notes the unconstitutional
ity of "the exercise of judicial power by the 
legislature, or legislative interference with 
courts in the exercise of continuing jurisdic
tion." 74 U.S. at 514. 

When jurisdiction has been conferred on 
the federal courts to adjudicate the existence 
of a constitutional right, the courts must 
have the power to grant an effective remedy. 
This is the clear import of Chief Justice 
Hughes' opinion for the Court in Sterling v. 
Constantin, 287 U.S. 378 at 403 (1932). As 
Mr. Justice Rutledge put the matter in 
Schneiderman v. United States, 320 U.S. 118, 
168-9 (1943) (concurring opinion): 

"Congress has, with limited exceptions, 
plenary power over the jurisdiction of the 
federal courts. But to confer the jurisdic
tion and at the same time nullify entirely 
the effects of its exercise are not matters 
heretofore thought, when squarely faced, 
within its authority." 

In the light of these principles, the mora
torium bill would plainly be unconstitu
tional if the moratorium were of indefinite 
duration. Viewed as a.n attempt to deprive 
the courts of power to adjudicate Fourteenth 
Amendment rights and provide adequate 
remedies, it could not possibly stand. Viewed 
as an attempt to modify or stay judicial 
decisions within jurisdiction previously con
ferred, or to require that future cases be de
cided in a particular way, it would be equally 
invalid. Viewed as an attempt to deprive the 
courts of power to grant the only remedy for 
a.n adjudicated impairment of constitutional 
rights that the courts have found adequate 
on the facts of a particular case, its uncon
stitutionality would be clea.r. 

The bill, of course, does not provide for 
a moratorium of indefinite duration; it spe
cifically limits the period of the moratorium 
to July 1, 1973 or such earlier date as the 
Congress enacts the contemplated legislation 
defining what constitutes a denial of equal 
educational opportunities and of the equal 
protection of the laws, a.nd providing stand
ardized remedies. As we said at the outset, 
a moratorium bill carefully limited to the 
period required to accomplish such a.n ob
jective would present a constitutional issue 
of first impression.1 Constitutionality in our 
view would depend on whether Congress 
clearly demonstra.tv that the moratorium 
was needed to eoa..~ ... Congress to enact the 
contemplated remedial legislation, a.nd that 
in the remedial legislation Congress intended 
to protect and enforce rather than to limit 
the Fourteenth Amendment rights involved, 
and to provide at least equally effective rem
edies for their impairment. 

1 The only Supreme Court decision deal
ing wtih a legislative moratorium on judicial 
action is Home Building & Loan Ass'n v. 
Blaisdell, 290 U.S. 398 (1934), which sus
tained a Minnesota. statute allowing courts 
to extend the redemption period of mort
gages and thus postpone judicial foreclos
ure, but did so on the ground that "';he 
mortgage contract wa.s inherently subject 
to modification by state law so that the 
constitutional ban on impairing the obliga
tion of contracts ha.d not been violated. The 
case is no precedent for a moratorium which 
by definition postpones the only relief a 
court finds effective for the adjudicated im
pairment of a ~onstitutlonal right. 

One might perhaps argue that because 
seve:qteen years have already passed since 
the Supreme Court issued its opinion in 
Brown v. Board of Education, 349 U.S. 294, 
301 (1955) (Brown II), Congress may law
fully delay effective relief for an additional 
year today. But Congress today must take 
into account the long line of Supreme Court 
decisions culminating in Carter v. West 
Feliciana Parish School Board, 396 U.S. 290 
(1970), placing ever greater urgency on 
school desegration and suggesting strongly 
that a.ny delay in the implementation of 
court-ordered plans inflicts continuing a.nd 
irreparable harm on schoolchildren. In Grif
fin v. County School Board of Prince Edward 
County, 377 U.S. 218 (1964), the Court said 
that the time for mere "deliberate speed" 
had run out; in Green v. School Board of 
New Kent County, 391 U.S. 430, 438-9 (1968), 
the Court said the burden on school boards 
is to come forth with desegregation plans 
that "promise[s] realistically to work now"; 
in Alexander v. Holmes County Board of Ed
ucation, 396 U.S. 19, 20 (1969), the Court 
said that the "deliberate speed" standa.rd 
for desegregation "is no longer constitu
tionally permissible," and ruled that "the 
obligation of every school district is to ter
minate dual school systems at once. . . ." 

If a lower court enters a busing order that 
goes beyond what is necessary to remedy the 
impairment of a constitutional right, that 
error can of course be corrected on· appeal. 
But if, on the facts of a particular case, the 
courts finally determine that some form of 
busing is the only presently available means 
of achieving the effective remedy required 
by the Constitution, then for Congress to 
deny anyone that remedy, even for an addi
tional school year, is a very serious matter. 
Frustration or denial of court-ordered rem
edies for school desegregation can no longer 
be distinguished from frustration or denial 
of the underlying Four~eenth Amendment 
right. See Cooper v. Aaron, 358 U.S. 1, 17 
(1958); Griffin v. School Board of Prince Ed
ward County, supra, 377 U.S. at 232. Action 
that perpetuates an unconstitutional dual 
school system not only delays the remedy, it 
compounds the harm of such a system. Green 
v. School Board of New Kent County, supra, 
391 U.S. at 438. Thus Congress itself would 
be imposing constitutional injury on school
children by staying the effectiveness of any 
new busing order which the courts have fi
nally found in a particular case to be an in
dispensable element of prompt and effective 
relief. Such an act would raise serious ques
tions under the Fifth Amendment (see Bol
ling v. Sharpe, 347 U.S. 497 (1954); Gautreaux 
v. Romney, 448 F.2d 731, 740 (7th Cir. 1970)). 
The only possible countervail_ing constitu
tional justification would be a clear demon
stration of facts convincingly establishing 
the necessity of a moratorium to enable Con
gress to enact standardized and nationwide 
remedies that are at least equally effective. 

These facts would have the status of con
stitutional or jurisdictional facts, in the 
sense that a court considering the consti
tutionality of the moratorium would be en
titled to satisfy itself that Congress had 
demonstrated a compelling need for such a 
postponement of effective relief for an im
pairment of a constitutional right. Sterling 
v. Constantin, supra; Ng Fung Ho v. White, 
259 U.S. 276 (1922); see Hart, The Power of 
Congress to Limit the Jurisdiction of Federal 
Courts; an Exercise in Dialetic, 66 Harv. L. 
Rev. 1362, 1386 1f. (1953). Examination of the 
moratorium bill and the companion Equal 
Educational Opportunities Bill persuades 
us that this essential demonstration ha.s not 
been made. 

To begin with, the findings contained in 
Section 2 of H.R. 13916 contain no statement 
or other showing that the moratorium is 
needed to enable Congress to enact the con
templated definitive legislation. Instead, the 
bill merely con tans a finding (Section 2 (a)
(5)) of "a substantial likelihood that pend-

ing enactment of such legislation, many local 
educational agencies will be required to 
implement desegregation plans that impose 
a greater obligation than that required by the 
Fourteenth Amendment and permitted by 
such pending legislation, and that these 
plans will require modification in light of the 
legislation's requirements .... " 

Even if this were so, it does not demon
strate that the moratorium is needed to en
able Congress to enact the contemplated 
remedial legislation. The moratorium would 
apply only to the effectiveness of subse
quently issued busing orders, leaving exist
ing busing orders in effect. However, Sec
tion 406 of the Equal Educational Opportu
nities Bill would authorize the reopening 
and require the conforming modifications of 
all busing orders "in effect on the date of 
enactment of this Act." Aside from its own 
constitutionality, which we doubt, the re
opening provision would reach orders issued 
during the moratorium period just as effec
tively as orders already issued. If order al
ready issued need not be stayed at once to 
enable Congress to enact remedial legisla
tion, it is difficult to understand why orders 
hereafter issued need be stayed for this pur
pose. We therefore believe it would be most 
difficult for Congress to sustain its burden of 
showing a compelling public need to stay new 
busing orders to remedy adjudicated impair
ments of constitutional rights while the 
Equal Educational Opportunities Bill is be
ing considered. 

A further fl.a.w in the present moratorium 
bill is that it prohibits all new busing orders, 
even those that would later be permitted 
under the contemplated definitive legisla
tion. For example, Section 402 of the Equal 
Educational Opportunities Blll would permit 
a court, as its seventh and last relief option, 
to order compulsory busing above the sixth 
grade if the court finds that no other ade
quate remedy for the denial of Fourteenth 
Amendment rights is available. H.R. 13916, 
however, would stay such relief during the 
moratorium period even though the court 
finds no other adequate remedy is available, 
and even though the relief concededly does 
not, in the words of Section 2 (a) ( 5) of the 
moratorium bill, impose on educational 
agencies a "greater obllgation than that re
quired by the Fourteenth Amendment and 
permitted by [the] pending legislation." In 
this important respect, the moratorium blll 
plainly exceeds its own stated objective. 

Since the justification claimed for the 
moratorium bill is to allow time to enact 
the contemplated definitive legislation, the 
constitutionality of the moratorium bill also 
depends upon whether the provisions of the 
contemplated definitive legislation are them
selves constitutional. 

It may well be, as Professor Archibald Cox 
has recently suggested, that under Para
graph 5 of the Fourteenth Amendment Con
gress may enact a uniform nationwide pro
gram of effective remedies for school de
segregation that replace or modify remedies 
previously decreed by the courts. (Cox, The 
Role of Congress in Constitutional Deter
minations, 40 Cincinnati L. Rev. 199, 259 
(1971)). However, we believe that some pro
visions of the contemplated definitive legis
lation go beyond the broadest permissible 
reading of this congressional power and well 
beyond the terms of the hypothetical legis
lation outlined by Professor Cox in his 
a.rticle.2 

2 In the most recent decisions considering 
the scope of Section 5 of the Fourteenth 
Amendment, several of the opinions suggest 
that the congressional power to enforce the 
Amendment dces not include the power to 
limit the rights it confers. Katzenbach v. 
Morgan, 384 U.S. 641, 651 (1966); Oregon 
v. Mitchell, 400 U.S. 112, 128-9 (1970). The 
s g,me principle would seem applicable to the 
denial of an effective remedy. 
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The most glaring example is Section 403 of 

the Equal Educational Opportunities Bill. 
Subsection (a) of Section 403 imposes an 
absolute prohibition on any court-ordered 
busing plan that increases over the levels of 
the preceding year either the average daily 
distance or the time travelled by all students 
in sixth grade or below, or the average dally 
number of such students who are bused. It 
contrasts starkly with Subsection (b), which 
would allow such busing for students above 
the sixth grade if the court finds by "clear 
and convincing evidence" that there is no 
other adequate remedy for the impairment 
of their Fourteenth Amendment rights. The 
plain intent of the Section as a whole is to 
forbid any court orders that would result in 
a net increase in busing for children in the 
first six grades of any school district, even if 
the court finds on the facts of the particular 
case that there is no other adequate remedy 
for an adjudicated and unrelieved infringe
ment of their constitutional rights. 

In Swann v. Charlotte-Mecklenburg, 402 
U.S. 1 (1971), Chief Justice Burger recog
nized that travel times should be taken into 
account in framing busing orders, particu
larly for younger students (402 U.S. at 31). 
But the need to consider this factor can 
hardly justify an absolute congressional pro
hibition on future court orders requiring the 
busing of additional students in the first six 
grades. In this connection, it is significant 
that on the same day the court decided 
Swann v. Charlotte-Mecklenburg, it also de
cided North Carolina State Board of Educa
tion v. Swann, 402 U.S. 43 (1971), in which 
the Chief Justice and a unanimous court 
struck down a North Carolina statute im
posing "an absolute prohibition" on invol
untary busing of any student on grounds of 
race or to bring about racial balance. The 
court said that this ban "would inescapably 
operate to obstruct the remedies granted" in 
the Charlotte-Mecklenburg case, and noted 
that "bus transportation has long been an 
integral part of all public educational sys
tems and it is unlikely that a truly effective 
remedy could be devised without continued 
reliance upon it." ( 402 U.S. at 46) If a state 
anti-busing statute violates the Fourteenth 
Amendment "when it operates to hinder vin
dication of federal constitutional guaran
tees," it is difficult to conclude that a con
gressional statute achieving the same result 
could possibly be constitutional. 

The absolute prohibition of busing in the 
first six grades beyond previous year levels 
seems unconstitutionally arbitrary in other 
important respects. It would prevent a court 
from ordering an agency to bus children at 
the voluntary request of their parents as, for 
example, when a black child wants to shift 
from a majority black school to a majority 
white school-a remedy that Chief Justice 
Burger said was "indispensable" in Swann 
v. Charlotte-Mecklenburg "for those stu
dents w1lling to transfer to other schools 
in order to lessen the impact on them of 
the state-imposed stigma of segregation." 
402 U.S. at 26. In this respect, it goes even 
farther than the North Carolina statute 
struck down in the second Swann case. More
over, as applied to any given educational 
agency, these prior year ce111ngs are arbi
trarily and randomly affected by agency de
cisions to increase or decrease busing for 
reasons wholly unrelated to segregation or 
race. Such limits cannot possibly have the 
"standardized" or uniform effect through
out the country that is the assumed con
gressional objective, since their future ap
plication must necessarily depend on the 
many differing factors that affect present 
and future busing patterns in each school 
district. 

For all of the above reasons, Mr. Chairman 
and Members of the Committee, we believe 

that H.R. 13916, taken either on its own 
bottom or in conjunction with the contem
plated Equal Educational Opportunities Bill, 
is unconstitutional. 
H.J. Res. 620 

Turning our attention to the Joint Reso
lution, we find no question of constitution
ality presented by the proposal to amend the 
Constitution in the manner that the Con
stitution provides. As to the constitutional 
implications of that proposal, however, we 
share the concern voiced by others about 
"triviallzing" the Constitution by an amend
ment that tries to resolve in 22 words issues 
as fiuid and transitory as busing and school 
assignments, that limits the basic human 
rights guaranteed by the Fourteenth Amend
ment, and that bars even the busing of mi
nority children whose parents want them to 
be bused to better and less segregated 
schools. We believe that such an amendment 
would be a backward step in our steady prog
ress toward becoming a nation no longer 
divided against itself. 

Respectfully submitted, 
LLOYD N. CUTLER, 
JOHNDOAR, 

Co-Chairmen, The Lawyers' Com
mittee for Civil, Rights Under 
Law. 
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SUPPLEMENTAL MEMORANDUM OF LAW To Ac
COMPANY THE STATEMENT OF APRIL 12, 1972, 
BY JOHN DOAR AND LI.OYD CUTLER BEFORE 
THE HOUSE COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 
In response to this Committee's invitation, 

we submit a Supplemental Memorandum of 
Law to accompany and amplify our testi
mony of April 12, 1972. 

Proponents of H.R. 13916-the Moratorium 
B111-have urged 'that Congress may lawfully 
impose a stay on the effectiveness of future 
judicial orders providing specific relief for an 
adjudicated impairment of a constitutional 
right, when Congress finds the stay neces
sary to allow it time to enact another meas
ure intended to provide standardized and at 
least equally effective remedies.1 

The question so framed is one of first im
pression; 2 one that, in our judgment, would 
be very difficult to answer. 

However, it is not the question we see 
posed by H.R. 13916. For this bill-whether 
taken on its own terms or in conjunction 
with the companion Equal Educational Op
portunities Blll that the Administra tlon has 
also proposed (H.R. 13915)-has not been 
shown to be necessary for, or likely to result 
in, the enactment of standardized and 
equally effective remedies for adjudicated 
impairments of constitutional rights. To the 
contrary, and accepting its stated intentions, 
it appears on its face to enact a congressional 
limitation on judicial remedies for pre
viously adjudicated constitutional rights, 
while Congress considers other measures that 
would impose still further limitations on 
those rights and remedies. 
I. ENACTMENT OF THE STUDENT TRANSPORTA

TION MORATORIUM ACT WOULD BE AN UN
CONSTITUTIONAL INFRINGEMENT UPON THE 
JUDICIAL BRANCH 
In defending the Blll, the Attorney General 

emphasized the power that Congress has over 
the jurisdiction of the lower federal courts 
and Supreme Court.3 He argued: 

"It seems clear that, if Congress has the 
power to create or abolish courts and to grant, 
withhold or revoke jurisdiction, it has the 
lesser power to grant or deny remedies to 
the federal courts or, as outlined in the Presi
dent's proposals, to minimally alter some 
of the equitable remedies." (Kleindienst 
Testimony at 1262.) 

We, of course, agree that Congress has con
stitutional power to create lower federal 
courts and to define their jurisdiction, as well 
as power to make exception to the appellate 
jurisdiction of the Supreme Court. But it 
does not follow from that point, nor is it by 
any means clear, that Congress could abolish 
all the lower federal courts. Indeed, no less 
a constitutional authority than Justice Story 
thought that Congress could not. Martin v. 
Hunter's Lessee, 14 U.S. (1 Wheat.) 304 
(1816); 3 Story, Commentaries on the Con
stitution 449 (1833), and other authorities 
have supported Justice Story's view.~ Sub
sequently, there have been court dicta to 
the contrary; but of course no court has 
ever so held since Congress has never tried 
to abolish all of the lower federal courts. 

Even accepting the Attorney General's view 
of Congress' power over the jurisdiction of 
the federal courts, it by no means follows 
that the power over jurisdiction justifies 
legislation prohibiting all federal courts
even for a one-year pe.riod-from ordering 
busing when such busing is, in the judgment 
of the court, the only promptly available 
means of enforcing the constitutional right 
to equal protection. 

Like any other governmental power, the 
power of Congress over the jurisdiction o! 
federal courts is not an a~bsolute one. For 
example, no one would suggest, we assume, 

Footnotes at end of article. 
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that Congress could enact a statute denying 
original or appellate access to any federal 
court for claimed violations of First Amend
ment rights. The federal judicial power 
granted under Artcle III extends to "all cases 
in law and equity arising under this Consti
tution" (emphasis sup piled), and Congress 
cannot constitutionally bar all federal courts 
from exercising this power. To take an even 
more obvious example, Congress could hardly 
define the jurisdiction of the federal courts 
to require that, notwithstanding the Sixth 
and Seventh Amendments, all cases must be 
tried without juries. 

Congress, in the guise of a jurisdictional 
statute, cannot deprive a party either of a 
right created by the Constitution or of any 
remedy the courts deem essential to enforce 
thart right. No oase that we know of, includ
ing those clited. by the Attorney General, re
futes this basic premise. 

The Norris-LaGuardia experience is not to 
the contrary. An employer does not have a 
constitutional right to have a federal court 
issue an injunction in a case involving or 
growing out of a labor dispute. Thus, Con
gress may validly place appropriate limits on 
the jurisdiction of federal courts to enjoin 
strikes. Such a limitation does not deprive 
employers of a constitutionally protected 
right or remedy, and when the Supreme 
Court upheld the Act, it bJacl no need to con
sider any such issue. See Lauf v. E. G. Shin
ner Co., 303 U.S. 323 (1938), upholding the 
Norris-LaGuardia Act's removal of jurisdic
tion to enjoin strikes except after a full evi
dentiary hearing. Such a statute does not 
dilute or eliminate any constitutional right; 
if anything, the Norris-LaGuardia statute 
serves to implement the First Amendment 
right to peaceful, non-coercive picketing. See, 
Thornhill v. Alabama, 310 U.S. 88 (1940). 
Finally, it should be noted that the carefully 
and narrowly drawn Norris-LaGuardia Act 
does not prohibit all injunctions, bUJt instead 
expressly preserves to the courts power to 
issue an injunction after a full evidentiary 
hearing whenever the courts find one neces
sary to prevent irreparable injury.5 

Similarly, Congress may limit the courts' 
injunctive powers in suits challenging the 
collection of taxes (while providing other 
fully adequate, exclusive remedies). See, 
Snyder v. Marks, 109 U.S. 189 (1833); 
Phillips v. Commissioner, 283 U.S. 589, 596-97 
(1931) (Brandeis, J.) (prohibition of in
Junctive relief in tax cases constitutional: 
"Where only property rights are involved, 
mere postponement of the judicial enquiry 
is not a denial of due process, if the opportu
nity given for the ultimate judicial determi
nation 1s adequatte.") However, Congress can
not, even in tax cases, limit equitable Juris
diction so as to deprive a person of property 
without due process of law. See, Enochs v. 
Williams Packing Co., 370 U.S. 1 (1962); Mil
ler v. Stanaard Nut Margarine Co., 289 u.s. 
498 (1932) (tax enjoined). 

Similarly, cases upholding 28 U.S.C. § 2283, 
which in general forbids federal injunctions 
of state court proceedings,6 do not support 
the moratorium. In fact, such cases support 
the principle that Congress may not use a ju
risdictional limitation to limit constitutional 
rights. Younger v. Harris, 401 U.S. (1971) 
(Black, J.), the most recent case construing 
this statute, states that generally no consti
tutional rigbJt is infringed by a stawte for
bidding injunctions of state proceedings: 
"[T)he moving party has an adequate rem
edy at law and wlll not suffer irreparable in
jury if denied equitable rellef." Id. at 43-44. 
However, the Court made it clear that the 
statute could not be applled to prevent the 
issuance of an injunction where necessary to 
prevent irreparable constitutional injury. It 
noted, quoting Fenner v. Boykin, 271 U.S. 240 
(1926): 

"Ex parte Young, 209 U.S. 123, and folluw-

Footnotes at end of article. 

ing cases have established the doctrine 'that 
when absolutely necessary tor protection of 
constitutional rights courts of the United 
States have power to enjoin state officers from 
instituting criminal actions. But this may 
not be done except under extraordinary cir
cumstances where the danger of irreparable 
loss is both great and immediate." 401 U.S. 
at 45 (emphasis added). 

And Younger approved the issuance of an 
injunction in Dombrowski v. Pfister, 380 U.S. 
479 ( 1965) , because the facts of that case 
showed that equitable relief was necessary 
to prevent irreparable injury to constitution
al rights.1 401 U.S. at 47-49. 

As we have already maintained before the 
-committee, and for the reasons set forth 
later in this Memorandum, a denial of a 
busing remedy may, in the facts of a given 
case, amount to a denial of equal protection 
for which there is no adequate remedy at 
law. 

A corollary to the principle that Congress 
cannot limit the courts' power to issue en
forceable judgments is that it cannot enact 
legislation which prescribes a particular re
sult in a case. Thus, in United States v. Klein, 
80 U.S. (13 Wall.) 128 (1871), the Court held 
that a congressional attempt to prescribe a 
rule of decision in order to make a case come 
out in a particular way is unconstitutional, 
even though the statute was phrased in 
terms of a limitation of the courts' jurisdic
tion: 

"Congress has already provided that tue Su
preme Court shall have jurisdiction of the 
judgments of the Court of Claims on appeal. 
Can it prescribe a rule in conformity with 
which the court must deny to itself the juris
diction thus conferred, because and only be
cause its decision, in accordance with settled 
law, must be adverse to the government and 
favorable to the suitor? This question seems 
to us to answer itself." Id. at 147. 

See also, Hart and Wechsler, The Federal 
Courts and the Federal System (1953) at 
317-318 (Congress has no power to tell a 
court how to decide a case) ; see generally, 
Ratner, Congressional Power Over the Ap
pellate Jurisdiction of the Supreme Court, 
109 U. Pa. L. Rev. 157 (1960). 

The basic principle established is that any 
power of Congress to limit federal court 
jurisdiction is subject (like the exercise of 
any other congressional power) to express 
limitations in the Constitution, including 
the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments. See 
Battaglia v. General Motors Corp., 169 F. 2d 
254, 257 (2d Cir.), cert. denied, 335 U.S. 887 
(1948) (jurisdictional power must not be 
exercised so "as to deprive any person of life, 
Uberty, or property without due process of 
law or to take private property without just 
compensation") . 

Ex parte McCardle, 74 U.S. (7 Wall.) 506 
(1868), much relied on by the Attorney Gen
eral, may be thought to support the Morato
rium Act; actually, it indicates that the Mor
atorium Act would not be constitutionally 
permissible. In McCardle, the Court upheld 
a post-Civil War Act of Congress that de
prived the Supreme Court of appellate juris
diction over lower federal court decisions in 
habeas corpus cases.8 But the Court took care 
to distinguish this statute from other cases 
in which courts had struck down "the ex
ercise of judicial power by the legislature, 
or of legislative interference with courts in 
the exercising of continuing jur~iction." Id. 
at 514 (emphasis added). As an example of 
this distinction, McCardle cited with approval 
State v. Fleming, 7 Humphreys 152 (Tenn. 
1846), which had held that the legislature 
"has no power to interfere with the admin
istration of justice, either criminal or civil, in 
the courts; ... " Id. at 154. Similarly, the 
Court approved De Chastellux v. Fairchild, 
15 Penn. State 16, 21 (1850), where the Court 
said that it was self-evident in the struc
ture of government that the legislature has 
no power to exercise judicial functions. "[I]t 

is not more intolerable in principle [for the 
legislature] to pronounce an arbitrary judg
ment against a suitor, than it is injurious in 
practice to deprive him of a judgment, ... " 
(emphasis added) .o 

We therefore conclude that the proposed 
Moratorium Act, even if it were rewritten in 
the guise of a jurisdictional statute, would 
be unconstitutional. 

Neither can the Moratorium be justified 
as a stay of court orders while the orders 
themselves or the courts' authority to enter 
them are being reviewed by Congress. The 
Supreme Court has held many times that 
the congressional authority to grant or re
move jurisdiction in broad classes of cases 
does not include the authority to review de
cisions within a court's jurisdiction before 
permitting those decisions to become effec
tive, or to require the courts to decide such 
cases in congressionally specified ways. 

The earliest relevant decisions in this area 
were written in 1792-when the Constitution 
and the Judiciary Act of 1789 were only three 
years old. Congress had enacted a statute in 
1792 to govern pensions for disabled veterans 
of the Revolutionary War. It empowered fed
eral and state courts, upon application of a 
veteran, to determine what pension, if any, 
should be paid. The decision of the court 
was to be transmitted to the Secretary of 
War; he might decline to follow the decision 
if he suspected a mistake or imposition. The 
Secretary's decision was then to be trans
mitted to Congress, and if Congress agreed 
with the decisions of the court and the Sec
retary, it would appropriate the necessary 
pension funds. The Circuit Court for the Dis
trict of Pennsylvania refused to consider the 
pension application of one W111iam Rayburn 
under this statute, and the Attorney General 
sought a writ of mandamus in the Supreme 
Court. Hayburn's Case, 2 U.S. (2 Dall.) 408 
(1792). 

In Hayburn's Case, Congress wisely avoided 
a constitutional confrontation by amenda
tory legislation before the Supreme Court 
actually ruled. The Court's opinion was 
analogous to a dismissal for mootness under 
modern practice. Nevertheless, the Court in
corporated in the ma.rgin of its opinion some 
of the earliest and most authoritative think
ing on the constitutional metes and bounds 
that separate the legislative from the judi
cial function. 

Cited in Hayburn's Case 10 are court opin
ions holding under the principles of sepa
ration of powers that a court decision sub
ject to review by Congress is nonjudicial in 
nature, and that the courts are powerless to 
exercise nonjudicial functions; whenever a 
court 1s exercising Article ill judiciary 
power, no legislature may review such a de
cision. The Circuit Court for the District of 
New York, consisting of Chief Justice Jay, 
Justice Cushing and a district judge, had 
unanimously held: "[B) y the constitution, 
neither the secretary at war, nor any other 
executive officer, nor even the legislature, are 
authorized to sit as a court of errors on the 
judicial acts or opinions of this court.'' 2 
U.S. (2 Da.ll.) at 410 n . (a). The Circuit 
Court for the District of Pennsylvania (con
sisting of two Supreme Court Justices and 
a district judge) had jointly written the 
President in 1792 protesting the Pension Act 
(id., at 411 n. (a)): 

"It is a principle important to freedom, 
that in government, the judicial should be 
distinct from, and independent of, the leg
islative department. To this important prin
ciple, the people of the United States, in 
forming their constitution, have manifested 
the highest regard. They have placed their 
judicial power, not in congress, but in 
'courts: They have ordained that the 'judges 
of those courts shall hold their offices during 
good behavior,' and that 'during their con
tinuance in office, their salaries shall not be 
diminished.' 

• • 
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"Such revision and contr:ol r of judicial de

cision by a legislature] we deemed radically 
inconsistent with the independence of that 
judicial power which is vested in the courts; 
and consequently, with that important prin
ciple which is so strictly observed by the 
constitution of the United States." (Empha
sis in original.) 

And the Circuit Court for the District of 
North Carolina. (consisting of a Supreme 
Court Justice and a district judge) had also 
written the President (id. at 413 n. (a)) : 

". . . whether the power in question is 
properly of a judicial nature, yet, inasmuch 
as the decision of the court is not made final, 
but may be at least suspended in its opera
tion, by the secretary at war, 1! he shall have 
cause to suspect imposition or mistake; this 
subjects the decision of the court to a mode 
of revision, which we consider to be unwar
ranted by the constitution; for though con
gress may certainly establish, in lnSita.nces 
not yet provided for, courts of appellate ju
risdiction, yet such courts must consist of 
judges appointed in the manner the consti
tution requires, and holding their offices by 
no other tenure than that of their good be
havior, by which tenure the office of secre
tary a.t war is not held. And we beg leave to 
add, with all due deference, that no decision 
of any court of the United States can, under 
any circumstances, in our opinion, agreeable 
to the constitution, be liable to a revision, 
or even suspension, by the legislature itself, 
in whom no judicial power of any kind ap
pears to be vested, but the important one rel
ative to impeachments." (Emphasis added.) 

A year after Hayburn's Case,U in 1793, the 
separation of powers doctrine was further 
clarified in an exchange of correspondence 
familiar to every law student. Thomas Jef
ferson, then Secretary of State, asked the 
Supreme Court for a legal opinion on the 
effect of certain treaties. The Court refused, 
explaining to President Washington in a let
ter dated August 8, 1793, that courts may not 
constitutionally give advisory opinions. See 
3 Johnston, Correspondence and Public Pa
pers of John Jay, 486-89 (1891). 

A court decree that has no effect until 
Congress implements it or allows it to be 
enforced amounts to an advisory opinion. 
In Gordon v. United States, 117 U.S. 697 
(1864). an act of Congress conferring appel
late jurisdiction on the Supreme Court for 
review decisions of the Court of Claims was 
held unconstitutional because Court of 
Claims judgments (even after Supreme Court 
review) could not then be paid until the 
necessary appropriation had been estilnated 
by the secretary of the Treasury and ap
proved by the Congress on a case-by-case 
basis. Chief Justice Taney pointed out (in 
an opinion published after his death) that 
the entire purpose of the Supreme Court was 
to ensure its impartiality and complete in
dependence from the legislative power (117 
U.S. 701). Taney explained that inherent in 
the exercise of judicial power and essential 
to any judgment of a court and to its inde
pendence is the award of relief and the 
possibiUty of execution on final judgment. 

"Without such an award the judgment 
would be inoperative and nugatory, leaving 
the aggrieved party without remedy .... un
less Congress should at some future time 
sanction it, and pass a law authorizing the 
court to carry its opinion into effect. Such 
is not the judicial power confided to this 
Court .... " (Id. at 702) 

See Muskrat v. United States, 219 U.S. 346, 
354 ( 1911), citing Gordon with approval and 
noting Chief Justice Taney's opinion as one 
of "great learning." 

In a school desegregation case over which 
a. federal district court has jurisdiction and 
in which the court has found deprivation o! 
a constitutional right, the court may in the 
exercise of its equity power enter an order 
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requiring some busing in order to fashion 
an effective remedy. The Student Transpor
tation Moratorium Act would render such 
an order "inoperative and nugatory, leaving 
the aggrieved party without remedy" un
less Congress some time between now and 
July 1, 1973 decides otherwise.12 See Schneid
erman v. United States, 320 U.S. 118, 168-69 
( 1943) , where Justice Rutledge stated, con
curring, that Congress may not make: 

". . . an adjudication under Article ill 
merely an advisory opinion or prima facie 
evidence of the fact or all the facts deter
mined. Congress has, with limited exceptions, 
plenary power over the jurisdiction of the 
federal courts. But to confer the jurisdic
tion and at the same time nullify entirely 
the effects of its exercise are not matters 
heretofore thought, when squarely faced, 
within its authority." (Footnotes omitted; 
emphasis added.) 

This basic principle-rooted in the inde
pendence of the judiciary and the doctrine 
of the Separation of Powers--was again re
affirmed by Justice Jackson, speaking for the 
Court in Chicago & Southern Air Lines v. 
Waterman Steamship Corp., 333 U.S. 103, 113 
(1948). when he observed: 

"Judgments within the powers vested in 
courts by the Judiciary Article of the Con
stitution may not lawfully be revised, over
turned or refused faith and credit by an
other Department of Government." 

One of the most recent of these cases is 
Glidden v. Zdanok, 370 U.S. 530 (1962), a 
case, upon which the Attorney General has 
relied. In Glidden, Mr. Justice Harlan, speak
ing for the Court, held that the Court of 
Claims and the Court of Customs and Patent 
Appeals were Article III courts of the Con
stitution (and not legislative courts). Mr. 
Justice Harlan, in considering the history 
of the Court of Claims, noted-as we ex
plained above-that the Supreme Court, 
early in the history of the Court of Claims, 
had held that the Court of Claims was not 
an Article III court because its judgments 
were subject to case-by-case review by the 
Secretary of the Treasury before he recom
mended an appropriation to pay each judg
ment. Subsequently, Congress repealed the 
statute which gave the secretary of the 
Treasury the power to review each judg
ment on a case-by-case basis before an ap
propriation was made. The Supreme Court 
then exercised its Article III judicial review 
of the Court of Claims. Later, when the Sec
retary of the Treasury sought to reassert 
this power to review a judgment of the Court 
of Claims-that is, the Secretary refused to 
pay part of a judgment-the Supreme Court 
held the refusal unwarranted: the Executive 
may not review judicial power. 370 U.S. at 
555. By the same token, Congress may not 
review Court orders. The constitutional 
method of reversing lower courts is the ap
pellate process within the judicial branch. 

Mr. Justice Harlan did agree that Con
gress has power over both the jurisdiction of 
the lower federal courts and the Supreme 
Court's appellate jurisdiction. 370 U.S. 530, 
567. But Mr. Justice Harlan, in the very 
next sentence, added an important caveat: 

"The authority [over jurisdiction] is not, 
of course, unlimited. In 1870, Congress pur
ported to withdraw jurisdiction from the 
Court of Claims and from this Court on ap
peal over cases seeking indemnification for 
property captured during the Civil War, so 
far as ellgibllity therefor might be predi
cated upon an . amnesty awarded by the 
President, as both courts had previously held 
that it might. Despite Ex parte McCardle, 
supra, the Court refused to apply the stat
ute to a case in which the claimant had al
ready been adjudged entitled to recover by 
the Court o! Claims, calling it an unconsti
tutional attempt to invade the judicial prov
ince by prescribing a. rule of decision in a. 
pending case. United States v. Klein, 13 Wall. 
128. Surely no such concern would have been 

manifested 1! it had not been thought that 
the Court of Claims was invested with ju
dicial power," 370 U.S. at 568 (emphasis 
added). 

In the light of these cases and the con
stitutional principles that underlie them, 
the Student Transportation Moratorium Act 
would unconstitutionally interfere with the 
authority of courts to issue judgments in 
cases over which they have jurisdiction. 
ll. THE STUDENT TRANSPORTATION MORATORIUM 

ACT WOULD IMPOSE CONTINUING 14TH AMEND
MENT INJURY ON SCHOOLCHILDREN AND 
WOULD THEREFORE VIOLATE THE FIFTH AMEND-
MENT 

A. Legal context of busing 
Consideration of the constitutionality of 

the proposed Student Transportation Mora
torium Act of 1972 should begin with a re
view of the authority by which and the cir
cumstances under which courts order busing. 

Courts order school desegregation only 
where they have found that the segregated 
conditions are due, at least in part, to official 
conduct in violation of the Fourteenth 
Amendment.13 Once a court has found a 
constitutional violation, however, the Four
teenth Amendment requires the discrim
inating agency to "effectuate a transition to 
a racially nondiscriminatory school system," 
Brown v. Board of Education, 349 U.S. 294, 
301 (1955) (Brown II) and to "take what
ever steps might be necessary to convert t() 
a unitary system in which racial discrim
ination would be eliminated root and 
branch." Green v. School Board of New Kent 
County, 391 U.S. 430, 437-88 (1968). The au
thority of the federal courts to issue orders 
requiring .such a1llrmative action is inherent 
in their equity power. Brown II, supra. The 
validity of court orders is not affected by the 
fact that they may be difficult or burden
some: 

"All things being equal, with no history of 
discrimination, it might well be desirsble to 
assign pupils to schools nearest their homes. 
Bt't all things are not equal in a system that 
has been deliberately constructed and main
tained to enforce racial segregation. The 
remedy for such segregation may be admin
istratively awkward, inconvenient, and even 
bl.za.rre in some situations and may impose 
burdenft on some; but all awkwardness and 
inconvenience cannot be avoided in the in
terim period when remedial adjustments are 
being made to eliminate the dual school 
systems." Swann v. Charlotte-Mecklenburg 
Board of Education, 402 U.S. 1, 28 (1971). 

As Chief Justice Burger observed in Swann, 
supra, at 30, busing is one "remedial tech
nique ... within [the] court's power to pro
vide equitable relief ... " in a case of consti
tutional injury to school children. 

"[W]e find no basis for holding that the 
local school authorities may not be required 
to employ bus transportation as one tool of 
school desegregation. Desegregation plans 
cannot be limited to the walk-in school." 
Ibid. 
other techniques include teacher transfers, 
majority-minority "free" student transfers, 
rezoning (gerrymandered or "satetlite" or 
both), pairing, and new school construction. 
Courts order busipg in combination with 
other techniques. 

"The scope of permissible transportation of 
students as a.n implement of a remedial de
cree has never been defined by this Court and 
by the very nature of the problem it cannot 
be defined with precisi()n. No rigid guidelines 
as to student transportation can be given for 
application to the infinite variety of problems 
presented in thousands of situations." 
Swann, supra, at 29 (emphasis added). 

That busing may be found to be a.n indis
pensable ingredient for effective and speedy 
desegregation is illustrated by North Caro
lina State Board of Education v. Swann, 402 
U.S. 43 (1971), in which the Court unani
mously struck down as unconstitutional 
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North Carolina's Anti-busing Law. The state 
law "operate[d) to hinder vindication of fed
eral constitutional guarantees." Id. at 45. 
Chief Justice Burger observed: 

"The legislation before us :flatly forbids as
signment of any student on account of race 
or for the purpose of creating a racial balance 
or ratio in the schools. The prohibition is ab
solute, and it would inescapably operate to 
obstruct the remedies granted by the District 
Court in the Swann case." Id. 

Busing plans are therefore appropriate in
gredients of effective remedies by which un
constitutional segregation can be eliminated 
root and branch, speedily, and effectively. In 
some cases, effective relief may be found to 
be impossible without busing. With this in 
mind, we turn to an analysis of the proposed 
Student Transportation Moratorium Act of 
1972. The bill would operate to stay the im
plementation of any court-ordered busing 
plan, notwithstanding the district court's 
proper jurisdiction, its findings of unconsti
tutional state action, and its determination 
that busing is an appropriate ingredient of 
the action required to achieve the effective 
desegregation required by the Constitution. 

B. Irreparable harm in further delay 
As we have already pointed out, consti

tutionality of the Moratorium Bill would de
pend on whether it could be clearly demon
strated that the moratorium was needed to 
enable Congress to enact the contemplated 
remedial legislation, and that in the remedial 
legislation Congress intended to protect and 
enforce rather than to limit the Fourteenth 
Amendment rights involved, and to provide 
at least equally effective remedies for their 
impairment. 

It would be difficult to demonstrate that a 
moratorium is necessary in order to allow 
Congress calmly, and with deliberation, to 
fashion appropriate subsequent legislation. 
The question is one of jurisdictional fact and 
would be subject to review by the courts. 
Sterling v. Constantin, 287 U.S. 378, 403 
(1932) (Hughes, C. J.); Ng Fung Ho v. Whfte, 
259 U.S. 276 (1922). Since Congress-with
out a moratorium-is now considering sub
stantive legislation in a "very calm, very 
deliberate, very unemotional" atmosphere 
(Remarks of Cong. McClory, Apr. 13, 1972 at 
1412), a moratorium appears unnecessary. As 
HEW Secretary Richardson acknowledged 
"the deliberations of this committee fully 
deserve the characterization (Congressman 
McClory has) given them." ld. at 1413. 

Nor may it be argued that because seven
teen years have already passed since the Su
preme Court issued its opinion in Brown v. 
Board of Education, 349 U.S. 294, 301 (1955) 
(Brown 11), Congress may now delay effective 
relief for an additional year. That argument 
fails because it does not take into account 
the long line of Supreme Court cases hold
ing not only that the Fourteenth Amend
ment requires effective remedies to eliminate 
racial segregation in the public schools, but 
also that delays in the implementation of 
effective means are now intolerable. Delays 
are intolerable because the constitutional in
jury of segregation inflicted upon school 
children is "devastating (and) often irrepar
able .... " Dandridge v. Jefferson Parish 
School Board, 404 U.S. 1219, 1220 (1971) 
(Justice Marshall, in chambers). "[T]he 
rights of school children to schooling under 
nondiscriminatory and constitutional con
ditions cannot be recaptured for any school 
semester lived under discrimination prac
tices. Nor can any court thereafter devise an 
effective remedial measure." Kelley v. Met
ropolitan Oounty Board of Education, 436 F. 
2d 856, 862 (6th Cir. 1970). 

Eighteen years ago, the novelty o! the de
cision in Brown v. Board of Education of 
Topeka, 347 U.S. 483 (1954), and the antici
pated difficulty and complexity of fashioning 
appropriate relief led the Supreme Court to 

order something less than Immediate re
sults. The Supreme Court ordered "all de
liberate speed" in desegregation but required 
school districts to make a "prompt and rea
sonable start toward full compliance," hold
ing that: "The burden rests upon the de
fendants to establish that [additional) time 
is necessary in the public interest and is con
sistent with good faith compliance at the 
earliest practicable date." Brown v. Board of 
Education of Topeka, 349 U.S. 297, 300 (1955) 
(Brown II). 

The "deliberate speed" time factor estab
lished by Brown I I was allowed to stand for 
nearly a deca.de. In 1963, in Goss v. Board of 
Education of Knoxville, 373 U.S. 683, 689, the 
Supreme Court referred to the "deliberate 
speed" language of Brown II and observed, 
" [E) igh t years after this decree was ren
dered and over nine years after the first 
Brown decision, the context in which we 
must interpret and apply this language to 
plans for desegregation has been significantly 
altered." In 1964, in Griffin v. County School 
Board of Prince Edward County, 377 U.S. 218, 
the Court observed at 234: "The time for 
mere 'deliberate speed' has run out, and 
that phrase can no longer justify denying 
these Prince Edward County school children 
their constitutional rights to an education 
equal to that afforded by the public schools 
in the other parts of Virginia." See Calhoun 
v. Latimer, 377 U.S. 263, 264 (1964), re
manding for further consideration a deseg
regation plan adopted by the Atlanta Board 
of Education in 1964, on the basis of peti
tioners' assertion that it would not achieve 
desegregation "until sometime in the 1970's." 

By 1968, in Green case, delay for purposes 
of allowing "freedom of choice" a chance to 
work had become constitutionally intoler
able. The Court found (391 U.S. at 438-39) : 

"[A] plan that at this late date fails to 
provide meaningful assurance of prompt and 
effective disestablishment of a dual system 
is . . . intolerable. . . . The burden on a 
school board today is to come forward with 
a plan that promises realistically to work, and 
promises realistically to work now." (Em
phasis in original.) 

Conceding that "freedom of choice" might 
in some circumstances put an end to deseg
regation, the Court nevertheless said (391 
U.S. at 441) : 

" [I] f there are reasonably available other 
ways, such for illustration as zoning, prom
ising speedier and more effective conver
sion to a unitary, nonracial school system, 
'freedom of choice' must be held unaccept
able. {Emphasis added.} 

The test established by Green was effec
tiveness, and the Court made it clear that a 
critical element of effectiveness is speed. 

The immediacy of the relief required by 
the Fourteenth Amendment was firmly 
established in 1968. On August 21 of that 
year, the Justice Department moved the 
Fifth Circuit to allow more time for deseg
regation of the Holmes County, Mississippi, 
public schools. The private plaintiffs applied 
to Justice Black for a stay of the Fifth Cir
cuit's decision granting the motion. Mr. 
Justice Black denied the stay, but he invited 
the applicants to present the issue to the full 
Court at the earliest possible opportunity and 
he wrote: 

"[T]here is no longer the slightest ex
cuse, reason or justification for further post
ponement of the time when every public 
school system in the United States will be 
a unitary one, receiving and teaching stu
dents without discrimination on the basis 
of their raoe or color." Alexander v. Holmes 
County Board of Education, 396 U.S. 1218, 
1220 ( 1969) (Black, Circuit Justice, in Cham
bers). 

"I would . . . hold that there are no 
longer any justiciable issues in the question 
of making effective not only promptly but at 
once-now--orders sufficient to vindicate the 

rights of any pupil in the United States who 
is effectively excluded from a public school 
because of his race or color. 

"It has been 15 years since we declared in 
Brown I that a law which prevents a child 
from going to a public school because of 
his color violates the Equal Protection Clause. 
As this record conclusively shows, there are 
many places still in this country where the 
schools are either 'white' or •negro' and not 
just schools for all children as the Consti
tution requires. In my opinion there is no 
reason why such a wholesale deprivation of 
constitutional rights should be tolerated an
other minute." Id. at 1222. 

Two months later, in October, 1969, the 
full dourt per curiam followed Justice 
Black's lead and held: 

"[T)he Court of Apepals should have de
nied all motions for additional time because 
continued operation of segregated schools 
under a standard of allowing 'all deliberate 
spe~d' for desegregation is no longer consti
tuttonally permissible. Under explicit hold
ings of this Court, the obligation of every 
school district is to terminate duel school 
systems at once and to operate now and 
hereafter only unitary schools." Alexander v. 
Holmes County Board of Education, 396 u.s. 
19,20 (emphasis added). 

Thereafter, the United States Court of Ap
peals for the Fifth Circuit, in Singleton v. 
Jackson Municipal Separate School District 
419 F.2d 1211, 1216 ( 1969), conceded that 
the Alexander opinion "shift [ ed J the burden 
from the standpoint of time for converting 
to unitary school systems." In language very 
significant for Congress' consideration of the 
present proposal for a Moratorium. the Fifth 
Circuit observed: 

"The shift is from a status of litigation to 
one of unitary operation pending litigation. 
The new modus operandi is to require imme
diate operation as unitary systemsr Suggested 
modifications to unitary plans are not to de
lay implementation. Hearings on requested 
changes in unitary operating plans may be in 
order but no delay in conversion may ensue 
because of the need for modification or hear
ing." ld. 

The Fifth Circuit nevertheless did allow in 
the twelve consolidated cases before it, a o~e
sem~ster delay in the implementation of 
pup11 transfer plans because the order came 
in the middle of a school year. Plaintiffs went 
back to the Supreme Court. There, under the 
name of Carter v. West Feliciana Parish 
School Board, 396 U.S. 290, decided Janu
ary 14, 1970, the Court held per curiam that 
even a one-semester deferral of student de
segregation misconstrued the immediacy re
quired by its holding in Alexander. Justices 
White and Harlan, concurring, offered as a 
yardstick "the conclusion that in no event 
should the time from the finding of noncom
pliance with the requirements of the Green 
case to the time of the actual operative ef
fect of the relief, including the time for judi
cial approval and review, exceed a period of 
approximately eight weeks. This, I think, is 
indeed the 'maximum' timetable estaJblished 
by the Court today for cases of this kind." 
396 U.S. at 293. Justices Black, Douglas, Bren
nan and Marshall, however, disassociated 
themselves even from the eight-week time
table, because they believed "that those views 
retreat from our holding in Alexander .... " 
Ibid. See also Dowell v. Board of Education 
of Oklahoma City Public Schools, 396 U.S. 269 
(1969). reversing an order of the Tenth Cir
cuit staying implementation of a desegrega-
tion plan: "[T]he Court of Appeals should 
have permitted [the plan's] implementation 
pending argument and decision of the ap
peal." 396 U.S. at 271. 

It is clear from the foregoing that in school 
desegregation cases, the Fourteenth Amend
ment requires effective relief; that "effective 
relief" means immediate relief; and that the 
courts may not permit delays in the imple
mentation of effective relief, because delays 
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continue irreparable, cc.:.stltutional injury to 
the school children involved. In cases where 
federal courts find that busing orders are 
necessary to provide effective relief for denials 
of equal protection found to have occurred, 
every day of the pendency of a moratorium 
enacted by Congress would inflict further 
constitutional harm on the school children 
involved. 

School boards thus may not delay imple
mentation of school desegregation plans that 
promise to work "now." Griffin, Green, Alex
ander, supra. State legislatures and governors 
may not hamper the implementation of ef
ifeotive remedies, whether by anti-busing 
statutes, North Carolina State Board of Edu
cation v. Swann, 402 U.S. 43 (1971) 1' or by 
other kinds of delay and interference with 
court-ordered desegregation. Griffin v. Coun
ty School Board of Prince Edward County, 
377 U.S. 218 (1964); Coe~per v. Aaron, 358 
u.s. i (1958). Congress has no less stringent 
constLtutional responsibiUties in this regard 
than any state agency. Yet, if Congress were 
to ena.ot the Student Transportation Morato
rium Act df 1972, it would be implicating 
ttself in exactly the kind of delaying activity 
prohibited for school boards, state legisla
tures and governors. The Moratorium would 
be the direct cause of continuing denial of 
equal protection where a constitutional vio
lation has already been found and where bus
ing has been decreed a necessary part of the 
effective remedy. In short, by staying imple
mentation of an effective remedy, Congress 
would be acting in aid of racial discrimina
tion and therefore in violation of the due 
process clause of the Fifth Amendment. 
Bolling v. Sharpe, 347 U.S. 497 (1954); Gau
treaux v. Romney, 448 F.2d 740 (7th Cir. 
1970). See Green v. Kennedy, 309 F.Supp. 
1127, 1136 (D.C. C.C. 1969), dismissed tor 
want of jurisdiction sub nom. CCYit v. Green, 
400 U.S. 986 (1971). Of. Battaglia v. General 
Motors Corp., 169 F.2d 254, 257 (2d Cir.), 
cert. denied 335 (U.S. 887 ( 1948). 

Moreover, in light of the stay provisions of 
the recently enacted Education Amendments 
of 1972, 86 Stat. 235 (June 23, 1972), a 
moratorium becomes unnecessary and 
even more difficult to justify. Under the 
stay provisions, busing orders issued by lower 
coul'ts are automatically stayed pending ap
peal.u• Thus any errors by lower courts in or
dering busing when such busing is not war
ranted by law may be corrected through the 
normal judicial process. 

a. Section 5 of the 14th amendment 
The proposed Moratorium is not made law

ful by Section 5 of the Fourteenth Amend
ment, which authorizes Congress "to enforce, 
by appropriate legislation," the equal pro-
teotion guarantee. . 

In the first place, the Moratorium Act, on 
i.ts face, does not purport to enforce the 
guarantees df the Fourteenth Amendment. 
The statement of purposes of the Act men
tions the Amendment only in noting that 
courts are likely to require implementation 
of desegregation plans "that impose a greater 
obUgation than required by the Fourteenth 
Amendment .... " Section 2(a) (5). And, since 
the Act does no more than stay execution of 
busing orders for a time, it is plainly not 
itself an expression of equal protection stand
ards or means for their enforc.ement. The in
tent of the Moratorium is not to enforce the 
guarantees of the Amendment, but rather to 
protect interests not protected but perhaps 
threatened by the Amendment from injury 
by allegedly overzealous enforcement of the 
Amendment's guarantees.16 

In the second place, even assuming that 
the Moratorium Act can reasonably be viewed 
as a.n effort by Congress to enforce what it 
believes to be the command of the Four
teenth Amendlnent, it can find no support in 
Section 5. 

Footnotes at end of article. 

Those who would base the Act on Section 
5 rest their argument on the Supreme 
Court's opinion in Katzenbach v. Morgan, 
384 U.S. 641 (1966) which upheld Congress' 
power under Section 5 to prohibit enforce
ment of a state literacy requirement. The 
argument for the Moratorium is that under 
Section 5 Congress may conclude that the 
Fourteenth Amendment does not require 
busing, even though the courts, in the ab
sence of congressional action, might have 
thought busing necessary to achieve con
titutiona.l guarantees. This argument is seri
ously flawed. 

Section 5 is a remedial provision which, 
whlle authorizing Congress to enforce 
Fourteenth Amendment protections, does 
not empower Congress to define the scope of 
those protections. This was made clear in 
Oregon v. Mitchell, 400 U.S. (1970), in which 
the Supreme Court struck down a. provision 
of the Voting Rights Act Amendments of 
1970 which lowered the minimum voting age 
in state and local elections from 21 to 18. 

Three of the nine Justices had main
tained that Congress was empowered by Sec
tion 5 to determine that denial of the 
franchise to persons between the ages of 18 
and 21 was a denial of equal protection, re
gardless of whether the court could so find 
absent such a statute. But the Supreme 
Court rejected that view. Justice Stewart, in 
an opinion joined by Chief Justice Burger 
and Justice Blackmun, expressely rejected 
the notion that Congress had the power "to 
determine as a. matter of substantive con
stitutional law what situations fall within 
the ambit of the [Equal Protection] clause, 
and what state interests are 'compelling.' " 
400 U.S. at 296. 

Justice Harlan, in his separate opinion, 
reasoned as follows: 

"In Article V, the Framers expressed the 
view that the political restraints on Con
gress alone were an insufficient control over 
the process of constitution making. The con
currence of two-thirds of each House and 
of three-fourths of the States was needed 
for the political check to be adequate. To 
allow a. simple majority of Congress to have 
final say on matters of constitutional inter
pretation is therefore fundamentally out of 
keeping with the constitutional structure. 
Nor is that structure a.deq'..!ately protected 
by a. requirement that the judiciary be able 
to perceive a. basis for the congressiona.a. 
interpretation .. .'' 400 U.S. a.t 205. 

Furthermore, whatever the force of Sec
tion 5 in Congress' relations with the states, 
that Section does not augment Congress' 
power vis-a.-vis the federal courts. The his
tory of Section 5 plainly demonstrates that 
its purpose was simply to enable "Congress, 
in case the States shall enact laws in con
flict with the principles of the amendment, 
to correct that legislation by a. formal con
gressional enactment.'' Remarks ·of Senator 
Howard, who reported the Amendment to 
the Senate from the Joint Committee on 
Reconstruction, Gong. Globe, 39th Cong., 1st 
Sess., 2766, 2768 (1866). That Section 5 was 
not intended to give Congress greater power 
than the federal courts to define constitu
tional rights is unequivocally demonstrated 
by the history of Section 1 of the Flourteenth 
Amendment. The first draft of that Section 
provided that "Congress shall have power 
to make all laws ... to secure ... to all 
persons . . . equal protection. . . .'' This 
draft was rejected in large part because it 
failed to entrench the stated guarantees 
against a future unsympathetic Congress. 
See Burt, Miranda and Title II: A Morganatic 
Marriage, 1969 Sup. Ct. Rev. 81, 92-93 (1969). 
Thus, the Amendment as adopted leaves the 
Courts with the last word in defining the 
rights protected by the Constitution. 

The cases which have arisen under Section 
5 reinforce the view that that Section con
cerns only questions of federalism-the Fe<1-
eral Government's relations with the states-

not issues of checks and balances between 
Congress and the Federal Judiciary. In both 
Morgan and Oregon the issue was whether 
Congress had the power to find state laws 
unconstitutional where the courts had made 
no decision. In neither case was there a ques
tion of whether Congress could override a.n 
inconsistent determination by a. federal court. 
The early cases, too, focused on the relations 
between Congress and the states and stressed 
the requirement that the object of legisla
tion under Section 5 be to uphold the rights 
protected by the Amendment against State 
action. See Ex parte Virginia, 100 U.S. 339 
(1879); Virginia v. Rivers, 100 U.S. 313 (1879); 
Strauder v. West Virginia, 100 U.S. 303 (1879). 
Some cases went so far as to strike down 
federal legislation where the court rejected 
the judgment of the Congress that the action 
at which the statutes were directed was vio
lative of the Fourteenth Amendment. Civil 
Rights Cases, 109 U.S. 3 (1883); United States 
v. Harris, 106 U.S. 629 (1882). 

Moreover, regardless of the power of Con
gress to extend by its legislation the rights 
protected by the Fourteenth Amendment, it 
is not permitted by Section 5 to limit those 
rights. As the Court noted in Morgan: 

"§ 5 does not grant Congress power to 
exercise discretion in the other direction and 
to enact 'statutes so as in effect to dilute 
equal protection and due process decisions of 
this Court.' We emphasize that Congress' 
power under § 5 is limited to adopting meas
ures to enforce the guarantees of the Amend
ment; § 5 grants Congress no power to re
strict, abrogate, or dilute these guarantees. 
Thus, for example, a.n enactment authorizing 
the States to establish racially segregated 
systems of education would not be-as re
quired by § 5-a measure 'to enforce' the 
Equal Protection Clause since that clause of 
its own force prohibits such state laws." 384 
U.S. at 651 n. 10. 

See also Oregon v. Mitchell, 400 U.S. 112, 
128-29 (1970) (Black, J.). 

Any other reading of Section 5 would con
:tllct with the congressional purpose to se
cure Equal Protection Guarantees against a. 
hostile Congress. Indeed, to read Section 5 
as permitting restrictions of Equal Protec
tion Rights would be to ignore the com
mand of the Fifth Amendment that the 
federal government, including the Congress, 
as well as the States, is bound by the Equal 
Protection Clause. Morgan itself recognized 
this and made it perfectly clear that the 
laWfulness under the Equal Protection Clause 
of a. congressional enactment is to be tested 
by the courts, even if the enactment pur
ports to "enforce" the Clause under Section 
5.384 u.s. a.t 656. 

To read Section 5 as authorizing only ex
tensions of Fourteenth Amendment guaran
tees, and not restrictions of those guarantees, 
not only accords with -the language of Mor
gan and the command of the Fifth Amend
ment, it also makes good sense in our con
stitutional scheme. As former ·Solicitor Gen
eral Archibald Cox has noted: 

"There is not a priori reason for linking 
power to expand constitutional safeguards 
with power to dilute them. One can assert 
without logical fallacy that, since the chief 
function of the Supreme Court is to protect 
human rights, it should never defer to any 
legislative determination which restricts 
those rights without making its own inves
tigation and characterization of the interest 
affected, even though it welcomes any leg
islative determination that extends human 
rights and is subject to challenge only as an 
unconstitutional extension of federal power 
at the expense of the States." Cox, The Role 
of Congress in Constitutional Determina-
tions, 40 U. Cinn. L. Rev. 199, 253 (1971). 

In sum, nothing in Section 5 or in the 
Margan case justifies congressional interfer
ence wl·th constitutional decisions of the fed
eral courts. Perhaps, as Professor Cox has 
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suggested, Congress could revamp America's 
educational system in a way which would 
comply with equal protection guarantees 
and render unnecessary certain court-or
dered remedies such as busing. But until 
that revamping is an accomplished fact, 
where federal courts have found busing nec
essary to achieve compliance with the con
stitutional command, Congress may not
under the guise of "enforcing" the Equal 
Protection Clause-simply prevent the en
forcement or execution of the Court's order. 

CONCLUSION 

It is our view that the proposed Morato
rium and Equal Opportunities Bills are un
constitutional. They infringe on the Judicial 
Branch in violation of Article III of the Con
stitution. If the Bills were redrawn in the 
guise of jurisdictional statutes, they would 
still be unconstitutional because the courts 
have held that segregated schools cause 
irreparable injury, which, under certain cir
cumstances, can only be remedied by some 
constitutionally required busing. Congress, 
it is true, has power under Section 5 of the 
Fourteenth Amendment to implement and 
enforce that Amendment; and Congress could 
enact a pervasive, regulatory scheme to deal 
with the problem of school segregation, which 
scheme would not run afoul of the 
Fourteenth Amendment if the courts found 
that all congressional remedies were ade
quate to protect constitutional rights. But 
where federal courts have found busing nec
essary to achieve compliance with the con
stitutional command. Congress may not-in 
the guise of "enforcing" the Equal Protec
tion Clause-simply prevent the enforcement 
or execution of the court's order. 

FOOTNOTES 
1 E.g., Testimony of HEW Secretary Rich

ardson (Apr. 13, 1972) at 1372, 1382, 1420 
(hereinafter cited as "Richardson testi
mony"). Testimony of Acting Attorney Gen
eral Kleindienst (Apr. 12, 1972) at 1279-80, 
1284 (hereinafter cited as "Kleindienst Tes
timony"). 

2 The only Supreme Court decision deal
ing with a legislative moratorium on judi
cial action is Home Building & Loan Ass'n 
v. Blaisdell, 290 U.S. 398 (1934), which sus
tained a Minnesota statute allowing courts 
to extend the redemption period of mort
gages and thus postpone judicial foreclosure, 
but did so on the ground that the mortgage 
contract was inherently subject to modifica
tion by state law so that the constitutional 
ban on impairing the obligation of contracts 
had not been violated. The case is no prece
dent for a moratorium which by definition 
postpones the only relief a court finds effec
tive for the adjudicated impairment of a 
constitutional right. 

a Kleindienst Testimony at 1261-62. 
4 For example, Professor Goebel in his de

finitive work, The Oliver Wendell Holmes 
Devise History of the Supreme Court of the 
United States: Antecedents and Beginnings 
to 1801 (P. Freund, ed. 1971) , concludes at 
243, n. 228, that the Constitution "robbed 
Congress of discretion whether or not to 
create inferior [federal) courts and left 
only discretion as to what courts were to be 
set up and to make changes." See also id. 
at 246-47; Eisentrager v. Forrestal, 174 F. 
2d 961, 965-66 (D.C. Cir. 1949) (Prettyman, 
J.), rev'd on other grounds, sub nom. John
son v. Eisentrager, 339 U.S. 763 (1950). 

5 29 U.S.C. § 107 provides: 
"No court of the United States shall have 

jurisdiction to issue a temporary or perma
nent injunction in any case involving or 
growing out of a labor dispute, as defined 
in this chapter, except after hearing the 
testimony of witnesses in open court (with 
opportunity for cross-examination) in sup
port of the allegations of a complaint made 
under oath, and testimony in opposition 
thereto, if offered, and except after findings 

of fact by the court, to the effect-" (the 
statute here requires a showing of substantial 
injury, no adequate remedy at law, etc.) 

a 28 U.S.C. § 2283 provides: 
"A court of the United States may not 

grant an injunction to stay proceedings in 
a State court except as expressly authorized 
by Act of Congress, or where necessary in 
aid of its jurisdiction, or to protect or effec
tuate its judgments." 

1 See also Oesterlich v. Selective Service 
Board, 393 U.S. 233, 243--44 (1968), where Mr. 
Justice Harlan, concurring, notes that if 
§ 10(b) (3) of the Mllitary Selective Service 
Act of 1967-which limits the courts' juris
diction to review selective service cases
were interpreted to preclude the opportunity 
to raise a constitutional issue in a compe
tent forum, the statute would raise "serious 
constitutional problems." See also id. at 243, 
n. 6. 

sEven after this statute was enacted, the 
Supreme Court stUl had original habeas 
corpus jurisdiction as well as power to re
view lower court habeas corpus decisions by 
writ of certiorari. Ex parte Yerger, 75 U.S. 
(8 Wall.) 85 (1868); cf. Ex parte McCardle, 
74 U.S. (7 Wall.) at 515. 

9 See also the great deal of respectable au
thority holding that there could be no legis
lative meddling with the Supreme Court's 
appellate jurisdiction except for a narrow 
regulation of minor housekeeping itexns. So 
concludes Goebel, The Oliver Wendell Holmes 
Devise History of the Supreme Court of the 
United States: Antecedents and Beginnings 
to 1801 (P. Freund, ed. 1971) at 240 ("excep
tions clause" in Article III grant of appellate 
jurisdiction must be interpreted in light of 
contemporary state practice in which "regu
lations had been confined largely to such 
details as setting appealable minima or pe
riods of limitation, and 'exceptions' of cer
tain proceedings where neither error nor 
certiorari has been traditionally available."); 
see also Merry, Scope of the Supreme Court's 
Appellate Jurisdiction: Historical Basis, 47 
Minn. L. Rev. 53 (1962). 

to Note (a) to 2 U.S. (2 Dall.) at 410 ex
plains: 

"As the reasons assigned by the judges, 
for declining to execute the first act of Con
gress, involve a great constitutional ques
tion, it wlll not be thought improper to sub
join them, in illustration of Rayburn's case." 

11 The decisions reported in the margin of 
Rayburn's Case have been approved and re
lied on as a correct interpretation of the 
Constitution in subsequent cases, including, 
e.g., Muskrat v. United States, 219 U.S. 346, 
352-53 ( 1911) , and United States v. Ferreira, 
54 U.S. (13 How.) 40 (1852) (Taney, J.) (see 
especially id. at 52-53-"Note by the Chief 
Justice, Inserted by Order of the Court"). 

1~ Cf. Sterling v. Constantin, 287 U.S. 378, 
403 ( 1932) (Hughes, C.J.) : "If the matter is 
one of judiclal cognizance, it is because of 
an alleged invasion of a right, and the judi
cial power necessarily extends to the granting 
of the relief found to be appropriate accord
ing to the circumstances of the case." 

13 Swann v. Charlotte-Meckenburg Board 
of Education, 402 U.S. 1, 16 (1971); Deal v. 
Cincinnati Board of Education, 369 F. 2d 55, 
62 (6th Cir. 1966); Bell v. School City of 
Gary, 324 F. 2d 209 (7th Cir. 1963), cert. de
nied 377 U.S. 924 (1964); U .S. v. School Dis
trict 151 of Cook County, Illinois, 286 F. 
Supp. 786, 797 (N.D. Til. 1968); aff'd, 404 F. 
2d 1125 (1968); Taylor v. Board of Eduration 
of City of New Rochelle, 191 F. Supp. 181, 
182-83 (S.D.N.Y. 1961), aff'd 294 F. 2d 36 
(2d Cir. 1961), cert. denied 368 U.S. 940 
(1961). 

u In this case a unanimous court, speak
ing through Mr. Chief Justice Burger, struck 
down a North Carolina statute banning in
voluntary busing. 

15 Section 803, 86 Stat. 372, provides: 
"Notwithstanding any other law or pro

vision of law, in the case of any order on the 

part of any United States district court which 
requires the transfer or transportation of 
any student or students from any school 
attendance area prescribed by competent 
State or local authority for the purposes of 
achieving a balance among students with 
respect to race, sex, religion, or socioeco
nomic status, the effectiveness of such order 
shall be postponed until all appeals in con
nection with such order have been exhausted 
or, in the event no appeals are taken, until 
the time for such appeals has expired. This 
section shall expire at midnight on January 1, 
1974." 

16 Indeed, far from enforcing the provisions 
of the Fourteenth Amendment, the Act-by 
encouraging delay, resistance, and intran
sigence to constitutionally required deseg
regation-may involve the Federal Gov
ernment in unconstitutional denials of equal 
protection. As the Supreme Court held in 
Reitman v. Mulkey, 387 U.S. 369 (1967), even 
government action which is otheTWise per
missible may be unconstitutional if, after 
examination of its "immediate objective," its 
"ultimate effect" and its "historical context 
and the conditions existing prior to its 
enactment," it appears that the action "en
courages" discrimination. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield 15 
minutes to the distinguished Senator 
from Massachusetts (Mr. BRoOKE). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Massachusetts is recognized 
for 15 minutes. 

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, I send 
to the desk two amendments both of 
which are qualified under the rule. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendments will be received. 

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, early on 
the morning of August 18, the House of 
Representatives sounded the first call 
for a retreat from the promise of the 
14th amendment. And now the Senate is 
asked to hastily echo this call without 
proper consideration of its portent. 

In the harried closing days of this Con
gress, proponents of H.R. 13915 urge the 
Senate to rush to undo the slow but in
exorable progress of two decades and to 
invite the most serious constitutional 
confrontation in over a century. 

They would have us say to millions of 
Americans that segregation is preferable 
to possible inconvenience, that fears are 
more persuasive than facts and that po
litical opportunity is more compelling 
than our constitutional responsibility. 

Mr. President, how can we teach our 
children respect for the law, if we in the 
U.S. Senate treat the law with contempt? 

The law of the land for 18 years has 
been clear: Segregation of public schools 
by omcial act is a violation of the equal 
protection .clause of the 14th amend
ment. Time and again, the Supreme 
Court has unanimously amrmed Brown 
against Topeka Board of Education and 
the process of desegregation has con
tinued. Though at times it was slowed by 
resistance, reason has prevailed and re
sponsible citizens have accepted neces-
sary remedies to constitutional viola
tions. And this has brought hope to mil
lions of Americans that we can, and shall, 
be one Nation. The separate but equal 
doctrine of Plessy a·gainst Ferguson that 
divided America for 60 years must never 
return. Yet the measure before us, cyni
cally entitled the "Equal Educational 
Opportunities Act of 1972," contains the 
prescription for abandoning equal edu-



October 10. 1972 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 34497 

cational opportunities and for returning 
to separate but equal facilities. 

Mr. President, I have lived in this 
country for many years and served in 
many offices. I have never seen anything 
both separate and equal in this Nation. 

I have no doubt that this invidious 
prescription is unconstitutional and I 
shall discuss the constitutional aspects 
of this measure later. But I ask now, 
how can the Congress even consider a 
policy that would encourage the devel
opment of two nations within our coun
try-one white, and the other black? 

The fact that we are, angers and even 
more, saddens me. For I see by our very 
consideration of H.R. 1391•5, the encour
agement of a small minority of Ameri
cans--black and white--who champion 
the cause of separatism. 

Mr. President, I have denounced sep
aratism and separatists, both black and 
white. I believe in one Nation. I believe 
in integration. And I am confident that 
most Americans, black and white, share 
these beliefs. 

The hope for an end to racial division 
lies in our educational system. The op
portunities we afford our young people 
determine the shape of our Nation's fu
ture. If we deny children the right to 
an equal chance in life, we deny our Na
tion a chance for greatness. If we per
petuate separate societies, divided by 
ignorance and suspicion, we risk an un
steady and uncertain future. For each 
generation of segregation in our schools, 
we risk another generation of division 
in our Nation. 

We must not deny our young people 
the chance to bridge mutual misunder
standings with shared experiences and 
opportunities. 

This cleverly crafted measure strikes 
at the fundamental source of hope for 
our Nation-our children. 

Though I am confident its most perni
cious provisions would be struck down 
by the Supreme Court of the United 
States, its enactment would seriously di
vide and confuse our Nation. For two 
decades, the course has been sure but 
slow. And now we are asked to hastily 
and drastically alter it. Why? Because 
many Americans have become confused 
by the rhetoric on busing. In some cases 
this confusion is deliberately contrived 
by those who speak of "busing to achieve 
racial balance" when such busing is not 
at issue. The issue is simple: Shall we 
or shall we not permit necessary rem
edies to a constitutional violation? 
Segregation of public schools by official 
act is unlawful. 

That is a fact. Busing is an integral 
and pervasive component of our educa
tional system. And, that too is a fact. The 
fact is that in many cases, busing is 
necessary to uphold the law. 

This legislation is not as some call it, 
an "antibusing" bill. Its provisions, limit
ing options in school assignments, per
mitting resegregation without remedy, 
and stimulating relitigation of all de
segregation cases, compel a more ac
curate descriptiQn. This is an ''antide
segregation" bill. This is an "anti-inte
gration" bill. 

Similarly, this discussion is being mis-

labeled. How can one consider this a 
filibuster in face of the facts? 

While its proponents claim this is one 
of the most important measures to be 
considered this Congress, they prevented 
the careful consideration that a measure 
of such import deserves. 

An editorial in today's edition of the 
Washington Post shares this view. The 
editorial is headlined "The Busing Bill in 
the Senate." The editorial reads: 

THE BUSING BILL IN THE SENATE 

Today the Senate will vote on a cloture 
motion to cut off a "filibuster" on the House
passed antibusing bill. We put the word "fili
buster" in quotations, b'ecause if this is a 
tactical talkathon that the bill's opponents 
are pursuing, it must be one of the shortest 
in recorded Senate history. The legislation 
was brought before the Senate on Friday
and the motion to cut off debate was filed the 
same day. Clearly, what supporters of the 
House-passed busing bill are after, then, is 
not the termination of prolonged and dilatory 
debate, but rather a quick opportunity in the 
heat of a political year to force a vote on bus
ing and to do so without Senate examination 
of this particular legislation to which the 
House added some very far reaching provi
sions on the floor. These provisions have been 
studied by neither the House nor the Senate 
in committee (the blll was put directly on 
the Senate calendar), and it seems to us dou
bly necessary, in consequence, that the Sen
ate be given at the very least a reasonable 
period of time to discuss them. A cloture 
ruling would prevent such discussion. 

Among the provisions of the House-passed 
blll that demand such scrutiny is one which 
would permit the reopening of long since 
closed and completed Southern school cases, 
cases which preceded and had nothing to do 
with the current furor over court-ordered 
comprehensive busing in big cities North and 
South. It could put in train an endless flow 
of disruptive and harmful relitigation and 
possibly result in a rollback of court deci
sions whose fairness and necessity have by 
now been granted by practically everyone
including many of those who once opposed 
them. 

Another provision which has not been 
thoroughly studied by either the Senate or 
the House is that which would permit court
ordered busing, but limit it to the "next 
nearest" school from that which was being 
desegregated. What this strange feature could 
do--and in innumerable cases would-is 
guarantee that the effects of busing orders be 
felt only in those poor white "ethnic" areas 
whose schools have least to offer ghetto chil
dren and where racial tensions run the high
est. By voting for such a provision, the mem
bers of Congress are saying, in effect, that 
busing is fine so long as it tends to leave the 
affluent middle-class alone. 

Finally, there is a provision authorizing 
the federal judiciary and the executive 
branch to oompel, as a remedy preferable to 
busing, the closing down of old schools and 
the construction of new. Interestingly, when 
this provision came before the House, an 
amendment was voted down which would 
have at least provided some federal funds for 
districts compelled by the federal govern
ment to engage in what could be extremely 
costly construction. That vote, in our view, 
offers a pretty fair measure of the degree of 
sensitivity that prevails in Congress con
cerning the potential long term effects of this 
legislation on the districts, in question---as 
distinct from sensitivity toward the political 
value of an "anti-busing" vote, which the 
members feel only too keenly. 

The provisions cited above in no way ex
haust the list of features in the bill which 
could do with a good deal more reflection on 
the part of members of the Senate. But they 

do make a fairly solid case, in our judgment, 
for-at a minimum-a reasonable period of 
discussion on the floor. You do not have to 
be a friend of the filibuster to reach that con
clusion, because that is not what is at issue 
in the couple of days of debate that have 
taken place on this very complicated and 
consequential bill. The Senate should resist 
these premature and politically motivated at
tempts to silence discussion on such an im
portant issue. 

Mr. President, as this editorial states, 
the most troublesome provisions of 
H.R. 13915 were written on the fioor 
of the House of Representatives in dis
agreement with the action of its Com
mit ee on Education and Labor. The 
measure was so drastically revised that 
one of its authors, Representative QUIE, 
could not support it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. TAL
MADGE) . The 15 minutes allotted to the 
Senator have expired. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I yield 2 
additional minutes to the Senator from 
Massachusetts. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Alabama has yielded 2 addi
tional minutes to the Senator from Mas
sachusetts. 

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from Alabama. 

And here in the Senate, we are asked 
to follow in kind. Senate supporters of 
this bill refused to allow the measure to 
be referred to the committee with proper 
jurisdiction over it, the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare. 

By refusing to allow proper considera
tion of this bill, its supporters denied 
Americans the right to closely examine 
this legislation and to be heard for or 
against it. No one can argue that the 
Labor and Public Welfare Committee is 
a graveyard for legislation. The commit
tee has faced up to the issue of busing 
time and again. The Senate has expressed 
its will on busing on two occasions this. 
year alone. Knowing that the committee 
would act responsibly. I can only assume 
that the supporters of this bill feared the· 
revelations that would ensue from its 
careful scrutiny. So, it is now necessary 
for those of us who feel it is the Senate's: 
responsibility to carefully consider im-
portant legislation, to discharge this re
sponsibility here in the Senate Chamber:.. 
The American people deserve this op
portunity to be apprised of all the facts: 
concerning the so-called Equal Educa
tional Opportunities Act of 1972. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 2 ad
ditional minutes yielded to the Senator· 
from Massachusetts have expired. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I yield 1' 
additional minute to the Senator from: 
Massachusetts. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Alabama yields the Senator
from Massachusetts 1 additional minute .. 

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, I thank: 
the Senator from Alabama. 

The title of this measure belies its con-
tent as any objective analysis will prove~ 

POLICY AND PURPOSE 

The measure's basic policy and pur
pose as set forth in section 2 flaws the 
measure from the beginning. Section 2 
(a) 2 would establish a national policy 
requiring assignment of stUdents to 
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schools in their neighborhoods. Other 
provisions in the bill contradict this 
policy. But let us examine the basic 
premise of the policy. It assumes that 
our Nation's educational system is based 
on neighborhood lines. The history of 
American education does not uphold this 
assumption. For a number of reasons
space, staff, and other resources-school 
assignments are not generally based on 
the closest school criterion. The fact that 
40 percent of our public school children 
ride schoolbuses and 25 percent use pub
lic transportation to get to school sup
ports this conclusion. Neighborhoods are 
not considered stable entities with a con
stant ratio of school-age children to their 
population. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's time has expired. Who yields time? 

The Senator from Alabama yields 1 
additional minute to the Senator ·from 
Massachusetts. The Senator from Mas
sachusetts may proceed. 

Mr. BROOKE. I thank the Senator 
from Alabama. He has been most graci-
ous and I am most grateful. , 

Mr. President, neighborhoods change. 
School assignments change. Nowhere 
does H.R. 13915 define the term "neigh
borhood." Without definition, this policy 
could be effectively used as an excuse for 
segregation, as in the past, through 
gerrymandered assignment areas. 

What meaning docs the term "neigh
borhood" have to large high school and 
junior high school attendance districts, 
which cover many neighborhoods? The 
answer is none. 

This expression of policy in support of 
an educaticnal system that does not now 
or could not exist is irresponsible. How 
can the Congress of the United States 
enact a mythical policy? We should be 
more responsible than writing undefined 
catchwords into law. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the time al
lotted to the Senator from New York 
(Mr. JAviTs) be allotted to the Senator 
from Massachusetts. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, the Sen
ator from Massachusetts may proceed. 

FINDINGS 

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, the 
measure moves from the declaration of 
policy which cannot be realized to the 
findings of facts that cannot be sup
ported. 

Section 3(a) of H.R. 13915 would have 
Congress find that "many school sys
tems have been required to engage in 
extensive transportation of students" in 
order to eliminate dual school systems. 

Since only 3 percent of the children 
now riding school buses are doing so for 
desegregation purposes, the term "ex
tensive" has no nationwide application. 
The experience statewide would also con
tradict this finding. 

The facts are that there is less bus
ing, not more busing, as the dual edu
cational system is eliminated. This is 
because children are no longer bused 
past one segregated school to get to an
other. In Alabama, desegregation orders 
resulted in a decrease in 1 million pas-

senger-miles. In Mississippi, 318,095 
children were bused to maintain segre
gated schools; only 292,472 were bused 
when segregation was ended. The same 
experience-a decline in the number of 
students bused and the number of miles 
transported-resulted after desegre
gation orders were entered in Charlotte, 
in Richmond, in Leon County, Fla., and 
elsewhere. 

The finding in 3(a) 3-that school 
systems have been required "to expand 
large amounts of funds" is likewise not 
supported by fact. In 1933, the expendi
ture for pupil transportation was 3.5 per
cent of the cost of operating public 
schools. In 1969-70, it was 3.6 percent. 
And it should be noted that in the inter
vening years, there was a nationwide 
move toward consolidation of schools 
away from the outmoded one-room 
schoolhouse. 

Are not those who now argue that 
busing is expensive, the same people .who 
sought to bar the use of Federal funds for 
busing? Perhaps in some cases desegre
gation plans do require increased expen
ditures. If local educational agencies are 
required by a Federal court or agency to 
increase transportation, I think it is only 
proper that Federal funds be made avail
able to meet part or all of these increased 
expenses. I cannot understand the logic 
of proponents of this bill who now charge 
that busing is expensive, yet who have 
consistently argued that Federal funds 
should not pay for student transporta
tion. 

But more importantly, viewed as a per
centage of public school expenditures, 
transportation is but a small budget item. 
There is no basis for Congress to find 
that school systems have spent large 
sums for busing. 

Nor can Congress conceivably find, as 
section 3 (a) (4) suggests that transpor
tation of students "creates serious risks 
to their health and safety and disrupts 
the educational process." 

Such a finding ignores the evidence 
that the schoolbus is the safest way for 
children to get to school-safer even than 
walking. A 6-year study by the Pennsyl
vania Department of Education found 
riding three times safer than walking. 
The National Safety Council's latest sta
tistics show that while there are 2.4 fa
talities per 100 million miles of travel in 
private automobiles and 0.29 in airplanes, 
the figure for schoolbuses is 0.06. 

I yield to the distinguished Senator 
from New York. 

Mr. JA VITS. Mr. President, how much 
time do I have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New York has 4 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I reserve 
the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Alabama is recognized. 

Mr. ALLEN. I yield to the Senator from 
Michigan. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. How 
much time does the Senator from Ala
bama yield to the Senator from Michi
gan? 

Mr. ALLEN. The time has been re
turned to the Senator from Michigan. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Michigan has control of the 
time in opposition. How much time does 
the Senator yield himself? 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I yield 6 
minutes to the Senator from North Caro
lina. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from North Carolina is recognized. 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of the motion for cloture. I do 
that because next to Vietnam there has 
been more debate during the past sev
eral years on the busing issue than upon 
any other issue confronting Congress. 
The opponents of cloture maintain, and 
they maintain quite correctly, that bus
ing has been a feature of American edu
cation. But I would point out to the Sen
ate there are two kinds of busing. There 
is busing of children whose homes are 
remote from the nearest school available 
to children of their ages and intellectual 
attainments. This busing is resorted to 
carry children to the nearest school 
which is open to children of their ages 
and educational attainment, and is for 
the purpose of enlightening the minds of 
those children. 

The other kind of busing is restored to 
merely for the purpose of integrating the 
bodies of children, and not enlightening 
their minds. The first kind of busing is 
justified. The other kind of busing is a 
reprehensible tyranny imposed by a per
version of the equal protection clause 
upon helpless little children, both black 
and white. · 

The difference between busing for edu
cational purposes and busing for integra
tion purposes is as wide as the gulf which 
yawns between Lazarus in Abraham's 
bosom and Dives in hell. 

The only way that the Supreme Court 
of the United States was able to upheld 
busing was to twist awry the words of 
the equal protection clause so as to make 
them mean something exactly opposite 
from what they are intended to mean. 
Despite the distortion and the perver
sion of the equal protection clause by the 
Supreme Court of the United States
and I use those words advisedly-the 
equal protection clause is perhaps the 
simplest provision in the entire Con
stitution. The equal protection clause 
says that no State shall deny to any per
son within its jurisdiction the equal pro
tection of the laws. 

What that means is extremely simple.. 
It means that no State shall treat in a 
different manner persons similarly situ
ated. I say that when the Supreme Court 
undertakes to justify busing for integra
tion purposes, the Supreme Court not 
only distorts the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 
which forbids busing for integration pur
poses, but it twists awry and out of shape 
the words of the equal protection clause 
itself. 

When a Federal court decrees that a 
school board must bus children, for in
tegration purposes, it violates the equal 
protection clause in two ways, and this 
is so plain that oceans of judicial sophis
try cannot wash out its truth. When a 
Federal court enters a busing decree for 
integration purposes, it says to the school 
board, "You must violate the equal pro
tection clause by denying equal treat
ment to children who are similarly situ-
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ated." You must say to one group of your 
children, "you are permitted to attend 
your neighborhood schools," and you 
must say to the other group of your chil
dren, "you are not permitted to attend 
your neighborhood schools." 

It is as clear as the noon day sun in 
a cloudless sky, Supreme Court justices 
to the contrary notwithstanding, that 
that is a violation of the equal protection 
clause because it treats children who are 
similarly situated in a different manner. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 6 
minutes allotted to the Senator from 
North Carolina have expired. 

Mr. ERVIN. Just 1 more minute. 
Mr. GRIFFIN. I yield 1 minute to the 

Senator from North Carolina. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from North Carolina is recognized 
for 1 minute. 

Mr. ERVIN. The decrees of the Fed
eral courts commanding busing for in
tegration purposes violate the equal pro
tection clause in one other respect. The 
Federal Court says, "The reason why you 
cannot let this second group of childTen 
attend their neighborhood schools with 
the first group is that you must transport 
them to other schools, elsewhere, either 
to decrease the number of children of 
their race in the neighborhood schools, 
or to increase the number of children of 
their race in the schools elsewhere." 
Oceans of judicial sophistry cannot wash 
out the plain fact that that is denying 
the children who are bused the right to 
attend their neighborhood schools solely 
on account of their race. That is exactly 
what the Supreme Court held in the 
school desegregation cases is unconstitu
tional under the equal protection clause. 
That case adjudged that no child can 
be denied the right to attend any school 
on account of his race. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ad
ditional 1 minute allotted to the Senator 
has expired. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, pending 
the arrival of the Senator from Tennes
see (Mr. BAKER) to the Senate, who is 
the next scheduled speaker, I yield my
self 2 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Michigan is recognized for 2 
minutes. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I want 
to commend the distinguished Senator 
from North Carolina, who is a great and 
recognized scholar of the Constitution, 
for his analysis of the situation, particu
larly as the Supreme Court has distorted 
the meaning of the 14th amendment in 
this area. 

Along with other Senators, I have in
troduced a proposed constitutional 
amendment, and the language of the 
amendment I have introduced says this: 
This Constitution shall not be construed 
to require that pupils be assigned or 
transported to schools on the basis of 
their race. 

It seems almost incredible that it 
would be necessary to propose a consti
tutional amendment to say that students 
shall not be transported to schools by 
public authorities on the basis of their 
race, but, unfortunately, we have the 
ridiculous point where instrumentalities 
of government, namely, the courts, are 

doing precisely what the Constitution 
says that government carmot do. In their 
decisions, the courts are in effect dis
regarding the constitutional mandate 
that all people shall be treated equally 
under the 14th amendment. And in this 
Senator's views, it may well be neces
sary to adopt a constitutional amend
ment to straighten out the mess that has 
been created by the courts. 

If we are going to be confronted, as 
we are here, with a filibuster by those 
who are traditionally against filibus
ters--and that is the fact, it, as we know, 
is going to be necessary to get a two
thirds vote of the Senate in order to even 
go to a vote on the anti-busing legisla
tion. If this persists to be the case, this 
Senate believes that the net result will 
be the consideration and passage of a 
constitutional amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 2 
minutes of the Senator from Michigan 
have expired. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I now yield 5 minutes to 
the distinguished leader in this effort, 
the Senator from Tennessee (Mr. 
BAKER). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Tennessee is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I thank the 
distinguished acting Republican leader. 
I appreciate his comments. I am quick to 
acknowledge his leadership in this area, 
his consistent opposition to judicially or
dered busing, and his consistency in try
ing to bring legislative relief. 

He, like I, comes from a State where 
we know first-hand the mischief of ju
dicially ordered crosstown busing. The 
distinguished Senator from Michigan has 
experienced in his constituency, as I have 
experienced in mine, the enormous dis
locations, the disquiet, the fears, and the 
burdens that are cast, not just on the 
community generally, but on the chil
dren whose education is at stake in this 
judicially contrived situation. 

Mr. President, logic does not yield a 
satisfactory description of the disloca
tions and the disquiet caused by busing 
decrees. While I have always opposed 
busing-judicially ordered busing-for 
the purposes of racial balance as we have 
experienced in Nashville, and as we may 
experience in other cities in my State, 
I am frank to say that the public reaction 
to it has been even more vigorous, has 
been even more profound, then I would 
have expected under the circumstances 
personally, because the enormous hard
ships that could not be expected, that 
could not be foreseen, have caused dis
ruptions in families and communities 
that are truly of monumental propor
tions. 

In Nashville, Tenn., for instance, we 
have cases where young children-gram
mar school children-get up well before 
daylight to stand on a street corner and 
catch a schoolbus before daylight, to go 
to school in a school system which uritil 
recently was being operated on a two
shift basis in order to accommodate the 
requirements of the judicial decree, 
where they travel, not just a few blocks, 
but literally for an hour or more-each 
way, Mr. President-to return, in some 

cases shortly after noontime, in other 
cases very late in the afternoon, but in 
any event having a highly disruptive ef
fect on the families of those children in 
order to make other and additional pro
visions for someone, some adult, to stay 
with the children until the parents, who 
in many instances, at least, are both 
working parents, return home. 

Mr. President, the consequences of 
massive judicially ordered crosstown bus
ing have been grave indeed, and it is time 
something was done about it. We have 
made substantial efforts to provide a 
moratorium on new busing orders, and 
the courts have not fully agreed with 
what I think our intent was at the time. 
Those matters are still in litigation. I 
refer, of course, to the effectiveness or 
alleged ineffectiveness of the so-called 
Broomfield approach. 

But now we have before us a much 
more comprehensive bill, dealing not only 
with cases now pending and cases that 
may be decided in the future, but cases 
in which decrees have already been en
tered, providing for the establishment of 
legislative guidelines the courts must ad
here to before they can resort to busing. 

I believe this piece of legislation is 
significant, important, and effective. I 
believe that had I been writing the bill 
I might have written some of its provi~ 
sions in a different way, but the point is, 
Mr. President, that this bill, I believe 
will do the job now, and I believe that 
the Senate should get on with the busi
ness of considering the bill on its merits, 
not on the question of whether we can 
terminate a filibuster, but on the merits 
of this bill, and that we should pass the 

· bill by a clear majority, verbatim. 
While I may disagree with a few of the 

provi.sions of the bill, I think at this late 
date ·:tn this session of Congress there is 
not time to go about the business of con
stituting a committee on the disagree
ing votes of the two Houses with any 
realistic hope that we can have legisla
tion on the President's desk this year. 

So, Mr. President, I fervently hope 
that we can pass this bill in the House 
form now, that we can quickly get to the 
business of voting on the merits of this 
controversy, that we can soon terminate 
this filibuster against this measure, and 
that we can bring relief this year to the 
hard-pressed communities which are 
faced with the burdensome business of 
crosstown busing. 

Mr. President, in my native State of 
Tennessee, as I guess in all other States, 
we conduct polls from time to time to 
determine the attitude and outlook--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
allotted to the Senator from Tennessee 
has expired. 

Mr. BAKER. I wonder if the Senator 
from Michigan will yield me 1 addition
al minute. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I yield the Senator 1 
additional minute. 

Mr. BAKER. We conduct polls from 
time to time to try to ascertain the senti
ment, the viewPoint, and the attitude of 
the electorate on a number of issues. 

On the basis of such polls, which I be
lieve to be accurate, in Tennessee we 
have found not only a great majority of 
the white citizens of Tennessee opposed 
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to crosstown busing, but a substantial 
majority of the black citizens as well. 

Mr. President, busing is not a worthy 
and workable tool for the accomplish
ment of what is otherwise a laudable and 
highly desirable objective, the elimina
tion of the last vestiges of institutional 
segregation from the public school sys
tem of the United States. I support a uni
tary school system. I have always opposed 
and I vigorously oppose crosstown bus
ing as a means for its accomplishment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I yield 3 
minutes to the Senator from Virginia 
(Mr. SPONG). 

Mr. SPONG. Mr. President, I am voting 
to invoke cloture in the debate on H.R. 
13915, which seeks to limit massive, en
forced busing of public schoolchildren. 

The time is past due for Congress to 
address itself to the busing issue. For 
years, there has been rampant confusion 
over what school districts are required to 
do in order to provide equal educational 
opportunities for all children. This con
fusion has resulted from confticting court 
decisions, from various governmental ac
tions, and from differing pronouncements 
by Government officials. The Congress 
now has the opportunity to confront the 
issue and failure to do so will, I believe, 
only leave our people more confused and 
bewildered. 

With the possible exception of the 
economy, there is no domestic issue of 
more importance to more people in our 
Nation than that of busing. It is an issue 
which burdens people, which frightens 
people, which imposes hardships upon 
their children and which costs them 
money. It is a requirement which has 
been ordered for some, but not for others. 
It is a requirement whose educational 
value has been questioned. It is a matter 
which the people of this Nation expect 
their representatives to deal with. 

I believe that most Americans are 
fairminded, that they want all children 
in our Nation to have access to the edu
cation and opportunity which wm en
able them to develop their potentialities. 
But, I also believe that Americans find it 
difficult to accept massive, enforced bus
ing when it is uncertain that it produces 
educational benefits and when it imposes 
special hardships on young children
black and white. 

The legislation before the Senate is of 
particular importance to the people of 
Virginia. There has probably been as 
much litigation over public schools in my 
State as in any other State in our Nation 
and Virginians have been forced to pro
vide the proving ground for almost every 
new approach to the complex problem of 
providing equal educational opportuni
ties for all children. I believe they should 
have relief, especially in view of the very 
serious questions which have recently 
been raised about the educational value 
of massive busing. 

Consequently, I believe it is imperative 
that the Senate vote on this bill during 
this session of Congress. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I now 
yield at least 5 minutes, or more if he 

needs it, to the distinguished Senator 
from Alabama .• 

Mr. ALLEN. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. President, the point has been 

made that the Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare was not given an oppor
tunity to consider this bill. I would like 
to call attention to the fact that on 
March 22, 1972, S. 3395 was introduced 
in the Senate and was referred to the 
Committee on Labor and Public Wel
fare. It was the exact same bill that was 
introduced in the House of Represent
atives as H.R. 13915. I ask unanimous 
consent, for the purpose of identifying 
the two pieces of legislation, that the 
first sheet of each of the printed bills, 
S. 3395 and H.R. 13915, be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the excerpts 
from the bills were ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows: 

s. 3395 
A bill to further the achievement of equal 

educational opportunities 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the "Equal Educational 
Opportunities Act of 1972". 

POLICY AND PURPOSE 

SEc. 2. (a) The Congress declares it to be 
the policy of the United States that--

( 1) all children enrolled in public schools 
are entitled to equal educational opportunity 
without regard to race, color, or national 
origin; and 

(2) the neighborhood is an appropriate 
basis for determining public school assign
ments. 

• • • • 
H.R. 13915 

An act to further the achievement of equal 
educational opportunities 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the "Equal Educational 
Opportunities Act of 1972"'. 

POLICY AND PURPOSE 

SEc. 2. (a) The Congress declares it to be 
the policy of the United States that--

(1) all chlldren enrolled in public schools 
are entitled to equal educational opportunity 
without regard to race, color, sex, or national 
origin; and 

(2) the neighborhood is the appropriate 
basis for determining public school assign. 
ments. 

• • • 
Mr. ALLEN. Of .course, H.R. 13915 was 

changed on the House floor, but the ex
act bill that was introduced in the House 
was also introduced in the Senate, and 
the Senate committee had an opportu
nity to hold hearings and did hold some 
hearings, but that bill still reposes in 
the bosom of the committee. That would 
have been the fate of H.R. 13915 had it 
gone to the committee. 

Mr. President, on February 26, 1964, 
a great speech was made in the U.S. Sen
ate by a great, able, and distinguished 
Senator, the then junior Senator from 
New York <Mr. JAVITS), the present sen
ior Senator from New York, comment
ing on the advisability of preventing a 
bill from going to a committee. I read 
from page 3700 of the proceedings on 
February 26, 1964, from that great 
speech by Senator JAVITS. I wish that I 
could equal it today, because it would 

be a great speech for the propriety of 
keeping this bill from going to the com
mittee. 

I read from the speech: 
All kinds of things happen without meas

ures going to committee, according to the 
rules. Conference committee reports are con
sidered without going to committee. As a 
matter of fact, they have priority. If there 
is no objection, resolutions may be consid
ered on presentation, or if there is objection, 
may lie over a day, and then go to the calen
dar. So there is no universal, unequivocal 
rule that everything goes to committee. Of 
course, it does not. So this exception from 
the general rule that bills and resolutions 
shall go to committee is entirely consistent 
with the general rule. 

Now, it is said that we are bypassing the 
rules of the Senate. It seems to me that we 
are complying with the rules of the Senate. 
It is those who would argue that the words 
of rule XIV have no effect who are seeking 
to bypass the rules of the Senate by invoking 
some other act. 

I read another excerpt from the 
speech: 

The next question is, Shall we exercise 
that discretion and send it to a committee? 
The answer is decisively "No." We did ex
actly that in 1960. In deference to the argu
ments made at that time, we sent the bill 
to a committee, I believe for 5 days. And 
after 5 days, 2 of them spent in hearings, 
what happened? The only thing of substance 
that happened was the passing of 5 days. 

That is exactly what would be done had 
we sent H.R. 13915 to committee. 

I may say, in passing, that I advised 
the distinguished Senator from New 
York that I was going to read from his 
speech during the course of my remarks. 

Mr. President, the further argument 
is made that this bill is unconstitutional. 
But before we vote on the application of 
cloture, I would like any Member of the 
Senate to point out a single provision 
of the bill before us which is inconsistent 
with laws of Congress already enacted on 
the subject of desegregation of public 
schools. 

I would like for any Member of the 
Senate to point out a single provision 
of this bill which is in any way incon
sistent with any binding ruling by the 
U.S. Supreme Court on the subject of 
desegregation. 

I would like for any Member of the 
Senate to point out a single provision 
of this bill which is not consistent with 
traditional principles of equity which 
prescribe limitations on the exercise of 
discretionary powers by Federal Court 
judges. 

Mr. President, the Constitution does 
not require racial balance in the pub
lic schools. Nevertheless, Federal judges 
continue to issue orders designed to 
achieve racial balance to the fullest ex
tent possible. 

The Constitution does not :!"equire 
transportation of students to public 
schools. Nevertheless, transportion is re
quired by Federal judges even of school 
systems which have never before pro
vided transportB~tion. It is required for 
the purpose of achieving racial balance, 
as nearly as is practicable, in all of the 
public schools of a school system. 

The Constitution does not require, nor 
does it empower, U.S. district court 
judges with discretion to levy taxes upon 
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the people or to allocate public tax reve
nue. Yet, U.S. district court judges do 
compel the allocation of local tax reve
nues according to priorities established 
in the discretion of such judges. 

The Constitution does not require that 
boundary lines of political subdivisions 
of a State be disregarded in the discre
tion of U.S. district court judges. Never
theless, we are all familiar with case 
after case in which U.S. district courts 
have disregarded the integrity of polit
ical subdivisions of a State in the imple
mentaltion of desegregation decrees 
which require massive busing and cross 
busing of students to achieve maximum 
racial mixing in public schools. 

The Constitution does not require, nor 
will equity and good conscience tolerate 
court decrees which endanger the health 
and safety of individuals. Yet, U.S. dis
trict court judges continue to issue or
ders requiring transportation which is so 
excessive as to seriously endanger the 
health and safety of children. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. ALLEN. May I have 1 additional 
minute? 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, how 
much time remains on this side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Three 
minutes. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I yield 1 additional min
ute to the distinguished Senator from 
Alabama. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, the 
Constitution does not require and 
equity will not permit transportation of 
schoolchildren away from their neigh
borhood and community schools to dis
tant schools which provide inferior edu
cational opportunities. But, it is an all 
too common practice for U.S. district 
court judges to disregard the best inter
est and welfare of the children whom 
they order bused and cross-bused to in
ferior schools. 

The Constitution does not vest in U.S. 
district court judges the discretionary 
power to keep public schools in a state 
of suspension and turmoil in perpetuity. 
Yet, U.S. district court judges insist upon 
a discretionary power to require modi
fication of desegregation plans year after 
year in order to accommodate racial 
shifts in the school populations to main
tian an arbitrary racial ratio in the 
schools. 

The Constitution does not require nor 
will equity tolerate U.S. district court de
crees based on the doctrine of retribu
tion. Yet, U.S. Federal court judges con
tinue to inflict upon schoolchildren a re
quirement that they be bused and cross
bused to an extent that it inflicts undue 
hardships, if not punishment, upon in
nocent schoolchildren for the alleged of
fense of their fathers and forefathers. 

Mr. President, the bill before us is de
signed to remedy the above abuses of 
power by U.S. district court judges. 

If it is true, as some contend, that Con
gress does nat have the power to curb 
abuses in the discretionary equity pow
ers of Federal court judges then let it be 
recorded that the people of the United 
States do have the power. 

If the Senate will not act to curb these 
abuses, then the people will. Those Sen-

ators who vote to block the will of the 
people in a matter which directly affects 
the health, safety, and welfare of chil
dren are sowing the wind and they shall 
surely reap the whirlwind. 

Mr. President, again, the hour of de
cision is fast approaching. I urge each 
Senator to be mindful that he is voting 
for or against an unlimited discretion
ary power in Federal court judges to re
duce human beings to the status of chat
tels. I am persuaded that a vote to deny 
the Senate an opportunity to work its 
will on this bill is a vote against the bill. 
But more, it is a vote in favor of the con
tinuation of abuses of power which the 
people of our Nation will not continue to 
tolerate. 

I urge your support for the proposition 
that the Senate should be given an op
portunity to vote this bill up or down on 
its merits. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD a 
study prepared by the Library of Con
gress on the question of rule XIV. 

There being no objection, the study 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
PRECEDENTS REGARDING PRACTICE OF PLACING 

BILL ON CALENDAR INSTEAD OF REFERRING IT 
TO COMMITTEE 
Reference is made to your inquiry of Octo

ber 6, 1972, for information on the above. 
Specifically, you ask us to cite recent prece
dents whereby a measure may be placed on 
the Calendar instead of being referred to 
Committee. 

Ordinarily, "[b]ills and resolutions, nomi
nations, messages, and communications, 
petitions, memorials and other matters are 
referred to one of the 15 standing commit
tees as provided in Rule XXV [Rule XXV, 
sec. 1] or to the Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy [42 u.s.c. 1815]." Watkins and Rid
dick, Senate Procedure (Senate Document No. 
44, 88th Congress) 575 ( 1964) . 

"When a measure is introduced, unless 
some other disposition is made of it at that 
time by unanimous consent or brought up 
on motion as a prtvUeged business, it will 
be referred to the appropriate committee; 
after the second reading of a bill it will be re
ferred under the rule, unless some other 
steps are taken by the Senate. 

''Before the Legislative Reorganization Act 
of 1946 [P.L. 601 of 79th Cong.), a motion 
to refer a measure was in order, during the 
Morning Hour, after the second reading; un
der Senate practice, since the enactment of 
that law, a measure must actually be taken 
before the Senate in order for a Senator to 
make a motion to refer it to a committee, and 
not just a motion pending to proceed to its 
consideration. 

"Under the present rule and practice, the 
Presiding Officer makes the reference of bills 
to committees, both those introduced in the 
Senate and House bills messaged to the Sen
ate. An appeal may be taken from the deci
sion of the Chair in making the reference, 
at the time it is made. 

"A senate bill upon its introduction or a 
House bill which has been messaged to the 
Senate, upon objection to further proceedings 
on it after its second reading, under Rule 
XIV, paragraph 4, may be placed on the 
Calendar instead of being referred." Id., at 
576. (Footnotes largely omitted; emphasis 
supplied.) 

Rule XIV, paragraph 4, expressly provides: 
"Every bill and joint resolution reported 

from a committee, not having previously been 
read, shall be read once, and twice, 1! not 
objected to, on the same day, and place on 
the Calendar in the order in which the same 

may be reported; and every bill and joint 
resolution of the House of Representatives 
which shall have received a first and second 
reading without being referred to a commit
tee, shall, 1! objection be made to further 
proceeding thereon, be placed on the Calen
dar." 

Section 137 of the Legislative Reorganiza
tion Act of 1946, supra, states: 

"In any case in which a controversy arises 
as to the jurisdiction of any standing com
mittee of the Senate with respect to any 
proposed legislation, the question of jurisdic
tion shall be decided by the Presiding Officer 
of the Senate, without debate, in favor of 
that committee which has jurisdiction over 
the subject matter which predominates in 
such proposed legislation; but such decision 
shall be subject to an appeal." 

In the first apparent clash over priority of 
right as between the two sections, the Senate 
by fa111ng to sustain a point of order, effec
tively subordinated Rule XIV, paragraph 4, 
to section 137 of the Legislative Reorganiza
tion Act of 1946. As described in Senate 
Procedure, supra,-

"In 1948, under a decision of the Senate, 
after a House bill had been messaged to the 
Senate and objection had been made to its 
further consideration at that time, a ques
tion of reference of the bill was raised, under 
Section 137 of the Legislative Reorganization 
Act of 1946, which momentarily stayed any 
action of placing the bill on the Calendar. 
A point of order was then made regarding 
the priority of right under Rule XIV, para
graph, as compared to section 137 of the 
Legislative Reorganization Act. 

"Under Rule XX, the Chair then submitted 
the following question to the Senate for de
cision: 'Is the point of order of the Senator 
. . . well taken?' The point of order was not 
sustained and the Chair under 137 of the 
Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946 made 
the reference from which an appeal was in 
order." Id., at 576-577. 

However, the Senate effectively reversed its 
decision some nine years later. In 1957, under 
a like situation, an objection under Rule 
XIV, paragraph 4, having been Dl{Uie to fur
ther proceding on a House bUl which had 
been read twice without being referred, the 
Senate decided that Rule XXV, as amended 
by the Legislative Reorganization Act of 
1946, did not supersede and annul Rule XIV, 
paragraph 4. 103 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
9778-9829 (1957). 

The legislation on which the 1957 proce
dural vote was taken became the Civil Rights 
Act of 1_957, P.L. 85-315, 71 Stat. 634 (1957). 
Senator Paul H. Douglas and Senate Minor
ity Leader William F. Knowland (supported 
by Senators Allott, Clark, Hennings, Javits, 
Kennedy, Kuchel, and Saltonstall, among 
other) objected to referring the bill to the 
Senate Judiciary Committee and Senator 
Richard B. Russell raised the point of order 
against the objection. A roll call vote of 39-
45 rejected the point of order. See Appendix 1. 

The Senate reaffirmed its 1957 position on 
the so called by-pass procedure in connection 
with the Civil Rights Act of 1964, P.L. 88-352, 
78 Stat. 241 (1964) .. On February 26, 1964, the 
Senate voted 54-37 to place the House passed 
bill (H.R. 7152) on the Senate Calendar 
rather than refer it to the Judiciary Com
mittee. On this occasion, Majority Mike 
Mansfield filed objection under Rule XIV, 
paragraph 4, to any further proceedings. He 
was supported by Senators Humphrey, Javits 
and Keating, among others. Once again, Sen
ator Richard Russell raised a point of order. 
See Appendix 2. 

RAYMOND J. CELADA, 
Legislative Attorney. 

Mr . . TOWER. Mr. President, seldom in 
modern times have our Fedeml Courts 
evoked such an overwhelming outpouring 
of protest as we have witnessed in the last 
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few years as a result of the decisions to 
require the forced massive cross-town 
busing of our Nation's schoolchildren. 

Ideally, our children should be attend
ing the public schools which are closest 
to their homes. In this way, they can pro
gress naturally ~rom their home environ
ment to their neighborhood surroundings 
and on into the spectrum of the com
munity. It allows them to develop a sense 
of confidence and security as they grow 
in awareness of the world around them. 

Nevertheless, our courts have ignored 
these educationally and psychologically 
sound principles in the interest of social 
experimentation. In numerous decisions 
they have required pairing, zoning, clus
tering, and massive busing in search of 
the illusive goal of "racial balance" in our 
Nation's school systems. These require
ments, consequently, are resulting in a 
decline in the overall quality of our edu
cational system. 

Certainly I share the desire of all 
Texans and all Americans to insure a 
quality education for all our children re
gardless of their race or national origin. 
I am, indeed, appalled by instances ::n 
which children from poor families and 
children from minority groups have been 
denied their right to such a quality edu
cation. 

Nevertheless, massive crosstown bus
ing is not the answer to their dilemna. 
This "tool" of the courts has only con
tributed to the further deterioration of 
our educational system. 

I feel, today, that some have lost sight 
of our goal of quality education and are 
working instead merely to assure that 
children of different backgrounds and 
heritages share the same classrooms. It is, 
indeed, wasteful o.f our tax dollars to buy 
buses to transport large numbers of chil
dren across town when our schools so 
desperately need those dollars to employ 
more and better teachers, to provide the 
best possible textbooks, and to provide 
an overall environment which contrib
utes to the learning situation of the 
child. Massive busing requires the need
less expenditure of millions of dollars 
which are then unavailable fo:c. other, 
more important, programs which con
tribute to the quality of our children's 
education. 

Massive busing deprives a child of the 
full oppotunities to participate in ex
tracurricular activities which nourish 
the development of social and psycho
logical attitudes; it makes a child's 
schoolday longer, draining needed energy 
from involvement in other activities. 

In many instances, the efforts of the 
court are diametrically opposed to the 
efforts of the school board and the faculty 
to educate our children. This simply must 
be stopped. 

Some years ago, some school systems 
assigned pupils to schools based upon 
their race. That was segregation and 
that was a contravention of American 
principles. Now it is the courts which 
are directing that children attend 
schools based upon their race, and this 
too is a contravention of American 
principles. Ideally, our Nation's schools 
should be colorblind in the matter of 
student assignments. 

The American goal is to provide the 
opportunity for achievement to all, re
gardless of race, allowing each individual 
to attain stature and to contribute to 
our society in accordance with his abil
ities. Education is a vital ingredient in 
affording Americans the opportunity to 
achieve this dream. 

In the Senate, I have previously spon
sored a constitutional amendment which, 
if passed, would redirect the Supreme 
Court decisions on the issue of forced 
massive crosstown busing of school
children. 

The constitutional amendment, Sen
ate Joint Resolution 112, would specifi
cally state that children should not be 
assigned to public schools on the basis 
of race. The amendment would be wholly 
within our American principles and 
would go a long way toward reestablish
ing the policy that public schools are 
primarily the concern of the local school 
boards and the parents of the commu
nity. My resolution would instruct the 
Supreme Court to consider more care
fully the disruptive effects of its rulings 
on our educational system, and prohibit 
the busing of children as a method of 
balancing ethnic groups in public schools. 

The process of amending our Consti
tution is, quite understandably, a com
bersome one. Therefore, I have joined in 
the effort to seek action on the House
passed bill that would bar the use of 
forced busing in most instances. Spe
cifically, it would prohibit any busing in 
the first six grades and, in other grades, 
it would limit busing to the next nearest 
school. In addition, it would require that 
all other methods for desegregation be 
exhausted before busing could be re
quired. Any school district under order to 
bus could go into Federal District Court 
and have that order modified to comply 
with the requirements of the new act. 
Since the possibility continues to exist 
that a court could find any law unconsti
tutional, I shall continue to vigorously 
support an amendment to the Constitu
tion as the surest method to prohibit 
forced busing. The Supreme Court can
not declare a constitutional amendment 
unconstitutional. 

Mr. President, it seems highly suspect 
to me that some in this body who speak 
out solemnly on the rights of the peo
ple, now seek to thwart the wishes of 
these people. In every sampling that has 
been taken on this matter, people of all 
races opposed forced busing and opposed 
it in overwhelming numbers. No one 
wants busing, yet there are those here in 
the Senate who seek to substitute their 
will for that of the Nation. 

I believe that we must now vote cloture 
and then move to the rapid consideration 
and passage of the Equal Educational 
Opportunities Act. We have had months 
of debate on this important issue during 
the 2 years of this Congress. There are 
very few, if any, Senators who do not 
know how they are going to vote on this 
bill. Let us now do our duty of repre
senting our constituents and proceed to 
favorably consider this bill that will im
prove the quality of education in Amer
ica while at the same time putting an end 
to the educationally destructive practice 
of forced busing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I yield myself the re
mainder of the time on this side. 

Mr. President, the people of my State-
particularly those in the metropolitan 
Detroit area-have been subjected to a 
threat of court-ordered busing that is 
monstrous in its proportions, monu
mental in its folly. 

I refer, of course, to the treat of one 
Federal judge to order busing across the 
boundary lines of 53 different school dis
tricts in the Detroit area. 

This threat hangs heavy over the 
heads of Detroit area citizens--black and 
white. Concern and emotion are intense. 
Although the Sixth Circuit Court of Ap
peals in Cincinnati has issued a tempo
rary stay while it deliberates, the chil
dren in those communities and their par
ents live daily with the knowledge that 
massive, disruptive cross-district busing 
may be put in effect early in the next 
calendar year or in the next school year. 

Unfortunately, there is mounting, dis
turbing evidence that many citizens who 
can afford to do so are moving out of the 
targeted areas-moving out to the far 
suburbs and beyond because of this bus
ing threat. And this process is rapidly ac
celerating the deterioration of the inner 
city of Detroit. 

Citizens and citizen groups are grop
ing for and demanding an answer to this 
threat that will permit their children 
to continue to attend the school in the 
neighborhood where they live-the 
neighborhood into which they moved 
precisely because they wanted their 
children to attend that school. 

It is unfortunate, but it is a fact that 
the people have little or no faith in the 
courts on this issue-and the people are 
turned off by public officials who con
tinually tell them to rely on the courts. 

The people know they do not elect the 
Federal judges. But they do elect the 
Representatives and Senators in Con
gress. And the people expect-indeed, 
they demand-to be represented. 

Surveys taken in my State indicate 
that more than 80 percent of people of 
Michigan oppose cross-district busing. 
The opposition to busing cuts across all 
voting groups. 

There is no doubt that busing is a 
key issue in Michigan. But the candi
dates running for office did not make 
it an issue-the courts and the people 
have made it an issue. 

I strongly oppose forced busing, based 
on race, and I am satisfied that this is 
also the position of a large and growing 
majority of Americans, black and white. 

My position is-and consistently has 
been-for equal rights and against dis
crimination. During my 16 years of serv
ice in the Congress, I have had the op
portunity to vote for every civil rights 
bill that has become law since recon
struction days following the Civil War. 

Like most Americans, I am convinced 
it is fundamentally wrong for any in
strumentality of government-includ
ing a court-to discriminate in the 
treatment of children on the basis of 
their race. It is wrong for a court to 
order a child to be bused away from his 
neighborhood school solely because the 
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color of his skin happens to be black or 
white. 

In retrospect, it is ironic that the 
Brown case came to the Supreme Court 
in 1954 as a suit on behalf of children 
who were being bused by school author
ities past their neighborhood school and 
forced to attend a distant school solely 
on account of the color of their skin. 
The plaintiffs were seeking the right to 
attend the school closest to their home 
without discrimination on the basis of 
race. 

Now, 18 years later, some Federal 
judges have extended and distorted the 
logic of that case to the point where 
thousands of boys and girls are being 
denied, by court order, the right to at
tend their neighborhood schools-and 
are being bused to distant schools
solely because they happen to be black 
or white. 

As one who is keenly interested in 
making more and swifter progress to
ward the goal of a society without racial 
discrimination, I am deeply concerned 
that the tool of forced busing is counter
productive and is actually working 
against the very objective it is supposed 
to advance. 

Instead . of penalizing children with 
time-consuming bus rides and wasting 
the tax dollars of their parents, com
monsense suggests that we should be 
striving harder to make sure that job 
and housing opportunities are really 
equal, and that opportunities for a qual
ity education are really available to all 
children, regardless of race or economic 
circumstances. 

Forced busing not only dissipates our 
tax resources but it carries no guarantee 
of a quality education at the end of the 
bus ride. Busing only soaks up funds that 
could, and should, be used to pay for 
better teachers and to provide for bet
ter educational facilities. 

For the most part, I am convinced that 
the strong opposition people feel to 
forced busing is not a reflection of big
otry or discrimination. It is a reflection 
of understandable human concern of 
parents for their own children. 

This strong opposition comes from the 
North as well as the South. It is found 
among educators and parents, among the 
affluent and the poor, among professional 
people and factory workers. In short, 
reasoned and reasonable opposition to 
forced busing runs deep and broad in our 
society. 

Naturally, I am most familiar with the 
opposition so evident now in my own 
State where a Federal judge proposes an 
order that would affect hundreds of thou
sands of children in 53 communities 
throughout the Detroit metropolitan 
area. 

It takes the form of protest demon
strations, in some cases not unlike other 
civil rights movements of the past. To 
be sure, in some cases there have been 
excesses and these have been deplored. 
But by and large, the busing opposition 
in Michigan is simply the sincere reac
tion of frustrated parents whose com
monsense tells them this is wrong. 

As I have said, busing is an issue be
cause the people of this country are vi
tally concerned. Surely, the Senate owes 
it to the people not only to consider the 
problem but to vote on this bill. 

Admittedly, there are wide differences 
between the positions of the major prac
tical parties on this issue. 

However, clear and immense may be 
the gap between these two positions there 
can be no excuse for blocking a vote in 
the Senate. 

Mr. President, the people do not elect 
Federal judges-but they do elect the 
Representatives and Senators in Con
gress; and the people expect-indeed, 
they demand-to be represented. It is in
credible that a small band of probusing 
Senators would seek to block action on 
this effective antibusing legislation-leg
islation which would prohibit the courts 
from ordering the busing of any student 
beyond his or her neighborhood. 

Just today the Supreme Court refused 
to review the Detroit area busing deci
sion-the Roth case. Although this ac
tion is not a fiscal decision, it is another 
strong indicator that Congress must act 
if there is to be a permanent solution to 
the busing problem. 

Regardless of what happens in Cin
cinnati when the court of appeals rules, 
the Roth case will be appealed to the Su
preme Court. And today's decision un
derscores again the native folly of those 
who would rely completely upon the 
courts for a solution. 

It is tragic that a minority group of 
probusing Senators are now filibuster
ing in the Senate to block passage of this 
bill. 

This filibuster by a small band of pro
busing Senators is an attempt to thwart 
the will not only of a majority in the 
Senate but of an overwhelming majority 
of the people. 

By filibustering, they are forcing us to 
muster a two-thirds vote in the Senate-
which is the same vote necessary to adopt 
a constitutional amendment. 

If the bill before us now is blocked by 
this filibuster this year, I predict that 
the necessary two-thirds vote to adopt a 
constitutional amendment will be avail
able in the Senate next year after the 
election. 

I have introduced and strongly sup
port a constitutional amendment. In the 
final analysis, this may be the only fool
proof solution. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I am re
minded, in respect of this debate, of a 
statement which I venerate from the 
Old Testament. It says: 

Behold, I have given you a good doctrine. 
Forsake it not. 

The difficulty with this bill is that it 
is a complete reversal of all the policy 
of the United States since 1954. If any
thing was needed to give it away, it is 
the so-called reopener clause. 

Mr. President, we in the Senate of the 
United States must elevate our sights to 
the country. I realize the problems of 
the Senator from Michigan, the Senator 
from Virginia, the Senator from Florida, 
and a few other Senators; but we are 
dealing with a nation. 

About 11.5 million attend school in the 
11 Southern States. The desegregation 
of those schools has now resulted in mil
iions of those children having reversed 
their previous course, being given an op
portunity to lead a decent life. The maxi
mum estimate of children bused because 
of desegregation is some 600,000-3 per
cent of all the schoolchildren in the coun
try-and the Department of Transpor
tation estimates that two-thirds of those 
would travel by bus, anyway. So that 
would be 200,000 children-riding buses 
solely because of desegregation. 

Yes, the shoe pinches in State A or 
State B or State C when some judge 
might have made errors which will be 
reversed by a conservative Supreme 
Court, which we have today. But this 
bill proposes to turn the clock back to 
pre-1954, and the reopener clause gives 
it away. 

Mr. President, if we fall for that, then 
we are not looking at the country 
through the right end of the telescope 
but through the wrong end. 

I repeat: This doctrine of desegrega
tion was long overdue in this country, 
under the Constitution and under mo
rality. The Supreme Court has given us 
a good doctrine; let us not forsake it 
now. 

CLOTURE MOTION 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

Hu:vrPHREY). The hour of 11 a.m. having 
arnved, under the unanimous-consent 
agreement, pursuant to rule XXII, the 
Chair lays before the Senate the pending 
cloture motion which the clerk will state. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
CLOTURE MOTION 

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move 
to bring to a close the debate upon the bill 
(H.R. 13915), an act to further the achieve
ment of equal educational opportunities. 

1. William Proxmire. 
2. Ernest F. Hollings. 
3. Lloyd Bentsen. 
4. Lawton Chiles. 
5. David H. Gambrell. 
6. Herman E. Talmadge. 
7. B. Everett Jordan. 
8. W. B. Spong, Jr. 
9. Jennings Randolph. 
10. John Sparkman. 
11. Strom Thurmond. 
12. Robert P. Griffin. 
13. Clifl'ord P. Hansen. 
14. Edward J. Gurney. 
15. Bill Brock. 
16. Bill Roth. 
17. Robert Dole. 
18. Paul J. Fannin. 
19. Howard H. Baker. 
20. John Tower. 

CALL OF THE ROLL 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

HUMPHREY) . Under rule XXII, the Chair 
directs the clerk to call the roll to as
certain the presence of a quorum. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, 
and the following Senators answered to 
their names: 
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Aiken Fannin 
Allen Fong 
Allott Fulbright 
Anderson Gambrell 
Baker Goldwater 
Bayh Griffin 
Beall Gurney 
Bellmon Hansen 
Bennett Harris 
Bentsen Hart 
Bible Hartke 
Brock Hatfield 
Brooke Hollings 
Buckley Hruska 
Burdick Hughes 
Byrd, Humphrey 

Harry F., Jr. Inouye 
Byrd, Robert C. Jackson 
Cannon Javits 
Case Jordan, N.C. 
Chiles Jordan, Idaho 
Church Kennedy 
Cooper Magnuson 
Cotton Mansfield 
Cranston Mathias 
Dole McClellan 
Eastland MUler 
Edwards Mondale 
Ervin Montoya 

Moss 
Muskie 
Nelson 
Packwood 
Pastore 
Percy 
Proxmire 
Randolph 
Ribicoff 
Roth 
Schweiker 
Scott 
Smith 
Sparkman 
Spong 
Stafford 
Stennis 
Stevens 
Stevenson 
Symington 
Taft 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Tunney 
Williams 
Young 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce 
that the Senator from Missouri <Mr. 
EAGLETON), the Senator from Alaska 
<Mr. GRAVEL), the Senator from South 
Dakota <Mr. McGovERN), the Senator 
from New Hampshire <Mr. MciNTYRE), 
the Senator from Montana <Mr. MET
CALF) and the Senator from Rhode Is
land (Mr. PELL) are necessarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Wyoming <Mr. McGEE), and the Sena
tor from Louisiana <Mr. LoNG), are ab
sent on omcial business. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Delaware <Mr. BoGGS), the 
Senator from Nebraska <Mr. CURTIS), 
the Senator from Colorado <Mr. DoMI
NICK) , the Senator from Kansas <Mr. 
PEARSON) and the Senator from Ohio 
<Mr. SAXBE) are necessarily absent. 

The Senator from South Dakota <Mr. 
MUNDT) is absent because oi illness. 

The Senator from Kentucky <Mr. 
CooK) is absent on official business. 

The Senator from Connecticut <Mr. 
WEICKER) is absent to attend the funeral 
of former Senator Prescott Bush. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
HuMPHREY). A quorum is present. 

VOTE 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

HUMPHREY). Pursuant to rule XXII, a 
rollcall has been had, and a quorum is 
present. 

The question before the Senate is, Is it 
the sense of the Senate that debate on 
H.R. 13915, a bill to further the achieve
ment of equal educational opportunities, 
shall b.e brought to a close? 

The yeas and nays are mandatory un-
der the rule. 

The clerk wlll call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. MANSFIELD (after having voted 

in the negative). On this vote, the Sen
ator from Delaware <Mr. BoGGS) and I 
have a pair with the Senator from Louisi
ana <Mr. LoNG) . If he were present and 
voting, he would vote "yea." If we were 

permitted to vote, we would vote "nay." 
Therefore we withhold our votes. 

I find, according to the Parliamen
tarian, that I misspoke when I an
nounced the pair. 

The Senator from West Virginia <Mr. 
RoBERT C. BYRD) is recorded as voting 
"yea," and the Senator from Montana, 
now speaking, is recorded as voting ''nay." 
The Senator from Louisiana <Mr. LoNG) , 
were he present, would vote "yea." 

Having already voted in the negative, 
I withdraw my vote. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD (after having 
voted in the affirmative). Mr. President, 
on this vote I have a pair with the Sen
ator from Louisiana (Mr. LoNG) and the 
Senator from Montana <Mr. MANSFIELD) . 
If the Senator from Louisiana (Mr. LoNG) 
were present and voting, he would have 
voted "yea." The Senator from Montana 
(Mr. MANSFIELD) has already Voted 
''nay." I have voted "yea." The Senator 
from Montana has withdrawn his vote. 
I therefore withdraw my vote. 

I announce that the Senator from 
Missouri (Mr. EAGLETON), the Senator 
from Alaska (Mr. GRAVEL), the Senator 
from South Dakota <Mr. McGovERN), 
the SP.nator from New Hampshire <Mr. 
MciNTYRE), the Senator from Montana 
<Mr. METCALF), and the Senator from 
Rhode Island <Mr. PELL) are necessarily 
absent. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Louisiana <Mr. LoNG) , the Sena
tor from Wyoming <Mr. McGEE) are ab
sent on official business. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Delaware (Mr. BoGGs), the 
Senator from Nebraska <Mr. CURTIS), 
the Senator from Colorado <Mr. DoM
INICK), the Senator from Kansas <Mr. 
PEARSON), and the Senator from Ohio 
(Mr. SAXBE) are necessarily absent. 

The Senator from South Dakota <Mr. 
MuNDT) is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Kentucky (Mr. 
CooK) is absent on official business. 

The Senator from Connecticut <Mr. 
WEICKER) is absent to attend the funeral 
of former Senator Prescott Bush. 

If present and voting, the Senator from 
Delaware <Mr. BoGGs) and the Senator 
from Connecticut <Mr. WEICKER) would 
each vote "nay." 

Also, if present and voting, the Sen
ator from Nebraska (Mr. CURTIS) would 
vote "yea." 

The yeas and nays resulted-yeas 45, 
nays 37, as follows: 

Aiken 
Allen 
All ott 
Anderson 
Baker 
Beall 
Bellman 
Bennett 
Bentsen 
Bible 
Brock 
Buckley 
Byrd, 

Harry F ., Jr. 
Cannon 
Chiles 

[No. 539 Leg.) 

YEAB---45 
Cotton 
Dole 
Eastland 
Edwards 
Ervin 
Fannin 
Fong 
Gambrell 
Goldwater 
Griffin 
Gurney 
Hansen 
Hollings 
Hruska 
Jackson 
Jordan, N.C. 

Mathias 
Packwood 
Proxmire 
Randolph 
Roth 
Schweiker 
Smith 
Sparkman 
Spong 
Stennis 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Young 

NAYS-37 
Bayh Humphrey Pastore 
Brooke Inouye Percy 
Burdick Javits Ribicoff 
Case Jordan, Idaho Scott 
Church Kennedy Stafford 
Cooper Magnuson Stevens 
Cranston McClellan Stevenson 
Fulbright Miller Symington 
Harris Mondale Taft 
Hart Montoya Tunney 
Hartke Moss Williams 
Hatfield Muskie 
Hughes Nelson 
PRESENT AND GIVING LIVE PAIRS, A'e 

PREVIOUSLY RECORDED-2 
Mr. Robert C. Byrd, for. 
Mr. Mansfield, against. 

NOT VOTING-16 
Boggs 
Cook 
Curtis 
Dominick 
Eagleton 
Gravel 

Long 
McGee 
McGovern 
Mcintyre 
Metcalf 
Mundt 

Pearson 
Pell 
Sax be 
Weicker 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote there are 45 yeas and 37 nays. Two
thirds of the Senators present and voting 
not having voted in the affirmative, the 
cloture motion is not agreed to. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent, on behalf of 
the Senator from Illinois (Mr. PERCY) 
that Mr. William Littman or Miss Julia 
Bloch, of the staff-one or the other
have the privilege of the fioor during the 
debate and votes on H.R. 13915. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF SEN
ATOR YOUNG TOMORROW 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President. 
I ask unanimous consent that on tomor
row, immediately following the remarks 
of the two leaders under the standing or
der, the Senator from North Dakota 
<Mr. YoUNG) be recognized for not to 
exceed 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF SEN
ATORS AND TIME FOR DEBATE ON 
CLOTURE MOTION 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President. 
I ask unanimous consent that, following 
the recognition of the Senator from New 
York <Mr. JAVITS) tomorrow, the distin
guished Senator from Mississippi <Mr. 
STENNIS) be recognized for not to exceed 
10 minutes, that he be followed by the 
distinguished Senator from Iowa (Mr. 
HuGHEs) for not to exceed 15 minutes. 
and that he be followed by the junior 
Senator from West Virginia <Mr. RoBERT 
C. BYRD) for not to exceed 15 minutes, at 
the conclusion of which the hour under 
rule XXII on the motion to invoke cloture 
begin to run. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield very briefly? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I yield. 
Mr. JAVITS. Will there be any tiJ;ne 

tomorrow for the transaction of morning 
business, say at the end of the day? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. At some point 
during the day; yes. 
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MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT
APPROVAL OF BilLS 

Messages in writing from the Presi
dent of the United States were com
municated to the Senate by Mr. Leonard, 
one of his secretaries, and he announced 
that the President had approved and 
signed the following acts: 

on October 2, 1972: 
S. 1031. An .act to credit certain service 

rendered by District of Columbia substitute 
teachers for purposes of civil service retire
ment. 

On October 6, 1972: 
S. 447. An act to modify the boundaries of 

the Santa Fe, Gila, Cibola, and Carson Na
tional Forests in the States of New Mexico, 
and for other purposes. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
As in executive session, the Presiding 

Officer (Mr. HUMPHREY) laid before the 
Senate messages from the President of 
the United States submitting sundry 
nominations, which were referred to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of Senate proceed
ings.) 

EQUAL EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNI
TIES ACT, 1972 

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of the bill <H.R. 13915) to fur
ther the achievement of equal educa
tional opportunities. 

CLOTURE MOTION 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I send 
to the desk a cloture motion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo
ture motion having been presented under 
rule XXII, the Chair, without objection, 
directs the clerk to read the motion. 

The assistant legislative clerk read the 
cloture motion, as follows: 

CLOTURE MOTION 

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord
ance with the provisions of Rule XXII of 
the Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby 
move to bring to a close the debate upon the 
bill (H.R. 13915), an act to further the 
achievement of equal educational oppor
tunities. 

1. Herman E. Talmadge. 
2 . Howard Baker. 
3. Lloyd Bentsen. 
4. B. Everett Jordan. 
5. Jennings Randolph. 
6. James 0. Eastland. 
7. George D. Aiken. 
8. Paul Fannin. 
9. Norris Cotton. 
10. Lawton Chiles. 
11. William Proxmlre. 
12. John Sparkman. 
13. Edward J. Gurney. 
14. James Buckley. 
15. W. B. Spong, Jr. 
16. Robert C. Byrd. 
17. Fritz Hollings. 
18. John Tower. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, for 
the information of the Senate, and we do 
this only because--

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, may we 
have order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Tile Sen
ate will be in order. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. We do this only be-

cause of the difficulties we encountered 
yesterday seeking to accommodate all 
Senators, which proved to be an impos
sibility, so we will go back to the rules as 
laid out in the book. The vote in the clo
ture motions on Wednesday and Thurs
day, if needed, will occur after special 
orders are disposed of and if there is a 
morning hour for the conduct of morning 
business--either after the special orders 
are concluded, with no morning business, 
or after the special orders are concluded, 
along with the morning business, the 
time will start running at the expiration 
of that time for 1 hour, as called for un
der the rules. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 
Mr. SCOTT. Can we fix that a little 

more definitely for the benefit of Sen
ators? At what hour will it be expected 
or at approximately what hour can we 
expect the vote? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. It is kind of hard to 
be too definite. I understand we have 11 
special orders for tomorrow. Eight of 
them are 10-minute orders. We are com
ing in at 8:30a.m. tomorrow. So I would 
say it would be somewhere around 11 
o'clock, more or less. 

Mr. SCOTT. Special orders would work 
out to approximately 2 hours, or until 
about 10:30, then a brief morning hour? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. No morning hour. If 
the Senator's mathematics are correct it 
will be around 10:30 or thereabouts when 
the debate will start and, therefore, the 
vote will be 1 hour later or in the neigh
borhood of 11 : 30 a.m.,or therabouts. 

Mr. S<?OTT. It is a nice neighborhood, 
Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Massachusets is recognized. 

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, each day 
20 million young Americans ride school 
buses. This bill suggests they are all in 
danger. Yet it does nothing to remove the 
alleged risks for 97 percent of these chil
dren. Rather, it responds only to the 3 
percent who ride the bus for desegrega
tion purposes. The question is: Are those 
who ride school buses in danger? The 
answer is no. Therefore we should not 
make a finding that they are. 

Furthermore, section 802(a) of Public 
Law 92-318 makes clear the intent of 
Congress in respect to "excessive" busing 
by stating: 

No such funds shall be made ava.ilable for 
transportation when the time or distance of 
travel is so great as to risk the health of the 
children or significantly impinge on the edu
cational process of such children. 

This portion of current law is derived 
from Chief Justice Warren Burger's 
opinion written for the Court in Swann 
against Charlotte-Mecklenburg Board of 
Education: 

An objection to transportation of students 
may have validity when the time or distance 
of travel is so great as to risk either the 
health of the children or significantly im
pinge on the educational process. 

The Supreme Court has set proper 
limits to busing. Congress has passed and 
the President has signed into law sim
ilar limits. There is, therefore, no reason 
for Congress to raise the spectre of un-

due danger on the school bus. I can only 
conclude that this finding about busing 
risks is included in the measure before 
us to stir up emotions. It serves no useful 
purpose. 

Neither does the finding which follows 
section 3 (a) (6), which states that the 
Supreme Court's guidelines for remedies 
to dismantle dual systems have been "in
complete and imperfect." This section, 
in effect, issues a challenge to the very 
nature of the judicial process. Particu
larly with respect to transportation, the 
Supreme Court has made it clear in 
Swann that--

No rigid guidelines as to student transpor
tation can be given for application to the in
finite variety of problexns presented in thou
sands of situations." 

But as previously mentioned, the Court 
and Congress, in Swann and Public Law 
92-318, respectively, have provided a 
"clear, rational and uniform'' standard 
generally for student transportation con
trary to the finding of section 3(a) (6). 
But the Court in Swann rejected rigid 
guideliness as being impossible to devise. 

In 1955, in Brown II, the Court de
termined it was proper for the district 
courts to exercise their equity jurisdic
tion with its traditional fiexibility to 
fashion specific remedies for each unique 
factual situation in school desegregation 
cases. Last year the Court affirmed this 
position in Swann. It stated that--

Conditions in d11ferent localities will vary 
so widely that no rigid rules can be laid down 
to govern all situations. 

Yet that is what this bill seeks to do in 
defiance of the Court. 

Local educational agencies do not act 
in a vacuum when it comes to remedying 
a dual school system. Over a period of 18 
years, the Supreme Court has established 
clear guidelines for remedying a dual 
school system. 

Swann makes clear the limits on trans
portation and the absence of a require
ment of racial balance or racial quotas 
to desegregate school systems. 

In Green against County School Board 
of New Kent County, Va., the Court ruled 
out freedom of choice or "open enroll
ment" plans. And Swann spelled out 
clear alternatives: redrawing attendance 
zones and "pairing", "clustering" or 
"grouping" of schools. There has been no 
doubt as to the District Courts' responsi
bilities in the desegregation process. In 
Brown II, the Court said school officials 
and the courts are responsible for achiev
ing the constitutional requirements for 
desegregated schools. The schools were 
given the responsibility for developing 
plans, but the Court stated that "the 
courts will have to consider whether the 
action of school authorities constitutes 
a good faith implementation of the gov
erning Constitutional principles". In 
Green and Swann, the Court reiterated 
this opinion. The Court has also been 
clear as to the speed with which desegre
gation responsibilities should be qis
charged. In Brown I, the Court said dis
trict courts should implement desegrega
tion rulings "with all deliberate speed". 
The Court also said that limited delays in 
achieving complete desegregation would 
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be acceptable if a school board could "es
tablish that such time is necessary in the 
public interest." Ten years later in Grif
fin against County School Board for 
Prince Edward County, Va., the Court 
served notice that such delays were no 
longer acceptable. 

In 1968, in Green, the Court ordered 
desegregation to take place immediately: 
"The burden on a school board today is 
to come forward with a plan that prom
ises realistically to work and promises 
realistically to work now." 

The following year, in Alexander 
against Holmes County, Miss., Board of 
Education, it held: 

The obllgation of every school district is to 
terminate dual school systems at once and 
to operate now and hereafter only unitary 
schools. 

Contrary to the finding of section 
3(a) (6), guidelines do exist as to reme
dies, responsibilities and speed in elimi
nating dual school systems. Due to the 
varied nature of our school systems, the 
Supreme Court has ruled out rigid for
mulae for compliance, but has provided 
general guidelines which are adequate 
for the task. 

The suggestion that the courts have 
failed is an unnecessary one, except for 
the purpose of the authors of this legis
lation, which is to limit the jurisdiction 
of the courts in school desegregation 
cases. 

We see in section 3 of H.R. 13915, an 
effort to use incorrect findings of fact to 
prove the courts have failed. In subse
quent sections, the bill provides that the 
Congress shall remedy these alleged 
failings. 

TITLE I-ASSISTANCE 

No one can quarrel with the need for 
additional funding for compensatory 
education. Yet I object to H.R. 13915's 
attempt to rob school desegregation to 
pay compensatory education. This is 
what title I of H.R. 13915 would do. Until 
such time as title I of the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act is fully 
funded, there is no need for this new 
title. It attempts to doom the Emergency 
School Aid Act before it is even imple
mented. For 2 years Congress considered 
and debated this act and now as it is 
ready to be put in effeot, we cannot afford 
to drain off one half of its annual au
thorized resources for a new compensa
tory program which is duplicative of ex
isting law. The Emergency School Aid 
Act was designed to assist school districts 
desegregating voluntarily or under court 
order or title VI order. It remains an es
sential component of our desegregation 
effort and should not be the victim of a 
funding sleight of hand. Title I of this 
bill would only authorize the expenditure 
of funds that do not exist for purpose 
that are fully covered by existing, yet 
underfunded programs. I can only add 
that this title is consistent with the illu
sory nature of the bill. 

TITLE U-UNLAWFUL PRACTICE 

Title II of H.R. 13915 seeks to weaken 
the 14th amendment, raises again the 
straw man of racial balance and reit
erates a national educational policy 
premised on the neighborhood school. 

By narrowly defining the scope of 

what constitutes a denial of equal pro
tection of the laws, section 201 is con
trary to the holdings of the Supreme 
Court. Subsections (a), (b) and (e) re
quire that the action which results in 
discrimination be deliberate or for the 
specific purpose of segregation. The 
Court, however, has held in a variety of 
cases that it is not necessary to prove 
discriminatory motive, purpose, or in
tent as a prerequisite to establishing an 
equal protection violation when dis
criminatory effect is evident. As recently 
as June 22, in Wright against CouncU of 
the City of Emporia, Justice Stewart, 
writing for a majority of the Court, ex
plicitly staJted that no showing of a dis
criminatory purpose was required: 

The mandate of Brown II was to desegre
gate schools and we have said that the 
"measure of any desegregation plan is its 
effectiveness." Thus, we have focused on the 
effect-not the purpose or motivation--of a 
school board's action in determining whether 
a permissible purpose cannot sustain an ac
tion that has an impermissible effect. 

Two recent decisions of the Fifth Cir
cuit Court of Appeals in the cases of Aus
tin and Corpus Christi have reiterated 
that there is no requirement of proof of 
discriminatory purpose. 

In the Corpus Christi case, Cisneros 
against Corpus Christi Iridependent 
School District, the Fifth Circuit said: 

We affirm the finding of the district court 
that action by the school district here has, 
in terms of cause and effect, resulted in a 
severely segregated school system in Corpus 
Christi. We need find nothing more. Dis
criminatory motive and purpose, while they 
may reinforce a finding of effective segrega
tion, are not necessary ingredients of con
stitutional violations in the field of public 
education. 

The courts have consistently made it 
clear that plaintiffs need not demon
strate an improper motive or discrim
inatory purposes behind the actions of 
school authorities in order to vindicate 
their rights under the 14th amendment. 

And Congress cannot impose such a 
requirement of proof of discriminatory 
purpose and thereby restrict and impede 
the rights of children to equal educa
tional opportunity. This attempt, 
through section 201, to legislate a new 
burden of proof on those seeking equal 
protection of the law is among the most 
disturbing features of this bill. And the 
further one delves into this measure, the 
more obvious becomes the authors' in
tent to create as many obstacles as pos
sible to school desegregation. 

Yet section 202 has an allied purpose. 
It seeks to create public opposition to 
busing by continuing to confuse the bus
ing issue through its assertion that the 
failure to achieve racial balance is not a 
denial of rights under the ·14th amend
ment. In Swann, the Supreme Court was 
clear on racial balance: 

The Constitutional command to desegre
gate schools does not mean that every school 
in every community must always reflect the 
racial composition of the whole school sys
tem is likely to be a useful starting point 1n 
shaping a remedy to correct constitutional 
violations. 

The issue is not now, nor has it ever 
been "busing to achieve racial balance." 
This phrase has consistently and deliber-

ately been used to instill unfounded fears 
in millions of Americans who envision 
massive busing across school district, 
municipal, county and even State lines. 
No such busing is now required by Fed
eral courts and agencies. It is unlikely 
any such busing shall ever be federally 
mandated. 

Those who raise once again the spectre 
of ''busing to achieve racial balance" 
have had full opportunity to deal with 
this non-problem. Congress passed and 
the President signed into law a mora
torium on any such busing ordered by a 
U.S. District Court. 

The provisions of section 803, Public 
Law 92-318 are clear: 

Notwithstanding ahy other law or provi
sion of law, in the case of any order on the 
part of any United States district court 
which requires the transfer or transporta
tion of any student or students from any 
school attendance area prescribed by com
petent state or local authority for the pur
pose of achieving a balance among students 
with respect to race, sex, religion, or socio
economic status, the effectiveness ot such 
order shall be postponed until all appeals in 
connection with such order have been ex
hausted or, in the event no ap.peals are taken, 
until the time for such appeals has expired. 
This section shall expire at midnight on 
January 1, 1974. 

If court-order busing to achieve racial 
balance is a problem as the inclusion of 
section 202 in this measure suggests, cur
rent- law provides adequate time-14 
months-for Congress to seek remedies. 
But busing to achieve racial balance is 
but a bogus issue raised to divert at
tention from the real intent of propo
nents of this legislation. Justice Powell's 
ruling in the Augusta case last month 
underscored the distinction between the 
goal of racial balance and the impera
tive of desegregation. As to section 803 
of Public Law 92-318, Powell ruled: 

It does not purport to block all desegrega
tion orders which require the transportation 
of students. 

Powell also wrote: 
If Congress had desired to stay all such or

ders, it could have used clear and explicit 
language appropriate to that result. 

It is obvious that the so-called "anti
busing" forces were caught in a semantic 
trap they themselves had set. To excite 
the public, they spoke of "forced busing 
to achieve racial balance." And so Con
gress postponed such orders for 18 
months. However, since busing for racial 
balance was not the problem, those who 
oppose busing for its present constitu
tional purposes were obviously displeased 
with this solution. Caught in their own 
trap, they fought more relentlessly than 
I, or most people, expected, and H.R. 
13915 is the product of their zeal. 

In a May 30 editorial, the Washington 
Post weighed the merits of the "Educa
tion Amendments of 1972" and con
cluded: 

We have expressed in this space our rea
sons for believing that the higher education 
bill to which these amendments are attached 
is one of the most important and com
mendable pieces of legislation to come before 
the Congress in a long while. We do not think 
it should be sacrificed tn an effort to stop 
the "anti-busing" provisions of the bill
when the effort, almost by definition, cannot 



October 10, 1972 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 34507 

succeed in the Congress this year and when 
its ultimate consequence would likely be the 
enactment of far more regressive anti-civll 
rights legislation. 

I disagreed with the Post's admonition 
and opposed the conference report on the 
"Education Amendment of 1972," but 
shared their view that its enactment 
would ward off more regressive anti-civil 
rights legislation. It did not, because the 
intent of the "antibusing" forces is far 
more pernicious than that set forth in 
title VIll of Public Law 92-318. 

It is particularly clear in section 203 of 
H.R. 13915, which provides that the as
signment of students to "neighborhood" 
schools fulfills a school system's consti
tutional obligation. This seeks to estab
lish the previously stated but mythical 
national policy of the neighborhood 
school as the basis of our educational sys
tem. Again, the proof of intent or pur
pose is required if such neighborhood 
school assignments result in segregation. 
In effect, this section would say to segre
gated youngsters that they are now at
tending de facto rather than de jure seg
regated schools. Such a change in labels 
1s of little comfort to those denied an 
equal education. 

This section ignores the fact that the 
racial character of neighborhoods has 
not been accidental. All levels of govern
ment have been involved, partly by de
sign, mostly by default, in residential seg
regation. School assignments based solely 
on a student's residence is often dis
criminatory and is not a neutral device 
for complying with the 14th amendment. 
Neighborhoods may be a convenient basis 
for pupil assignment, but they are not of 
such supremacy as to override constitu
tional rights. As Chief Justice Burger 
noted in Swann: 

Desegregation plans cannot lbe limited to 
the walk-in school. 

Section 203 would mandate such in
adequate remedies and prevent the courts 
from developing alternate desegregation 
plans sufficient to remedy a constitu
tional violation. Section 203 is but one of 
many provisions of the bill which seeks 
to block adequate remedies to violations 
of the Constitution. 

TITLE m-ENFORCEMENT 

· Section 302 of this measure would al
low the gradual restoration of segrega
tion in our Nation's schools and provide 
impunity to the resegregation process. 
How frightening to contemplate the un
doing of all that we have strived for in the 
past two decades. But the authors of this 
legislation seem indifferent to the con
sequences and constitutionality of section 
302. Under section 302, once a court has 
approved an implemented desegregation 
plan, an individual is prohibited from 
seeking his constitutional rights to equal 
protection, should the schools within the 
system become segregated again because 
of shifts in population. Such resegrega
tion could well stem from official act or 
neglect and clearly violate the equal pro
tection clause of the 14th amendment 
which, since Brown I, has prohibited 
the maintenance of racially segregated 
schools. 

Such segregation is as much a consti
tutional violation if it results from a 

process of resegregation after a court-ap
proved desepegation plan is implement
ed, as it is prior to the implementation 
of the plan. 

This provision is a patent infringement 
on the rights of citizens for equal protec
tion. Congress does not have the power to 
pass a law limiting or narrowing the 
guarantees held to be embodied in the 
equal protection clause. In 1966, the Su
preme Court addressed itself specifically 
to this point in Katzenbach against Mor
gan, when it stated: 

Section 5 (of the 14th Amendment) does 
not grant Congress power to exercise discre
tion in the other direction and to enact stat
utes so as in effect to dilute equal protec
tion and due process decisions of this court. 
We emphasize that Congress' power under 
Section 5 is limited to adopting measures 
to enforce the guarantees of the Amend
ment; Section 5 grants Congress no power to 
restrict, abrogate, or dilute these guarantees. 

Section 5, moreover, cannot be used as 
a basis for regulating the jurisdiction of 
the Federal courts. It concerns only ques
tions of federalism-not questions of 
checks and balances between Congress 
and the judiciary. 

Section 302 of H.R. 13915 is clearly un
constitutional, but constitutionality was 
obviously not a criterion for those who 
crafted this measure. 

Section 305 would delay civil action 
against an educational agency until such 
time as the Attorney General served no
tice to the agency of the conditions which 
constitute a violation of the act and he 
is satisfied that the agency has not taken 
adequate remedies within a reasonable 
time. The effect of this section is to slow 
the desegregation process. It is but 
another obstacle to integration this bill 
seeks to erect. 

The next section, 306, follows this de
fiant pattern. It would provide that the 
prevailing party in any action under the 
act may, at the court's discretion, re
cover a reasonable attorney's fee as part 
of the cost. 

There is no doubt of the consequences 
of such a provision. It strikes at the very 
foundation of American justice by intim
idating and deterring the poor from 
asserting the constitutional rights of 
their children. · 

The Association of the Bar of the City 
of New York's Committees on Federal 
Legislation and Civil Rights stated the 
case against section 306 as follows: 

To permit the recovery of attorney's fees 
against civil rights plaintiffs is to reject the 
rationale of Title II of the 1964 Civil Rights 
Act as interpreted by Newman v. Piggie Park 
Enterprises, Inc. where the court stated that 
a plaintiff under Title n of that act obtains 
an injunction not for himself alone but also 
as a "private attorney general." In fact the 
1964 Civil Rights Act and the 1968 Fair 
Housing Act provides that attorneys' fees are 
recoverable by plaintiffs under certain cir
cumstances in accord with the public-inter
est nature of such litigation. 

The prospect that a plaintiff may lose a 
civil rights action and therefore be required 
to pay substantial attorneys' fees would have 
an "in terrorem" effect on attempts to vindi
cate civil rights. The problem is highlighted 
by other provisions of EEOA which make it 
likely that decrees heretofore obtained by 
civil rights plaint11Is will be reopened. 

Moreover, to allow a court to charge attor
ney's fees to an unsuccessful plaintitf is 

quite contrary to the spirit of American jus
tice which has not allowed the taxation o! 
costs so high as to discourage plaintiffs 
from commencing litigation to obtain what 
they deem to be their rights. 

This section is clearly ''contrary to 
the spirit of American justice". This bill 
is, too, as we have seen in the policy, find
ings, definitions of unlawful practices, 
and enforcement provisions. 

Tl'1'LE IV-REMEDIES 

However, it is in the bill's proscription 
on remedies that this measure is most 
threatening to the rights of Americans. 

Section 401 mandates that in formu
lating a remedy, "a court, department, 
or agency of the United States shall seek 
or impose only such remedies as are es
sential to correct particular denials of 
equal educational opportunity or equal 
protection of the laws.'' 

It is unclear what is intended by sec
tion 401. The House Education and La
bor Committee's report on H.R. 13915 
states only that--

This provision means that courts are not 
to use law suits against school districts as 
occasions for imposing free-wheeling re
quirements on these school districts. 
Rather they must restrict themselves to the 
particular facts and circumstances of the 
cases. 

So we are confronted with a section of 
vast implication with only the slightest 
hint of legislative intent. We can only 
speculate as to its full intent. 

The limitiation of remedies to particu
lar denials of rights could be intended 
to restrict the courts from ordering 
school districtwide desegregation plans. 
The Justice Department has recently 
contended that district courts must limit 
their orders to remedies applying only 
to "pockets" or "incidentals" of discrim
ination within a school system. Judge 
Wisdom of the Fifth Circuit Court of 
Appeals in United States versus Texas 
Education Agency responded to this ar
gument: 

What the Department now refers to as 
proof only of piecemeal or pocket discrim
ination has always been its tried and true 
method of proving school segregation. The 
discriminatory acts of the school authori
ties infect the entire school system; they 
are particularly obvious in the so-called 
'pockets' . . . The concept of 'incidents' of 
discrimination' is an inscrutable new con
cept totally at odds with the teaching of 
Brown and its progeny-and with all pre
vious cases in which the Department of 
Justice has appeared. 

The effect of section 401 would be to 
allow the judicial treatment of symp
toms without responding to the disease 
itself. 

It could also be that this section is in
tended to preclude the use of class ac
tion suits in school desegregation cases. 
But the intent is not now clear. 

In- the House debate on the measure, 
Representative WIGGINS asked Repre
sentative QuiE: 

Whether or not the use of the word "par
ticular" is intended to foreclose class actions. 

Representative QUIE answered: 
I could not tell the gentleman, but I doubt 

that would be the case. The question never 
came up, so I have not checked it with coun
sel at. all, but I doubt that it would. 
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If Representative QuiE's doubts are cies from ordering any school system to 

not amrmed, section 401 could limit implement a desegregation plan requir
courts to providing remedies only to in- ing transportation of stude'nts beyond 
dividual plaintiffs, thus making it impos- the school next closest to their place of 
sible to desegregate entire school sys- residence, this provision would preclude 
terns without costly multiple suits. desegregation even in the inner city; im-

This section could also be intended to pose the entire burden of desegregation 
eliminate the use of statistics to prove a on those white families who live adjacent 
pattern of discrimination in a school de- to the inner cities; and lead to chaos. 
segregation case. Such evidence is in It would free the more affluent from the 
many instances the most objective and desegregation process while lower-mid
compelling way to prove discrimination. die-income families, black and white, 

However this limitation is interpreted found their children bused to inner-city 
now, it is obvious that its lack of clarity schools. This is the most blatant example 
would lead to extensive litigation in the of class legislation I have seen. Consider 
future. the consequences of the knowledge that 

In light of the other provisions of this a family must live only a certain distance 
measure, I must interpret section 401 as in relation to two schools to insure its 
intending to narrow the application of children were not part of the desegrega
remedy, the use of class actions and the tion process. This provision would lead 
submission of statistical evidence. · to neighborhood instability, real estate 

Section 402 of H.R. 13915 sets forth a panics, and the flight of the middle class 
priority of remedies whereby the Fed- from the fringes of the inner city. Our 
eral courts would be required first to at- cities would become more and more bas
tempt to assign students to the nearest tions of the very rich and the very poor. 
school, taking into consideration build- This is an expression of the worst social 
ing capacities and "natural physical policy imaginable. It also seeks to deny 
barriers." Yet if this does not work, the the judiciary the flexibility which the 
bill would allow the courts to ignore Supreme Court has continually recog
physical barriers such as railroad tracks, nized they must have to devise remedies 
a river or busy highway. The great con- likely to succeed in local situations. 
cern for safety in respect to busing The "next closest school" concept was 
earlier expressed in section 3 is obviously considered after only brief hearings in 
not paralleled in title IV's consideration the House Committee on Education and 
of alternate remedies. The third priority Labor. Clearly an inflexible national 
remedy set forth in susbection (c) is · standard with such far-reaching impli
contrary to a series of Supreme Court cations deserves the most careful scru
decisions since 1968 that have ruled that tiny. I doubt anyone in Congress or the 
"freedom of choice" or "open enroll- executive branch really knows how this 
ment" plans are rarely an effective would affect our various cities, and its 
remedy. Section 402(c) would under- dift'erent effects on large, medium, and 
mine any impact a desegregation plan small cities. I doubt if anyone really 
might have by permitting white students knows the effect that this would have 
to transfer from integrated schools. Any upon the people who live in these areas. 
white student who could show that stu- How can we conceivably consider act
dents of his "national origin" were not ing in such a vacuum of information? 
in a majority in the school he wished to Subsection (b) of section 403 is merely 
attend could presumably effect a trans- an unnecessary amrmation of Swann and 
fer. current law-section 802(a), Public Law 

I cannot imagine a more potentially 92-318. Again the authors of this blll 
divisive scheme than to suggest that all have sought to suggest problems that do 
schools keep track of the national origin not exist in order to advance their 
of all its students. It would only call at- measure. 
tention to differences and create group Section 403<c> in permitting resegre
tensions where none had previously ex- gation without remedy once a court de
isted. While white studients would find termines a school system has eliminated 
transfers easy, a black student would be its previous dual system, was added on 
required to assume the full burden of the floor of the House. 
change as an outsider coming into a In conjunction with section 403 (a), 
school that must have a minority of his limiting transportation to the next clos
race. est school, section 403 (c) would assure 

Each year since 1966 the Senate has and promote further segregation of 
rejected proposals that would seek to neighborhoods and the resulting reseg
make freedom of choice fulfill constitu- regation of neighborhood schools. Since 
tiona! desegregation requiremer.ts. We students could be bused only to the next 
are now confronted with a measure closest sehool and since subsequent court 
which places such plans third in line of orders requiring transportation to adjust 
priority, and seeks to limit true freedom for shifts in residential populations 
of choice to whites. would be prohibited, families living in 

Section 402 sets forth remedies that school attendance zones next closest to 
are inequitable and inadequate to ful!lll black neighborhoods would need move 
constitutional responsibilities. only one attendance zone further toward 

Section 403 denies a remedy that is desegregation completely. 
in many instances the only one avail- Thus section 403(c) would fortify the 
able-transportation. Simply stated, sec- next closest school concept by foreclos
tion 403 insures that should all the other ing future options to the courts to remedy 
provisions of this measure fail to impede the residential shifts caused by applica
desegregation attempts, this provision tion of the next closest school concept. 
will succeed. In proposing this amendment, Repre-

By forbiding Federal courts and agen- sentative FASCELL contended that--

This makes the language of the Mecklen
burg case apply to an act of a department 
or agency as well as that of a court. 

I disagree with Mr. FASCELL'S inter
pretation of Swann versus Charlotte
Mecklenburg, as already imposing limita
tions contained in section 403(c) on the 
courts. 

In the closing paragraphs of the Swann 
decision, Chief Justice Burger stated: 

At some point, these school authorities 
and others like them should have achieved 
full compliance with this Court's decision 
in Brown I. The systems will then be 'uni
tary' in the sense required by our decisions 
in Green and Alexander. 

It does not follow that the communities 
served by such systems will remain dem
ographically stable, for in a growing, mobile 
society, few will do so. Neither school au
thorities nor district courts are constitu
tionally required to make year-by-year ad
justments of the racial composition of stu
dent bodies once the atnrmative duty to de
segregate has been accomplished and racial 
discrimination through official action is elim
inated from the system. This does not 
mean that federal courts are Without power 
to deal with future problems; but in the ab
sence of a showing that either the school au
thorities or some other agency of the state 
has deliberately attempted to fix or alter 
demographic patterns to afi'ect the racial 
composition of the schools, further interven
tion by a district court should not be neces
sary. 

This dictum assumes that neither the 
Federal Government nor the State have 
contributed in any way to the shifts in 
demographic patterns that may resegre
gate schools. It must also be read in the 
context of the Swann decision as a cau
tion to courts to exercise commonsense 
in the administration of desegregation 
plans. Section 403(c) is more than a cau
tion, it is an invitation for covert actions 
to subvert desegregation orders by omcial 
acts, which would result in resegregation. 
A statutory prohibition of subsequent ac
tion against the effect of such an act 
could well encourage the act. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. BROOKE. I am pleased to yield 
to the distinguished Senator from Mich
igan. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I am grate
ful that the Senator has developed the 
points he has. The Senator was com
menting a moment ago on section 403. 
I am not sure we understand fully the 
affront, really, that appears to be con
tained in the kinds of orders that this 
bill would issue to the Federal courts. 

Am I correct in understanding the 
Senator from Massachusetts to make the 
point that no matter how gross a denial 
of equal protection of the laws a court 
may find a school district to have en
gaged in in violation of the 14th amend
ment, we are saying in section 403 that 
the court cannot exercise either its com
monsense nor give any relief to a con• 
stitutional violation? 

Mr. BROOKE. Precisely. That is 
exactly the point I am stressing. 

Mr. HART. Is it correct to say that in 
a sense we treat Federal judges of this 
country as men lacking in commonsense 
and, second, even if we concede they have 
conunonsense, we are denying them the 
opportunity to exercise it? 
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Mr. BROOKE. That is exactly what 

this bill would do. And it is inconceivable 
to me that the proponents of this legisla
tion really want to do this. I would much 
rather believe they do not understand 
the nature of this act. 

Mr. HART. That is a gracious, gentle 
judgment to express, and I share it, but 
I hope in this pellmell effort to adjourn 
we will not do even unconsciously what 
the Senator from Massachusetts makes 
clear would be done by the enactment of 
this measure. 

Mr. BROOKE. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. President, another prohibition con

tained in section 404, would not allow 
for the ignoring or alteration of school 
district lines unless there is proof of dis
criminatory purpose. This section repre
sents an unnecessary intrusion into the 
judicial process. It appears to have been 
prompted by a recent district court de
cisions in Richmond and Detroit, which 
are currently under review in the Fed
eral Appellate Courts. It is inappropriate 
for Congress to attempt to legislatively 
dictate a result in pending litigation or 
attempt to impose its view of constitu
tional requirements on the courts. 

Yet this is the basic intent of this 
measure-to intrude into the judicial 
processes and dictate constitutional re
quirements that would thwart constitu
tional rights, and thus deter the consti
tutionality mandated desegregation of 
our Nation's public schools. 

If this effort to impede school desegre
gation was not sufficiently sinister itself, 
consider section 406 of the measure be
fore us. This section would seek to undo 
every existing court-ordered or title IV 
desegregation effort na,w underway. It 
would allow 1,500 desegregated or de
segregating school systems, with the as
sistance of the Attorney General, to re
turn to the courts and Federal agencies 
to have their plans modified in accord
ance with this bill. And the provisions 
of this deviously drafted measure would 
allow the return to segregation. 

This would be in cases where district 
courts have already approved plans
sometimes modified them, to be sure
by which the process of desegregating 
school systems is proceeding in accord
ance with law. What section 406 would 
say to the courts and schools is, "Let us 
open this all up now. You can stop de
segregating, go back to the courts, mod
ify your plans, and, in fact, return to the 
segregated point you were at before you 
either voluntarily proceeded to desegre
gate or you were ordered to do so under 
law." 

This would put us back decades; and 
this would totally disrupt areas where 
many, many times the people have found 
that the desegregation of the public 
schools is not the bugaboo many have 
tried to make it in proposing this legis
lation. Millions of Americans have found 
that their fears have been allayed; and 
they are working very well to bring about 
the desegregation of their public school 
systems. 

But this measure, particularly this sec
tion, would encourage them to return 
to the segregation which they had be
fore. To me this is a unconscionable prop
osition for anyone to have set before 
Congress. 

This "reopener" clause is frightening 
in its potential. The wording is so broad 
that it would allow the reopening of all 
past desegregation cases going all the 
way back--over 18 years of progress to 
the Brown case. 

In testifying before the House Com
mittee of the Judiciary, Attorney Gen
eral Richard Kleindienst was asked 
whether the right to reopen cases under 
section 406 would apply only to cases in
volving busing or to all desegregation 
cases. He answered: 

All desegregation cases, even where busing 
might not even be an issue involved in it. 
You are going to have an opportunity for a 
school agency to come into a Federal district 
judge and say, this order was entered into 12 
years ago, Congress has laid down a new na
tional standard and we want to re-examine 
this and apply the remedies and priorities 
set forth in the national standards, and ob
tain a new order in this particular case. 

This measure invites chaos across the 
country. Because the remedies and prior
ities of this measure thwart desegrega
tion plans and violate the constitutional 
rights of our citizens, separatists, black, 
and white, will return to the forefront as 
the chance is offered to undo the hard 
work and good will of reasonable men 
and women. Those who have worked hard 
to make integrated schools a workable 
reality would be shunted aside by sep
aratists, with the aid of Congress. 

In arguing that section 406 is uncon
stitutional, the Association of the Bar of 
the City of New York stated: 

It is cynical in the extreme, therefore, to 
permit new rounds of litigation where suc
cessful adjustment to constitutional order 
exists. 

That is not an understatement, nor is 
the association's assertion that section 
406 is unconstitutional. 

If this section intends to create a right 
to reopen proceedings which is greater 
than the traditional equity doctrine to 
review in the light of changed circum
stances, and I assume it is or the section 
would be unnecessary, then it singles out 
on the basis of race a class of Federal 
court decrees for special treatment since 
it applies only to desegregation cases. 

Therefore, I contend that placing such 
a burden on minority group litigants vio
lates the doctrine of Hunter versus Erick
son. In that 1969 decision, the Supreme 
Court held unconstitutional a provision 
added to the charter of the city of Akron, 
Ohio, which required any ordinance regu
lating the sale or lease of property on the 
basis of race to win the approval of a 
majority of voters in a general election 
before it could take effect. The Court held 
that the charter could not place "special 
burdens on racial minorities within the 
govemmental process." 

Section 406 would place special bur
dens on racial minorities. This section 
makes it more difficult for minority chil
dren to enjoy their right to equal educa
tional opportunity since it forces t-hem 
to relitigate cases they had presumably 
already won. Thus I contend this section 
is most probably unconstitutional under 
the principle of Hunter versus Erickson. 

Yet I take little comfort in the pre
sumed unconstitutionality of this re-
opener. That the House of Representa
tives could pass and the Senate could 

even consider such a provision frightens 
me. How can the Congress proceed so 
callously with respect to the rights of 
millions of Americans? I would like to 
believe that it has done so unknowingly. 

But this section was drafted and con
sidered. Section 406 only stands out amid 
the cynical provisions of this measure 
because, as the Association of the Bar of 
New York said, it is "cynical in the ex
treme." Under ordinary circumstances 
almost every provision of this measure 
would similarly be labeled. 

Section 407 would allow the transpor
tation portions of court orders to be 
terminated upon a finding that the 
school system is not excluding any per
son from any school on account of race. 
In other words, busing would remedy the 
illegal situation, but the moment this 
had occurred it would be possible for the 
school system to return to the situation 
prior to the busing order. Then only if 
it could be shown that the system is "ef
fectively excluding any person from any 
school because of race, color, or national 
origin. could the court re-issue a busing 
order. Here again the burden is on the 
plaintiffs, who could conceivably be go
ing back and forth to court. Section 407 
would be a revolving door which would 
result in periodic utilization and termi
nation of busing orders. And the educa
tionaJ. process would suffer in the con
fusion. 

Section 408 would terminate entirely 
court desegregation orders once a school 
system has been found to have a unitary 
system. It contains no time limits and 
would permit the lifting of an order the 
moment a school system can claim to be 
unitary. This provision is contrary to the 
practice in other areas where illegal con
duct sought to be remedied has ceased. 
In such areas as antitrust, trade regula
tion, and voting rights, courts exercise 
jurisdiction after the illegal conduct that 
prompted the litigation has been reme
died. 

Section 408 also would apply whether 
the schools involved were in the past 
segregated de jure or de facto. Together, 
sections 407 and 408 would nullify sec
tion 201, which defines as a denial of 
equal educational opportunity the failure 
of an educational agency which formerly 
practiced deliberate segregation--de 
jure-to take affirmative steps to remove 
the vestiges of a dual school system. 
Sections 407 and 408 would require 
nothing more of a de jure school system 
than a de facto system. This is incon
sistent with section 201. 

CONSTITUTIONALITY 

Consistency and constitutionality were 
obviously not criteria in drafting this 
measure. Reviewing H.R. 13915 care
fully, I find, as many legal sc:3olars have 
done, that this measure is clearly uncon
stitutional and invites a severe constitu
tional confrontation. I have discussed, 
provision by provision, the constitutional 
questions involved. They are varied and 
many. In House debate on H.R. 13915, 
there was a brief but interesting com
ment that reinforces my contention 
that this measure seeks to subvert the 
Constitution. 

Representative MIKVA offered an 
amendment to the bill, which stated: 



34510 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE October 10, 1972 
The limitations on student transportation 

contained in this section shall not include 
any court, department, or agency of the 
United States from ordering an adequate 
remedy for denial of equal protection of the 
laws. 

Representative PuciNSKI argued: 
This amendment totally negates every

thing we have been doing here all evening. 

Mr. President, is that what the House 
of Representatives really intended to do? 
Is that what they want for this country? 
This amendment, to be sure, was voted 
upon. And what do you think happened? 

It was defeated 223 to 154, yet the ad
mission it prompted from Representative 
PuciNSKI will endure. The intent of this 
measure is clear: To deny remedies to 
violations of the 14th amendment. And 
this is unconstitutional. 

Eighteen years ago, Brown I estab
lished that State-imposed segregation by 
race in public schools denies equal pro
tection of the laws under the 14th 
amendment. To correct such violations 
the 14th amendment commands that the 
discriminating authority take whatever 
steps are necessary to convert to a ra
cially nondiscriminatory school system. 
And in Swann, the Supreme Court held 
that if school authorities fail in fulfilling 
their affirmative constitutional obliga
tions, "judicial authority may be in
voked" and that the Court's power in 
fashioning effective remedies is broad, 
for "breadth and flexibility are inherent 
in equitable remedies." 

Busing is but one of many remedies 
available to school authorities and the 
courts. But in some instances busing is 
the only effective remedy for the speedy 
desegregation plans mandated by the Su
preme Court in the Green case. With 20 
million American children riding yellow 
schoolbuses each day, it is impossible to 
contradict the Supreme Court's recogni
tion in Swann of busing as an "integral 
part of the public education system for 
years" and as a "normal and accepted 
tool of educational policy." In Swann, the 
Supreme Court found ''no basis for hold
ing that the local school authorities may 
not be required to employ bus transpor
tation as one tool of desegregation." It 
added: 

Desegregation plans cannot be limlted to 
the walk-in school. 

H.R. 13915 would overrule the prin
ciples of Swann, North Carolina State 
Board of Education against Swann, and 
Brown II, by prohibiting the use of busing 
in any meaningful manner as a remedial 
tool for overcoming a constitutional 
violation. 

In North Carolina State Board of Ed
ucation against Swann, the Supreme 
Court has declared that no State may 
frustrate the constitutional mandate of 
the 14th amendment. In declaring North 
Carolina's antibusing law to be uncon
stitutional, the Court held: 

If a. sta.te-l.nlposed lim.ita.tion on a. school 
a.uthority's discretion operates to inhibit or 
obstruct the operation of a. unitary school 
-system and impede the dis-establishing of a 
dua.l school system, it must fall; state policy 
must give when it operates to hinder vin
dication of federal constitutional guarantees. 

I contend that Congress has a no less 
stringent constitutional duty in this re-

gard than any State agency. Yet H.R. 
13915 contains the same segregatory 
mechanism prohibited for school author
ities, State legislatures and Governors. 
This measure is clearly designed to "im
pede disestablishment of · a dual school 
system." 

To enact H.R. 13915 would be to deny 
equal protection where a constitutional 
violation has been found and where bus
ing has been decreed a necessary part of 
the effective remedy. By staying the im
plementation of an effective remedy, 
Congress would be aiding racial discrim
ination and therefore in violation of the 
due process clause of the fifth amend
ment. 

Viewed in terms of article Ill of the 
Constitution, it is clear that Congress 
lacks the authority to prevent Federal 
courts from effectuating a constitutional 
mandate. While article III authorizes the 
Congress to regulate the jurisdiction of 
Federal courts, the Supreme Court has 
held in Marbury against Madison, away 
back in 1803, and Martin against Hunt
er's Lessee, in 1816, that the principle 
of separation of powers precludes Con
gress from limiting the authority of the 
courts in interpreting the Constitution 
and effectuating constitutional rights. In 
the guise of a jurisdictional statute, Con
gress cannot deprive a party either of a 
right created by the Constitution or of 
any remedy the courts deem essential to 
enforce that right. 

Nor can Congress enact legislation 
which prescribes a particular result in a 
case. In United States against Klein, in 
1872, the Supreme Court held that the 
statutory limitation on the Federal 
courts' jurisdiction, enacted by a Con
gress anxious to correct what it con
sidered an erroneous line of cases, was 
unconstitutional. 

"We are directed," said the Court, "to dis
miss the appeal, if we find that the judg
ment must be affirmed ... Can we do so with
out allowing one party to the controversy 
{the Congress) to decide it in its own favor? 
Can we do so without allowing that the leg
islature may prescribe rules of decision to the 
Judicial Department of government in cases 
pending before it? We think not ... we must 
think that Congress has inadvertently passed 
the limit which separates the legislative from 
the judicial power. 

The Klein case was decided 4 years 
after the ex parte McCardle, which up
held an act of Congress depriving the 
Supreme Court of appellate jurisdiction 
over lower Federal court decision in 
habeas corpus cases. But the Court in 
this case was not sanctioning unre
stricted congressional power to deprive 
it of jurisdiction. Despite the act which 
it sustained, the Court still had original 
habeas corpus jurisdiction as well as 
power to review lower court habeas cor
pus decisions by writ of certiorari. 

Prof. Alexander Bickel has described 
the McCardle case as "aberrational" and 
reads it "as a fairly narrow holding." 
I agree with his interpretation. 

Section 5 of the 14th amendment au
thorizes Congress to enforce that amend
ment by "appropriate legislation," yet it 
provides no basis for sustaining this 
measure. 

Section 5 does not authorize Congress 
to limit the scope of protection guaran-

teed by the 14th amendment. Congress 
may not thwart the purpose of this 
amendment, which was designed to ex
pand and extend constitutional protec
tion to those who had previously been 
denied such rights. 

In Katzenbach against Morgan, the 
Supreme Court addressed this point 
clearly: 

Section five does not grant Congress power 
to exercise discretion in the other direction 
and to enact "statutes so as in effect to dilute 
equal protection and due process decisions 
of this Court." We emphasize that Congress' 
power under Section five is limlted to adopt
ing measures to enforce the guarantees of 
the amendment; Section five guarantees 
Congress no power to restrict, abrogate, or 
dilute these guarantees. 

And that is the purpose of this meas
ure, Mr. President. It would restrict, 
abrogate, and dilute rights under the 
14th amendment--the guarantees of the 
Constitution. 

I referred to this citation earlier in my 
specific analysis of section 302 of H.R. 
13915. But it should be continually cited 
in our consideration of this legislation. 
Section 5 cannot be used, as the authors 
of this measure would seek to use it, 
either as a means of limiting the scope 
of equal protection or as a basis for regu
lating the jurisdiction of the Federal 
courts. Section 5 concerns only questions 
of federalism, as I have stated before. 
The history of section 5 demonstrates 
this. Senator Howard, who reported the 
14th amendment to the Senate from the 
Joint Committee on Reconstruction, said 
section 5's purpose was simply-

To enable Congress, in case the states shall 
enact laws in conflict with the principles of 
the amendment, to correct the legislation by 
formal Congressional enactment. 

Section 5 was not intended to give 
Congress greater power than the Federal 
courts to define constitutional rights. 

In its severe restrictions on remedies 
to a denial of equal protection of the law, 
this measure would diminish the scope of 
the 14th amendment. Therefore, it fails 
the test of section 5. 

Another unsuccessful amendment to 
H.R. 13915 during House consideration of 
the measure underscores the severe con
stitutional questions this bill would raise. 
Representative SToKEs offered a pro
posed title VII to the measure, which 
stated: 

Nothing in this Act is intended to be in
consistent with or violative of any provision 
of the Constitution. 

The amendment was defeated by a vote 
of 197 to 178. Like Representative Pu
crnsKI's admission, the rejection of this 
amendment makes it clear that the ob
vious unconstitutionality of the bill was 
of little concern to its proponents in the 
House, as well as a majority of the House. 

That is why, when I first heard, Mr. 
President, that this legislation was being 
proposed, I made a statement across this 
country that it was politically inspired. 
I do not like to use harsh language, but 
I must when I see men appealing to the 
wrong instincts in millions of Americans, 
without any regard for the constitution
ality of what they were doing. They were 
playing for votes for November 7, and 
nothing more, and it is clear politics in 
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its worst form. If it were not, certainly 
the House of Representatives could not 
conceivably have denied an amendment 
which stated: 

Nothing in this Act is intended to be 
inconsistent with or violative of any pro
vision of the Constitution. 

How, in good conscience, could they 
vote against such a measure if they were 
not playing sheer politics, without re
gard to the Constitution and without 
regard to the safety of this Nation? 

We in the Senate must uphold our 
obligation to the Constitution. And we 
cannot do so by passing a measure which 
would remove the only effective remedy 
for violation of an individual student's 
conustitutional rights; and violate the 
principle of separation of powers; and of 
the fifth as well as the 14th amendment. 

I call upon my colleagues, many of 
whom are up for reelection in this elec
tion year-and I am among them to 
stand firm behind our Constitution. In 
my own Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
emotions run high on the question of 
busing, as they do across the country. 
But there are some things that are far 
more important in this land than being 
elected and reelected, such as upholding 
the Constitution of the United States and 
doing what is right under God. 

If I am so ·certain the Supreme Court 
would eventually strike down this legis
lation as unconstitutional, why then do 
I not suggest we enact this measure and 
allow the courts to proceed? Representa
tive JAMEs ScHEUER, in his individual 
views contained in the House Education 
and Labor Committee's report, provided 
a most compelling answer to this ques
tion: 

As a. Member of Congress, I took a.n oath 
to uphold the Constitution. This oath pre
vents me from taking any action that I know 
will jeopardize the delicate balance the 
Founding Fathers struck between the three 
branches of government. The Supreme Court 
is the last bastion against legislative tyr
e.nny-a. tyranny we experienced during the 
days of Senator Joseph McCarthy. I cannot 
take a.ny action which will unnecessarily 
weaken the Court by politicizing its delibera
tions a.nd subject it to further emotional a.nd 
demogogic charges a.nd counter charges for 
merely exercising its clear responsibilities 
under the Constitution. 

Each of us has taken the same oath 
and our obligation is clear to uphold, not 
tear down the Constitution when our citi
zens find its provisions temporarily un
comfortable. 

It is our most compelling obligation to 
proceed orderly. Yet this measure would 
inevitably lead to a devastating constitu
tional confrontation between the Su
preme Court and Congress, which would 
weaken both branches and undermine 
th~ confidence of Americans in our ability 
to govern. This measure does not con
front decisions of the Court which have 
been narrowly decided. Rather, it seeks 
to undo a long line of unanimous deci
sions. The outcome of the confrontation 
would be clear as to law. The Court and 
the Constitution would prevail over Con
gress. But it would be a hollow victory 
as the Nation proceeded chaotically and 
found, for however brief a moment, that 
it was directed once again on a course of 
separatism. 

Who knows how devastating the brief 
existence of such an act would be on 
the American people? How can you con
template the effect of a measure that 
would have Congress state that because it 
is not convenient for us to obey the law 
of the land, we shall change it, though 
we have no authority to do so? 

Do we lack the courage to make clear 
our constitutional obligation? Are we 
afraid to tell the people that what some 
may desire from us, we cannot lawfully 
deliver? I think they would understand. 

I believe that the proponents of this 
measure underestimate the reasonable
ness of those they represent. I have al
ways believed that it is the right and 
responsibility of a legislator or any leader 
to educate his constituency, not just to 
look at the polls. Do we really want gov
ernment by polls? We have always known 
that crowds could be whipped up into 
emotion by orators and that polls could 
be effective measures of momentary pas
sions. Is it a responsible legislator who 
merely reacts to that poll and finds that 
some particular subject is unpopular at 
a particular time in the history of our 
Nation or of the world? 

Changes are constantly taking place 
in this country and across the world
great, sweeping changes. Right now we 
are doing things we never would have 
thoUgllt of doing just a year ago today. 
What was unpopular then may be popu
lar today. What was popular then may be 
unpopular today. Yet, we have yielded to 
this emotionalism of busing. We have 
created a Frankenstein. We have misled 
the people as to what the real issue is. 
We have talked about busing for racial 
balance, when most of those who do the 
talking know that that is not the real 
issue before Congress. We have not lived 
up to our constitutional responsibility. 

I would rather be defeated at the polls 
than to compromise my principles and 
to undermine the Constitution of the 
United States. I believe in our Constitu
tion that strongly. I also believe the 
proponents of this measure underesti
mate the reasonableness of those they 
represent. I think their constituents, 
fully a ware of the provisions of this 
measure, would oppose it. 

I believe that this is why the propo
nents of this bill denied the American 
people a full opportunity to review this 
legislation through the normal commit
tee process. 

The American people, black and white, 
are weary of division. They long for a 
respite from turmoil and tension. And I 
believe they truly desire one Nation in
divisible, not two nations apart. 

It was my privilege to serve in the Ker
ner Commission after the riots of 1967. 
We went to many of the strife-torn cities 
across this Nation, and we listened to 
the people. We came back and wrote a 
report, and we pointed up what was hap
pening in this country: That we were 
creating a nation divided, a nation with 
one side black and one side white, sep
arate and unequal; that if we did not 
change it, we would be confronted some 
time down the road-perhaps 1973 or be
yond-with the same situations, if not 
worse, that tormented this Nation in 
1967. It was not the intention of that 

Commission to throw fear into the Ameri
can people or to create more bitterness in 
the American people. It was an objective 
committee that called the facts as it saw 
them, reported its findings, and made its 
recommendations. 

:Now, Mr. President, the Congress of 
the United States is driving a wedge be
tween Americans, a wedge which could 
do more harm and is more dangerous 
than any wedge we have ever had before. 

Mr. President, because I believe in 
the good will of our people, I shall do all 
that I can-and I ask my colleagues to 
do likewise--to educate our people as to 
the frightening provisions of H.R. 13915, 
which would turn us away from our ear
nest quest for one Nation united toward 
an unconstitutional and unconscionable 
retreat toward two nations "separate but 
equal." The choice is clear. My faith in 
our people is strong and my faith in the 
Senate of the United States is strong. 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BROOKE. Yes; I am privileged to 
yield. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, the Sena
tor from Massachusetts reminded us of 
the caution voiced by the Kerner Com
mission, a commission which the Sena
tor from Massachusetts graced with 
great distinction. 

Does not the Senator from Massa
chusetts agree that the caution voiced 
several years later by the Commission 
on the Causes and Prevention of Vio
lence also has relevance here. The Com
mission on Violence described ours as a 
country which was developing into two 
nations, the armed and often affluent 
suburbs and the decaying, savage cities. 

That is a harsh description and enor
mously ominous. Is not the Senator from 
Massachusetts suggesting that it is pre
cisely this division and separation which 
this bill, whatever the motives of those 
who seek its enactment, would dig still 
deeper into and more fatally broaden. 

Is this not also a caution and a re
minder that should be in the minds of 
each of us as we are asked in the closing 
moments, really, of this Senate to act 
upon a bill which has not even had 
hearings? 

Mr. BROOKE. Precisely. I think the 
distinguished Senator from Michigan, 
who has been such a great leader in pro
tecting the Constitution of the United 
States states it well. 

I would like to believe that many of 
those who have voted on this, particular
ly in the House, have done so, as I stated 
earlier, without full knowledge of the 
assault upon the Constitution of the 
United States that is contained in this 
particular measure. They have reacted 
to the high emotionalism in the country, 
much of which has been created by the 
proponents of this particular type of 
legislation-many, I think out of fear, 
because of the potential political rami
fications or results could come from an 
adverse vote on this measure. But as the 
Senator pointed out, after the Kerner 
Commission report on the riots of 1967, 
and then the Commission on Violence 
report. All agree we did not have any 
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disagreement. In any of the commissions nation and not a collection of individual 
that have ever met and made reports, States. And if the Senate will keep its 
the findings have been relatively the head and not be panicked by these indi
same. The causes have been relatively vidual cases which the courts have, can, 
the same. Many of the recommendations and will look at, then I think that the 
have been relatively the same. The fact Nation will, indeed, be grateful to those 
is that we have not acted upon them, we of us who have felt as strongly as we 
have not implemented those recom- have about this situation. There is no 
mendations, in the main. desire to defer legislation. If the Con-

Then, as the Senator put it, in the gress wants legislation on this subject, 
waning days of this session of Congress, it will have it. But it should not have 
to take up legislation which sets us back it until the heat and the emotion have 
way beyond the Brown case, with all of been given an opportunity to yield to rea
its inherent dangers, as I have tried to son and fact. 
specifically point out section by section Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, I thank 
in my remarks, it just seems that this my distinguished colleague and my very 
is something that Congress should wait dear friend, the senior Senator from New 
and have proper hearings on. York, for he and the Senator from Michi-

The committee could hear witnesses, gan <Mr. HART) have truly worked to
and many of the questions which have gether in this whole area of civil rights 
been raised could be answered. Many of and civil liberties. And long before I came 
the doubts and maybe some of the state- to the Senate of the United States, I re
ments I have made or that others have spected them both as guardians of the 
made which could be in error, or could Constitution. I cannot, as a man who has 
be explained. been trained in the law and in the prac-

But how can we do this unless we tice of law and who has loved it, and who 
proceed in the usual legislative manner has served as a State attorney ,general 
and put this bill where it belongs, in its before coming to Washington, make a 
proper committee, have a hearing and a higher commendation than to call the 
report--the Labor and Public Welfare two Senators guardians of the Consti
Committee has a long history of never tution of the United States. And that is 
having buttonholed or bottled up legisla- exactly what their actions demonstrate. 
tion-rather than come before us now They have been courageous. They have 
and report it right out on the floor. been eloquent. And they have been effec-

I just think it is most regrettable. I tive. And I think that history will prove 
am sure that if our colleagues knew what that they have been right. I cannot be 
was contained in the bill, it could never more grateful in concluding my remarks 
be considered in this session of Congress. this morning and this afternoon than 

Therefore, I hope and pray that calm to have had join with me in a short colla
minds will prevail, courageous leadership quy the distinguished senior Senator from 
will prevail, and that those who are con- New York <Mr. JAVITS) and the distin
cerned about the election results will put guished senior Senator from Michigan 
this country above their own personal <Mr. HART). 
political fortunes. Mr. President, I yield to the junior 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the Senator from Tilinois (Mr. STEVENSON). 
Senator from Massachusetts yield? The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

Mr. BROOKE. I am happy to yield to ator from Dlinois is recognized. 
the Senator from New York. Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. President, I ask 

Mr. JAVITS. Very brietiy, I should like unanimous consent that two members of 
to express my pleasure and the pleas- my staff, William Staszak and Harold 
ure which one always has when a friend Wolman be granted the privilege of the 
as well as a colleague speaks with such floor during the debate on H.R. 13915 
great eloquence, with such deep sincer- today. 
ity and is so excellent a witness to the The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
truth. objection, it is so ordered. 

To me, the Senator's address, a great Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. President, I 
deal of which I have heard, is so criti- want to first associate myself with the 
cally important in our evaluation of the remarks of the distinguished Senator 
situation because it is the voice of a wit- from Michigan and the distinguished 
ness. Senator from New York in commending 

The Senator knows that I can get up the Senator from Massachusetts. His 
here and predict tremendous social statement, if only heard, would I believe 
strain and tension, perhaps deferred in move the hearts and the minds of all 
terms of its effect; but it will be inevita- Members of this body. 
ble. Our colleagues may not fully real- Mr. President, in the first 2 days 
ize what is in the bill exactly, but only . that the pending legislation, H.R. 13915, 
generally. But what it will do, and how has been before the Senate, this body 
it will be used and abused, is to put the has heard some ironic, strange, and dis
clock back to pre-1954. The people will quieting suggestions. First of all, we are 
suffer for it, those who have made t1ie asked to pass this House-passed bill 
e1Jort to desegregate, the millions of without ever having referred it to com-

mittee. 
young children in the South who To be sure, there were some hearings 
have been given a much better direc- on the administration's version of the 
tion in terms of education, and the a1- bill. But no bill has been reported from 
leged victims themselves, when they real- the Labor and Public Welfare Commit
ize what has happened to them by this tee, nor have the hearings held thus far 
improvidence of a last-minute bill, with been printed. As I understand it, an 
such lethal consequences, by Senators extra day of hearings on the President's 
from States where they have a )ot of pub- bill was held only 2 weeks ago at the 
lie pressure-but that is why we are a · behest of a proponent of that bill. How-· 

ever, even if it could be said that the 
proper Senate committee had held hear
ings on the administration bill, it could 
not possibly be said that there have been 
hearings on the House bill. 

And the House bill, as we all know, dif
fers in major ref:ipects from the bill in
troduced last March on behalf of the 
administration. It differs so much that 
two of the leading proponents of the ad
ministration bill in the House, Repre
sentatives QUIE and ERLENBORN, voted 
against passage of the final version of the 
House bill because they, too, thought it 
was unconstitutional. 

I recall earlier this session when a 
motion was made to recommit the no
fault insurance bill, despite the fact that 
extensive hearings had been held on 
every aspect of it by the Commerce Com
mittees. 

But the Senate was told there were 
some legal and even constitutional ques
tions involved in the no-fault bill, and 
that therefore the Judiciary Committee 
should be allowed to study the bill and 
to give us its authoritative view of the 
legalities of the no-fault concept. 

It would seem, Mr. President, that the 
constitutional and legal uncertainties 
involved in this bill, H.R. 13915, make 
those of the no-fault bill look tiny by 
comparison. Yet the Senate is asked to 
act on this bill without the benefit of 
any of its committees' advice. 

The second ironic and disquieting sug
gestion is that we end discussion on the 
merits of this bill on the floor of the 
Senate after only 2 days. 

Certain Senators who had an extended 
discussion only last week on the Con
sumer Protection Act and voted against 
cloture now ask us to spend 2 or perhaps 
4 or 5 days in discussing this profoundly 
important and disturbing legislation, the 
so-called Equal Educational Opportu
nities Act of 1972. At least on the con
sumer protection bill, a far-sighted bill 
on which a fair majority of the Senate 
wished to work its will, we had the bene
fit of a committee report and several 
days of discussion before the first cloture 
motion was filed. But this was not the 
case with H.R. 13915. A cloture motion 
was filed almost before one word was 
spoken for or against a bill on which 
there was no previous Senate consider
ation. 

Yet the third ironic and disquieting 
suggestion is that we pass the bill vir
tually without amendment. 

We are told by one proponent of the 
bill that, although it is not in exactly 
the form he would like to see it, those 
who favor this kind of legislation "would 
do well to resist amendments that may 
be offered to this bill!' 

The distinguished junior Senator from 
Michigan went on to state: 

Some of the amendments may be appeal
ing, some may have merit, but I think we 
ought to be practical and realistic. If signif
icant changes are made in this House passed 
blll, it wlll then have to go to conference 
where it will surely die. The one way-per
haps the only way-to be sure we get a b111 
passed and enacted into law is to stick with 
the House passed bill and pass it here in 
the Senate. 

In other words, Mr. President, we are 
asked to give up our prerogatives as in-
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dividual Senators and as a co-equal body 
of Congress. We are asked to give up our 
right to improve or to perfect legislation 
which has not even been considered by 
one of our own committees. We are asked 
as U.S. Senators to be a rubber stamp, 
no matter what the appeal or the merit 
of an amendment. We are asked to give 
the American people a law by which they 
would have to live, even though a ma
jority of us believe that in certain ways 
this law might be made better or less 
onerous. Or-heaven forbid-they sug
gest we might have to go to a conference 
to resolve our differences with the House. 

Mr. President, I say that the Ameri
can people deserve more from ''the great
est deliberative body in the world." 

They deserve deliberation. 
More than that, they deserve leader

ship from their elected President, Rep
resentatives, and Senators, an enlight
ened public discussion of perhaps the 
most complex social issue of our time. 

Most of all, the American people de
serve a true and responsible answer to 
their concerns, not the false hope or po
litical cynicism that this bill in its pres
ent form represents. 

And there is a concern among many 
Americans, a concern is conjured up by 
the very word "busing." There are of 
course some Americans for whom "bus
ing" conjures up the more sinister mo
tives of bigotry or even hatred, but for 
undoubtedly many more Americans
white and black, and yellow, red, and 
brown-this concern translates into a 
kind of fear of the unknown, and thereby 
consequently is a threat to their own se
curity and to certain values they hold 
dear. 

So it may be that many concerned 
citizens, who may never have had their 
children bused-at least for purposes of 
desegregation-and may never in the fu
ture have their children bused for pur
poses of desegregation, hear vaguely 
about Court decisions which require 
"massive busing." They grow "con
cerned," for they wonder what the effects 
of such a Court order would be on their 
children and on their neighborhoods. 
This concern grows highest, of course, 
when the Court action becomes immi
nent-as now in such cities as Richmond 
and Detroit. 

There is first of all a concern about the 
safety of their children-on the school
bus itself, or in the more distant school. 
No matter that riding a schoolbus is 
statistically less dangerous than walk
ing to school, or that the school or the 
neighborhood of the school to which the 
child might be bused is as safe or safer 
than their own neighborhood. These citi
zens know their own neighborhood, and 
in many cases chose to live in it in the 
first place because of the school in the 
neighborhood. They do not know to which 
school in which neighborhood their child 
might be bused. 

And for many Americans there is a 
deep and traditional value in the very 
concept of "the neighborhood." They see 
a threat to this traditional value on 
many fronts, not just from busing their 
children or grandchildren out of the 
neighborhood, but also from other basic 
changes in American society, such as the 
dispersal to suburbia. 

Although he feels that they may be 
disintegrating, the Pulitzer Prize win
ning columnist of the Chicago Daily 
News, Mike Royko, has written a de
scription of one kind of neighborhood, 
that is called the "ethnic neighborhood." 
He writes of the city he and I know best, 
Chicago: 

But Chicago, until as late as the 1950's, 
was a place where people stayed put for a 
while, creating tightly knit neighborhoods, 
as small-townish as any village in the wheat 
fields. 

The neighborhood-towns were part of 
larger ethnic states. To the north of the 
Loop was Germany. To the northwest was 
Poland. To the west were Italy and Israel. 
To the southwest were Bohemia and Lithu
ania. And to the south was Ireland. 

It wasn't perfectly defined because the 
borders shifted as newcomers moved in on 
the older settlers, sending them fleeing in 
terror and disgust. Here and there were out
lying colonies, with Poles also on the South 
side, and Irish up north. . . . 

In every neighborhood could be found all 
the ingredients of the small town: the local 
tavern, the funeral parlor, the bakery, the 
vegetable store, the butcher shop, the drug
store, the neighborhood drunk, the neigh
borhood trollop, the neighborhood idiot, the 
neighborhood war hero, the neighborhood 
police station, the neighborhood team, the 
neighborhood sports star, the ball field, the 
barber shop, the pool hall, the clubs, and the 
main street. 

Every neighborhood had a main street for 
shopping and public transportation. The city 
is laid out with a main street every half 
mile, residential streets between. But even 
better than in a small town, a neighborhood 
person didn't have to go over to the main 
street to get essentials, such as food and 
drink. On the side streets were taverns and 
little grocery stores. To buy new underwear, 
though, you had to go to Main Street. . . . 

The borders of neighborhoods were the 
main streets, railroad tracks, branches of the 
Chicago River, branches of the branches, 
strips of industry, parks, and anything else 
that could be glared across .... 

But tn the neighborhood, you were safe. 
At least if you did not cross beyond, say, the 
other side of the school. While it might be 
part of your ethnic state, it was still the edge 
of another neighborhood, and their g~ng was 
just as mean as your gang. 

So, for a variety of reasons, ranging from 
convenience to fear to economics, people 
stayed in their own neighborhood, loving it, 
enjoying the closeness, the friendliness, the 
familiarity, and, he says, trying to save 
enough money to move out. 

As Royko suggests, this particular 
kind of neighborhood may to some ex
tent become a thing of the past. But it 
was and to an extent still is representa
tive of many cities north and south
and as Royko suggests, it is closely akin 
to the idea of a small town. And if the 
concrete example of the "neighborhood" 
is not as well-defined as formerly, cer
tainly some of the implications of the 
concept are still with us. Thus the state
ment of Royko .that-

In the neighborhood, you were safe. At 
least if you did not cross beyond, say, the 
other side of the school. 

For the school was on "the edge of an
other neighborhood," and that repre
sented the unknown. 

I do not speak of these concerns of 
citizens in order to explain them, or to 
speak of the concept and value of "the 
neighborhood" in order to enshrine it or 
the necessity of preserving it as an un-

alienable right of society. I speak of it 
because neighborhoods exist, and while 
I value neighborhoods and the sense of 
community they embody I speak of them 
here to point out that certain values are 
threatened, and real fears arise. 

To some these concerns arise because 
they know too well what the Supreme 
Court is asking for. But for many others 
they exist because they do not know what 
is or may be asked of them, by the Su
preme Court, by all the "bureaucrats" in 
Washington, or by any politician. Politi
cians above all are not to be trusted. 
Government is no longer viewed as of, 
by, and for the people, but only against 
the people. 

And so these concerns, approaching 
fears, exist. It should be the role of polit
ical leadership either to allay these con
cerns by explaining to the people just 
what the issue is, and to keep trying to 
explain the issue no matter .how com
plex or how long it may take. And if the 
concerns cannot be allayed by explana
tion, then responsible solutions to the 
underlying problems should be sought. 
Responsible political leadership does 
not exploit the fears of the people for 
political expediency by simplifying or 
falsifying the explanation of an issue or 
by proposing irresponsible solutions. 

But that is just what many politicians, 
including the President-especially the 
President-are doing in regard to "bus
ing." What is the problem? Simple, "bus
ing." What is the answer to the prob
lem? Simple, enact a law stopping busing. 

As the philosopher Alfred North 
Whitehead once said: "Strive for sim
plicity, but learn to mistrust it.'' I for 
one am wary that the problem is simply 
busing, and I know that, in time, if not 
today, the American people will distrust 
those who promise them the simple an
swer, a law stopping busing. 

There are some, of course, who say 
that busing is a "non-issue," and is 
therefore a code word or a scare word. 
But as Prof. Alexander Bickel has said: 

One man's code-word or scare-word is an
other man's symbol. 

Busing, then, is a symbol to many of a 
real issue. Professor Bickel would define 
the "real issue" as follows: · 

What is the proper objective of federal 
policy toward racial concentration-or sepa
ration, or isolation-in the public schools, 
and beyond that, what are the proper pri
orities of federal policy in primary and sec
ondary education? 

Accepting this formulation of the real 
issue, the American people should realize 
that "the Federal policy toward racial 
concentration-or separation, or isola
tion, in the public schools" is almost en
tirely being formulated by the Supreme 
Court, in part because of its responsi
bility within the Federal Government of 
interpretation of the Constitution. 

But another reason why the Court has 
taken on this role at the Federal level 
is an historical one, a complete abdica
tion of responsibility by the Congress 
and the executive. In 1868, when the 
14th amendment became part of the 
Constitution, public school systems 
barely existed. In 1896, however, the su
preme Court decided the case of Plessy 
against Ferguson. This case did not deal 
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with public schools directly, but it held 
that where States provided "separate but 
equal" facilities, the State would not be 
held to violate the 14th amendment right 
of "equal protection of the laws." After 
1896, then, as school systems all over 
America were fully developed, many 
school systems came to provide--directly 
or more subtly-separate facilities to 
white students and to black students, 
and to other minorities. Whether from 
a Federal viewpoint they could ever be 
"separate but equal" was unknown. 
There was in fact no Federal viewpoint. 
Congress, of course, had the power under 
section 5 of the 14th amendment, "to 
enforce, by appropriate legislation" the 
"equal protection of the laws." But it 
was either incapable or afraid to so leg
islate, or it took the attitude that edu
cation was up to the States. Nor did the 
executive propose to act. 

Many States, both North and South, 
took advantage of Plessy against Fergu
son to enact laws actually enforcing seg
regation___:_in public schools and in many 
other facets of life. Other States and 
cities found more subtle ways to enforce 
such segregation. 

After a period of time, however, it be
came clear that "separate but equal" was 
not working, given the realities of what 
was happening. And moreover, there was 
a good deal of evidence that such sepa
rate facilities were not equal. 

Given the existence of inequality and 
the failure of the other two branches of 
the Federal Government to act, the Su
preme Court felt compelled to take ac
tion under the constitutional mandate 
to insure that States should provide the 
"equal protection of the laws." 

The historic case in which the Court 
did this, of course, was Brown against 
Board of Education I, decided in 1954. 
There were really four related cases, all 
dealing with the most blatant statutes 
establishing dual school systems, one 
system for blacks and one system for 
whites. The discussions of this case are 
legion, and I make no pretense that any 
interpretation of the case which I could 
provide would be definitive, or that the 
case could easily be applied in a myriad 
of factual situations. But let me give just 
one commentator's view, that there were 
two somewhat distinct but related ele
ments or branches in the Brown holding: 
First, "the simple, minimal proposition 
that the State may not, by legislation or 
administratively, in the schools or oth
erwise classify the population along ra
cial l~es except for obviously remedial 
purposes;'" and second, showing the 
Court's special concern with education, 
that "separate educational facilities are 
inherently unequal." This last phrase was 
Chief Justice Warren's in the case. To 
quote the case further, the Court could 
not have taken on the doctrine of "sepa-
rate but equal," at least as it applied to 
public schools, any more directly: 

Does segregation of children in public 
schools solely on the basis of race, even 
though the physical facilities and other 
"tangible" factors may be equal, deprive the 
children of the minority group of equal edu
cational opportunities? We believe that it 
does. 

No matter what one thinks of the 
Brown decision, or any subsequent Su-

preme Court desegregation decision, cer
tain facts must be acknowledged: that in 
our Government, under the doctrine of 
separation of powers, the Supreme Court 
is the final interpreter of the Constitu
tion; and that the Supreme Court, in de
ciding Brown I, relied on the Constitu
tion as the basis for its holding, that is, 
the constitutional mandate to the States 
that they must provide the equal pro
tection of the laws to all of their citi
zens. 

Since Brown, I, then, the Supreme 
Court-and the appellate and district 
courts-have been struggling to apply 
Brown I to hundreds, and now thou
sands, of factual situations. Along the 
way, the Congress and the Executive 
even sought to help, as by passing and 
enforcing the Civil Rights Act of 1964. 
But besides applying the principles of 
Brown to other factual cases, the Courts 
of necessity had to provide remedies for 
the violation of the constitutional rights. 
And of course this is where the trouble
if that it is what it can be called-has 
come. To quote Professor Bickel again: 

Brown decreed the end of legally en
forced segregation. It is possible formally to 
abolish a. system of legal segregation by sim
ply wiping the laws that enforced it off the 
books. But if that had been all that Brown 
demanded, it would have amounted to a. 
sham, since the law of segregation bespoke 
attitudes that were still widely held, and 
that would have continued to have effect. 
And so the Brown decision had to be ad
ministered in order that it might be made 
palpable. It had to be administered for 
the sake of maintaining the integrity and 
credibility of law. Dual school systems had 
to be visibly disestablished. 

I would like to summarize some of the 
major holdings of the Court in regard to 
remedies, again without any hope that 
this will by a definite interpretation of 
what the Court has said. 

One of the first questions the Court 
had to decide was how rapidly desegre
gation must take place, once segregation 
had been found. In Brown II, in 1955, 
the Court said district courts should im
plement desegregation rulings with all 
deliberate speed, although the Court 
added that limited delays would be 
acceptable if a school board could es
tablish that such time is necessary in 
the public interest. By 1964, however, 
the Court was serving notice, in Griffin 
against County School Board of Prince 
Edward County, Va., that such delays 
were no longer acceptable, saying: 

The time for mere "deliberate speed" has 
run out, and that phrase can no longer jus
tify denying these . . . school children their 
constitutional rights to an education equal 
to that afforded by the public schools in the 
other parts of Virginia.. 

Four years later, in Green against 
County School Board of New Kent 
County, va., the Court ordered desegre-
gation to take place immediately: 

Tbe burden on a school board today is 
to come forward with a plan that promises 
to work, and promises realistically to work 
now. 

As to what a previously segregated 
school system had to achieve, in the 1968 
Green case the Court stated the con
stitutional objective as "a unitary, non
racial system of public education-a sys-

tern without a 'white' school and a 'Ne
gro' school, but just schools." And in the 
famous case of Swann against Charlotte
Mecklenburg Board of Education in 1971 
the Court set the goal as ''the greatest 
possible degree of actual desegregation." 
As to whether this degree meant actual 
racial balance, the Court said "no," al
though such a balance might be a useful 
starting point. The Court in Swann also 
did not say there could be no ''one-race" 
schools; there could be a small number 
of these although the presumption would 
have to be against them. 

Of course, to effectuate this ''greatest 
possible degree of actual desegregation," 
school boards have to employ certain 
methods. The Supreme Court has also 
discussed there in various cases, notably 
Green and Swann. And here is where the 
Court met head-on with some of those 
traditional and most understandable 
values I mentioned earlier, such as par
ents wishing to send their children to the 
school of their choice, or simply to "the 
neighborhood school." 

"Freedom-of-choice" is the formal 
name for the method of school assign
ment which allows a pupil or his parent 
to choose the public school which he 
wants io attend. In Green, however, the 
Supreme Court found that the school 
board's freedom-of-choice desegregation 
plan was not "a sufficient step to 'ef
fectuate a transition' to a unitary sys
tem." It further said that: "if there are 
reasonably available other ways, such, for 
illustration, as zoning, promising speedier 
and more effective conversion to a uni
tary, nonracial school system, freedom 
of choice must be held unacceptable." 

And as for neighborhood schools, it was 
in the Swann case that the Supreme 
Court emphatically stated that in reach
ing the objective of eliminating illegally 
segregated school systems the neighbor
hood school or any other assignment 
plan "is not acceptable simply because 
it appears to be neutral.'' The Court said: 

All things being equal, with no history of 
discrimination, it might well be desirable to 
assign pupils to schools nearest their homes. 
But all things are not equal in a system that 
has been deliberately constructed and main
tained to enforce racial segregation. The 
remedy for such segregation may be adminis
ua.tively awkward, inconvenient, and even 
bizaqe in some situations and may impose 
burdens on some; but all awkwardness and 
inconvenience cannot be avoided in the in
terim period when remedial adjustments are 
being made to eliminate the dual school sys
tems. 

If "freedom of choice" or "neighbor
hood schools" were not the final 
answer-although they could be if they 
were effective in achieving the greatest 
possible degree of actual desegregation
what other methods were to be con
sidered? Said the Court in Swann, as ex
amples: "a frank-and sometimes 
drastic-gerrymandering of school dis
tricts and attendance zones," resulting 
in zones "neither compact nor con
tiguous; indeed they may be on the 
opposite ends of the city." Or perhaps 
"pairing, 'clustering,' or 'grouping' of 
schools with attendance assignments 
made deliberately to accomplish the 
transfer of Negro students out of for
merly segregated Negro schools and 
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transfer of white students to formerly 
all-Negro schools." 

Of course, either indirectly, as when 
pairing, clustering, or grouping was 
used, or directly, as when attendance 
zones were drastically gerrymandered
there would have to be provided a means 
of getting the students to the school. In 
most cases. the student could probably 
still walk to school. In others, however, a 
schoolbus would have to be provided, 
although in many instances the students 
were already being bused. 

The Supreme Court discussed busing 
in the Swann case. It first stated a very 
obvious fact, that 'the busing of students 
is "a normal and accepted tool of educa
tional policy." In fact , in the United 
States today 43 percent of all school chil
dren are bused, with only 2 to 3 percent 
of them being bused for purposes of de
segregation. This being so, the Court be
lieved that in certain instances school 
boards could provide busing for the pur
poses of achieving desegregation. The 
Court said: 

Desegregation plans cannot be limited 
to the walk-in school. 

The Court very clearly did, however, 
recognize limits on school busing, as it 
stated the now familiar: 

An objection to transportation of stu
dents may have validity when the time or 
distance of travel is so great as to risk either 
the health of the children or significantly 
impinge on the educational process. 

There it is, then. The Court in effect 
has held that such valued concepts as 
"freedom of choice'' or "neighborhood 
. schools" must sometimes give way in 
order to effect a constitutional right, if 
those concepts in the first place cannot 
prove effective. 

At the same time responsible political 
leaders can tell citizens that if a deseg
regation plan comes their way, they 
may not have their "freedom of choice" 
or be able to send their child to the 
neighborhood school, they had better 
also tell them how limited a "threat" this 
is. First of all, the idea of the walk-in 
neighborhood school is no longer as 
firmly affixed in America as it once 
was-not when 43 percent of all school
children ride buses anyway, and only 4 
to 7 percent of these for purposes of 
desegregation. A Department of Trans
portation study has shown that less than 
1 percent of the annual increase in 
busing can be attributed to desegrega
tion. 

Second, there can never be real free
dom of choice. A school board must 
to a great degree, have control of which 
students go to which school--otherwise 
overcrowding and diseconomies could 
result. 

Third, the people ought to know that 
the Supreme Court has recognized limits 
on busing. The safety of the child and 
the disruption of the educational process 
must be taken into account. 

Moreover, the people should be aware 
that some 1,500 desegregation orders are 
now in effect and to a great extent are 
working effectively. In many places the 
moral scar of segregation has been 
healed. 

One further element in this picture: 

The Supreme Court-not the lower 
courts-has not yet spoken to the issue of 
de facto segregation. So far, the Court 
has only adjudged cases of de jure segre
gation-that is, cases where there were 
actually dual school systems established 
by State or local statute or ordinance, or 
where schools were segregated as a result 
of discriminatory actions or acquiescence 
by public officials, be they school board 
officials or zoning officials or whatever. 

The Court may be dealing with some 
cases in the near future in which it dis
cusses de facto segregation--cases where, 
because people happen to live in a school 
district, there is a high or low degree of 
racial concentration. The Court may dis
cuss this question in the pending Denver 
case, or perhaps the upcoming Richmond 
or Detroit cases-although I have no 
intention of prejudging those as cases 
of de jure or de facto segregation or as 
cases of segregation at all. I merely state 
that much of the furor in such situations 
has resulted from lower court decisions, 
and that the Supreme Court has not yet 
ruled on certain issues, and that much 
of the concern resulting from these cases 
may be premature. 

To quote Professor Bickel again: 
So it is that we have arrived where we are. 

Where we are is not in the presence of hun
dreds of massive integration decrees in the 
South, let alone in the North, involving ex
tensive shuffling of total school populations, 
by busing or otherwise. But we are in the 
presence of a fair number of such decrees; 
there are further ones impending North and 
South; and that is the direction which the 
Supreme Court has authoritatively indicated 
to lower federal judges. It will involve busing, 
more busing in many places than before, and 
busing to different ends than before. 

This, then, is what responsible political 
leaders should be telling their constitu
ents: that the desegregation of certain 
previously segregated school districts, as 
mandated by the Constitution, requires 
judicial remedies; that these remedies 
to a greater or lesser degree may go be
yond the traditional concepts of a lim
ited freedom of choice or the neighbor
hood school, if those traditional concepts 
do not prove effective for overcoming de
segregation; and that presumably the lo
cal school board, under a mandate to de
segregate, can choose methods of deseg
regating-that is, remedies that are the 
least expensive and the least damaging 
to traditional concepts or values-as long 
as they work. They might then add that 
busing is not nearly as massive as some 
might lead them to believe, and that the 
Supreme Court in discussing the rem
edy of busing has already tried to take 
account of its effect on the safety and the 
educational process of the individual 
child. 

But, instead, so-called political leaders 
across the Nation are playing upon the 
fears of the people. They do not relate 
the whole story of desegregation, or of 
what the Supreme Court has really said, 
or the terrible fact of segregation which 
desegregation is ending. Instead, the 
overworked phrase, "the busing of little 
schoolchildren," is used to imply the 
demise of every neighborhood in every 
city, the health and safety of every child, 
and the destruction of the educational 
system itself. 

But the political irresponsibility does 
not end there. To be popular, and hence 
ultimately to be reelected, politicians
who have already defined the problem as 
''busing"-feel they must propose a solu
tion to the problem. Some are honest 
enough to realize that the way ultimately 
to change the situation is to adopt a con
stitutional amendment-but then they 
propose a blunderbuss amendment that 
virtually wipes out the 14th amendment. 

Others are less candid. They promise 
simple legislation to "end busing." Not 
mere advisory legislation to tell the 
Court what priorities of remedies the 
Congress would like to see the Court em
ploy, but legislation directing the Court 
which remedies to employ-no matter 
that they are unconstitutional. And while 
they are at it, for further political ends, 
they would have this legislation destroy 
much or all of the good which the Courts 
have accomplished over the past 18 years 
by dismantling dual school systems. 

The greatest perpetrator of this irre
sponsibility, of course, because he is in 
the position of greatest responsibility, is 
none other than President Nixon. In 
March of this year, just a few days after 
a primary in Florida, where there was a 
referendum on busing and many an 
aspirant for office went wild in playing 
upon the concerns of the people, Mr. 
Nixon spoke to the Nation on busing. To 
a great degree, he misrepresented the 
issue as merely busing, massive busing. 
But then he turned to a solution. He said 
that he had considered a constitutional 
amendment, and that Congress should 
too, but that the constitutional amend
ment method of effecting a solution 
would take too long-18 months to 
2 or 3 years. Mr. Nixon might have 
added that that might be after the 
November election, presumably Mr. 
Nixon's last election. So Mr. Nixon 
moved on to simple legislation, which he 
had the temerity to call the "Equal 
Educational Opportunities Act of 1972." 

I shall proceed in just a few minutes to 
a discussion of the possible constitu
tionality of the administration bill-and 
the even more dubious House bill
although, of course, in the final analysis 
no bill is unconstitutional unless th~ 
Supreme Court--or, in its absence, a 
lower court-says so. But we have it on 
the good word of many knowledgeable 
people and on commonsense that the 
Nixon and House bills defy constitution
ality. In other words, they are much more 
likely than not unconstitutional. 

And Mr. Nixon knows it. He is, there
fore, trying to perpetrate a fraud on the 
American people. And just by the way 
he is using our courts-which are not 
supposed to be the targets of political 
partisanship-for partisan political ends. 

I should say that ~. Nixon is once 
again using the courts for his political 
ends. All of us with memories of the 
last 4 years can recall the ominous impli
cations of Mr. Nixon's rhetoric on law 
and order. Or the more specific instances 
of intervention in the Calley and Manson 
cases. But my mind has been called back 
to 1954, after the first Brown decision 
itself. 

If my memory does not fall me, Mr. 
Nixon, who was, of course, the Vice Presi-
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dent then, with bad taste which, unfor
tunately, is not uncharacteristic, praised 
the decision of the U.S. Supreme Court 
in the Brown case, even going so far as 
to say that the decision had been handt-d 
down by a great Republican Chief Justice. 
Of course, nine men handed down the 
decision, only one of whom had been ap
pointed by a Republican President. But 
the point should be that there is but 
one Supreme Court, and it is neither 
Republican nor Democratic. 

But in any event, in his present desire 
to exploit the anxieties of the people and 
to use the courts for political ends, Mr. 
Nixon gave us his version of the Equal 
Educational Opportunities Act of 1972. 
The House amended it for better or 
worse, and I suspect worse, to the point 
of voting down a proposed title VII that 
would merely have stated that "Nothing 
in this act is intended to be inconsistent 
with or violative of any provision of the 
Constitution." And then the House passed 
the bill, 282 to 102. I do not wish to ex
cuse its conduct by saying this is an 
election year, but it was the wisdom of 
the Founding Fathers who foresaw such 
election year pressures that they pro
vided only one-third of the Senate would 
be up in any election year. Presumably, 
then, two-thirds of us can deliberate on 
this bill, and on the underlying adminis
tration bill, on the merits, and without 
the great pressures of an election. 

So, as for the merits, I should like to 
confine my remarks at this point to what 
I believe is the substance of the argument 
against the bill; namely, its probable un
constitutionality. Other Senators here 
have been trying to deal with other pros
pective problems with the bill-its neces
sity, its effect on harmonious race rela
tions, and the myths on which it is based. 
I stress "trying to deal," for I would once 
again remind the Senate that we have 
no Senate committee report, no Senate 
committee hearings, and on many of the 
important elements of the House bill no 
House document except for a brief dis
cussion on the floor about the effect of 
certain amendments-as the limitation 
on busing to the closest or next closest 
school. 

Both the House and administration 
bills run into the same constitutional 
problems. For the core of the adminis
tration's argument for constitutionality 
is that they affect only the remedies for 
school desegregation. The argument runs 
thus: the first Brown decision declared 
a 14th amendment right which Con
gress cannot repeal, but all subsequent 
decisions attempting to disestablish the 
dual school system are merely a matter 
of remedy and are therefore subject to 
any action Congress may take. 

Many commentators have character
ized this right.remedy distinction as 
"barren'' and "simplistic,'' noting that it 
"flies in the face of both commonsense 
and the clear decisions of the court." 

The House bill, and to a lesser degree 
the administration bill, attempts to place 
absolute limits on busing. But although 
busing is only one of many techniques 
available for u.se in desegregating dual 
school systems, it is sometimes found to 
be the only effective remedy for the 
speedy desegregation plans mandated by 

the Court in Green. In Swann, for ex
ample, the Court found: 

No basis for holding that the local school 
authorities may not be required to employ 
bus transportation as one tool of desegre
gation, 

Adding that: 
Desegregation plans cannot be limited to 

the walk-in school. 

The House bill especially, however 
would prohibit the use of busing in any 
meaningful manner, by school authori
ties and Federal district courts, as a 
remedial tool for school desegregation. 
The House bill would prohibit busing in 
every case--except to the closest or next 
closest school-for every child of school 
age, regardless of time and distance or 
number of children involved. 

Moreover, in a companion case to 
Swann against Charlotte-Mecklenburg 
called North Carolina State Board of Ed
ucation against Swann, the Supreme 
Court declared that no State enactment 
may frustrate the constitutional man
date of the 14th amendment. The Court 
said: 

An absolute prohibition against transpor
tation of students will ... hamper the ability 
of local authorities to effectively remedy oon
stitmtiona.l violations. 

Thus the Court declared North Caro
lina's antibusing law to be unconstitu
tional, and held: 

If a State-imposed limitation on a school 
authority's discretion operates to inhibit or 
obstruct the operation of a unitary school 
system or impede the disestablishing of a 
dual school system, it must fall; state pol
icy must give way when it operates to hinder 
vindication of federal constitutional 
guarantees. 

It seems apparent to me and most 
commentators that Congress has no less 
stringent constitutional duty in this re
gard than any State agency. Yet, if Con
gress were to enact H.R. 13915, it would 
be implicating itself in exactly the kind 
of segregationist activity prohibited for 
school boards, State legislatures, and 
Governors. Congressional action would 
be the direct cause of continuing denial 
of equal protection, where a constitu
tional violation has already been found 
and where busing has been decreed a 
necessary part of the effective remedy. 
In short, by staying implementation of 
an effective remedy, Congress would be 
acting in aid of racial discrimination, 
and therefore in violation of the due 
process clause of the fifth amendment. 

There is another side to the constitu
tional argument against these bills. Nei
ther Congress' authority to regulate the 
jurisdiction of Federal courts, nor its au
thority to enforce the 14th amendment 
authorizes legislation which would pre~ 
vent Federal courts from effectuating a 
constitutional mandate. For although ar
ticles III of the Constitution authorizes 
Congress to regulate the jurisdiction of 
Federal courts, the principle of separa
tion of powers precludes Congress from 
limiting and effectuating constitutional 
rights. This follows from the landmark 
1803 case, Marbury against Madison. 
Congress, in the guise of a jurisdictional 
statute, cannot deprive a party either 
of a right created by the Constitution or 

of any remedy the courts deem essential 
to enforce that right. 

Nor can Congress enact legislation 
which prescribes a particular result in 
a case. In an 1872 case called United 
States against Klein, the Supreme Court 
held that the Statutory limitation on 
the Federal courts' jurisdiction-offered 
by a Congress anxious to correct what 
it thought was an erroneous line of 
cases-was unconstitutional: 

"We are directed"-said the Supreme 
Court-"to dismiss the appeal, if we find that 
the judgment must be aftirmed .... Can we 
do so without allowing one party to the con
troversy (the Congress) to decide in its own 
favor? can we do so without allowing that 
the legislature may prescribe rules of deci
sion to the Judicial Department of govern
ment in cases pending before it? We think 
not .... We must think that Congress has 
inadvertently passed the limit which sepa
rates the legislative from the judicial power. 

The Klein case was decided after the 
1868 case of ex parte McCardle, which 
upheld a post-Civil War act of Congress 
that deprived the Supreme Court of ap
pellate jurisdiction over lower Federal 
court decisions in habeas corpus cases. 
But it seems clear from this case that the 
Court was not sanctioning unrestricted 
congressional power to deprive it of ju
risdiction to consider constitutional 
claims. Despite the act of Congress 
which it sustained, the Court still had 
original habeas corpus jurisdiction as 
well as power to review lower court ha
beas corpus decisions by writ of cer
tiorari. Moreover, such constitutional 
authorities as Alexander Bickel and the 
late Henry Hart read the McCardle case 
as "aberrational" and as having "a fairly 
narrow holding." 

Nor do congressional restrictions on 
the jurisdiction of courts found in the 
Emergency Price Control Act of 1942 
and the Norris-LaGuardia Act justify 
the busing limitations in the House or 
administration bills. The structure un
der the former statute preserved a full 
remedy in Federal courts, and the latter 
statute did not restrict constitutional 
rights because a businessman does not 
have a constitutional right to have a 
Federal court enjoin a strike growing 
out of a labor dispute. In fact, the Nor
ris-LaGuardia statute served to imple
ment the first amendment right to 
peaceful, noncoercive picketing. 

Finally, section 5 of the 14th amend
ment, which authorizes Congress to en
force that amendment "by appropriate 
legislation," provides no basis for sus
taining this legislation. 

Section 5 does not authorize Congress 
to contract the scope of protection guar
anteed by the .14th amendment. 

The equal protection clause of the 
14th amendment was designed to expand 
and to extend constitutional protection 
to those who had previously been de
nied such rights. Congress may not 
thwart this purpose. 

The Supreme Court spoke specifically 
to this P?int in the 1966 case, Katzen
bach agamst Morgan, when it stated: 

Section 5 does not grant Congress power 
to exercise discretion in the other direc
tion and to enact "statutes so as in effect to 
dilute equal protection and due process de
cisions of this Court." We emphasize that 
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Congress' power under Section 5 is limited 
to adopting measures to enforce the guaran
tees of the Amendment; Section 5 grants 
Congress no power to restrict, abrogate, or 
dilute these guarantees. 

Section 5, moreover, cannot be used as 
a basis for regulating the jurisdiction of 
the Federal courts. That section con
cerns only questions of federalism-the 
Federal Government's relations with the 
States-not issues of checks and balances 
between Congress and the Federal judi
ciary. The history of section 5 plainly 
demonstrates that its purpose was simply 
to enable "Congress, in case the States 
shall enact laws in confiict with the 
principles of the amendment, to correct 
that legislation by a formal congressional 
enactment." 

Section 5 was not intended to give 
Congresa greater power than the Federal 
courts to define constitutional rights. 

The legal impact of H.R. 13915 and of 
the administration bill would therefore 
probably be to eliminate busing as a 
viable tool for school desegregation. 
Though the House bill's language states 
"except to the closest or next closest 
school," busing restricted to these condi
tions will prove ineffectual in counter
vailing the impact of residential segrega
tion upon school attendance patterns of 
children. Where busing is an indispen
sable and effective method of desegrega
tion, Federal courts will find themselves 
constrained to render less than effective 
remedies. 

For all of these reasons, then, I be
lieve there is great doubt as to the con
stitutionality of this bill. As I say, I be
lieve the President and the congression&.l 
sponsors of this bill are being less than 
responsible by proposing these bills, and 
even less responsible by trying to force 
the Senate to pass them without ade
quate consideration. 

But I in turn would be disingenuous if 
I did not acknowledge the concerns of 
the people of whom I have spoken, and 
offer to allay those concerns with respon
sible alternatives to this bill. 

I cannot deny the values represented 
by the neighborhood school, or the de
sire to choose within reasonable limits 
the school which a parent wants his 
child to attend. And no legislator can tell 
a parent not to worry about the safety 
of his child or the kind of education 
his child is getting. 

But, with the exception of assuring the 
parent that the Supreme Court has held 
that the safety of the child and the 
quality of the educational process is to 
be taken into account when there is bus
ing, I cannot assure parents that these 
values or desires may not be overridden 
if the Supreme Court or the lower courts 
find that as remedies they will not 
achieve desegregation in a school dis
trict found to be segregated contrary to 
the 14th amendment. This is because 
these values, although recognized by the 
Supreme Court, cannot override the con
stitutional directive to guarantee the 
equal protection of the laws. And the 
Constitution, of course, is the highest law 
in the land. 

Given, then, that these concerns are to 
a large extent valid, how can they be 
allayed or answered? First, I would urge 
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that we wait before acting in any way to 
meet the problem "head-on." This is an 
election year, and emotions on the issue 
of busing have been running high since 
long before the Florida primary. But be
yond this, there is the fact that much 
of the concern has been generated over 
such cases as the Richmond, Detroit, and 
Denver cases, and that the Supreme 
Court has not yet acted on those cases. 
It may be that what the Court does in 
regard to those cases may allay the con
cerns of many. Or it may not be; what 
the Court does may only exacerbate those 
concerns. But I believe we should wait 
and see how the Court interprets the 
constitutional mandate in those cases. 

My own guess is that the Court will act 
in the near future to further define the 
constitutional guarantees of equal pro
tection in the schools. The notion of a 
government deliberately separating chil
dren between schools by nl.ce is clearly 
reprehensible and contrary to the equal 
rights guaranteed by the Constitution. 
But the notion that the purely voluntary 
congregation of American citizens with 
common ethnic origins in neighborhoods, 
be they Chinese, Irish, Mexican, or Ne
gro, is reprehensible and cannot be re
flected in the racial composition of com
munity schools frustrates decent and 
very human desires for community and 
for cultural identity. To insist upon send
ing these children outside of their neigh
borhoods invites the indignation of gen
uinely aggrieved parents and some prac
tical difficulties as well for the courts. 

The educational benefits are not al
ways easy to perceive. Efforts to achieve 
the maximum degree of desegregation of 
such schools as sometimes happens in 
de jure cases of segregation-may lead to 
segregated schools, as one race leaves to 
make room for another and the schools 
"tilt". What is more, some of the soci
ological assumptions of Brown I may be 
overtaken by a growing racial conscious-. 
ness, manifested in such expressions as 
"black power." 

Evidence is being assembled which in
dicates that educational benefits from 
busing may be marginal and sometimes 
won at the expense of harmonious rela
tions between the races. 

Carried to its logical extreme, the 
"greatest possible degree of actual de
segregation" could require all the chil
dren in every school of every State to be 
mixed in proportion to statewide racial 
proportions. At some point along the way 
the Court will have to face the improba
bilities inherent in the logical extension 
of some of its reasoning. It may conclude 
that all "separate" schools are not in
herently unequal, any more than all 
schools balanced perfectly by race are 
inherently equal. 

We may find that it makes more sense 
to overcome the separateness of schools 
for the poor than for one race or another, 
although the poor often have common 
racial characteristics. We may come to 
accept the notion that cultural identity 
and racial pride can be important to the 
education of a child and the enhance
ment of his chance for a fair, at least 
equal, opportunity to survive in a highly 
competitive society. Urban Indians want 
their schools. The Chinese in San Fran-

cisco want their schools. Mexican Ameri
cans in Chicago want their schools. 

Increasingly the blacks want their 
schools. I cannot say that those wants, 
in the larger order of things, are un
reasonable or unrelated to the welfare 
of the child. Nor can I say that those 
schools which reflect a voluntary com
munity of people, by racial origin, offend 
the guarantees of the 14th amendment. 
The Supreme Court has not said so 
either. 

The Court may draw a line between 
de facto and de jure segregation, leaving 
it to the courts to decide in a given 
case upon which side a particular school 
falls-and leaving it to the executive and 
the legislative branches of governments 
at every level to break down racial dis
crimination in jobs and housing in order 
to facilitate the mixing of races and per
sons of different economic levels in truly 
integrated communities. 

In those cases where schools do offend 
the constitutional guarantees of equal 
protection, the Court may well have more 
to say about the appropriate remedy. 
Again it seems to me we ought to give 
the Court a chance to answer the ques
tions it has raised. We ought not to act 
impulsively and in the heat of a cam
paign upon a delicate subject and with
out the benefit of much forethought. The 
Court may obviate the need for legisla
tion or, on the other hand, it may raise 
the need for a constitutional amend
ment. We simply cannot say at this point. 
We are asked in this bill to change the 
law-and we cannot say what the law 
is. 

Waiting for the Court could be just 
another abdication of congressional re
sponsibility, much as passing the House 
bill and daring the Court to find it un
constitutional would be an abdication of 
responsibility. And so I would propose 
that the Congress take positive action, as 
early in the next session as possible, to 
alleviate certain of the underlying causa
tive factors of inequality within our 
school systems. 

For the Court has already said, in the 
Swann case, that it looks upon busing as 
an interim measure. But how long this 
i~terim period might last must certainly 
depend on the willingness of the legisla
tive and executive branches to act to 
end the inequalities, or in the words of 
Professor Bickel: 

Try to change the reality on which the 
courts have been acting, rather than trying 
to alter the decisions the courts have been 
making. 

In the House and administration bills, 
the attempt to change the reality on 
which the courts have been acting is sup
posed to be title I, "assistance." But 
again, this title is misleading, if not an 
outright fraud. It does not provide any 
new moneys not already authorized by 
existing legislation. And it does not pro
vide any new incentives or mechanisms 
for educational reform. Rather it man
dates that the first $500 million appropri-
ated for desegregation assistance-a new 
and innovative program enacted this 
year-be used instead to provide addi
tional funds for schools enrolling a high 
proportion of low-income students. 
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But the positive vehicle does exist. S. 
3779, the Stevenson-Mondale-Javits bill, 
which was introduced on June 29, 1972, 
was cosponsored by 17 other Senators in
cluding: Senators ANDERSON, BAYH, CASE, 
EAGLETON, HARRIS, HUGHES, HUMPHREY, 
INOUYE, KENNEDY, McGEE, METCALF, 
MOSS, PASTORE, PERCY, RIBICOFF, TuNNEY, 
and WILLIAMS. 

The bill consists of two parts, inte
grally tied together. The first is a new 
program of general education assistance 
to states, while the second part is an 
amendment designed to make title I of 
ESEA more e:ffective. 

The general assistance program would 
provide States with an additional $5.25 
billion annually for elementary and sec
ondary education-more than doubling 
the amount the Federal Government now 
spends for all elementary and secondary 
education programs. The present pro
grams with the exception of impact aid 
are all categorical. Federal funds are ear
marked for specific purposes and cannot 
be used by school districts as they see fit 
to o:ffset rising operating costs or meet 
locally determined priorities. Our pro
posal would terminate several categorical 
programs which together now account 
for $150 million in annual Federal ex
penditures. 

States will be able to use the new gen
eral assistance funds for any educational 
purpose including, of course, the purposes 
now served by categorical programs be
ing eliminated. 

The general assistance funds would be 
distributed by formula to each of the 
State education agencies. The formula 
for· distribution of Federal funds among 
the States would be based upon State ef
fort and State capacity and total number 
of school-aged students. A portion of 
each State's allotment would be set aside 
to assure that nonideological, non
religious educational services could be 
provided to students attending nondis
criminatory private schools. States with 
comprehensive educational assessment 
programs would receive an additional 5 
percent above their formula allotment. 

States would be prohibited from dis
tributing any general grant in aid funds 
to school districts or private schools 
which discriminate. Federal funds could 
not be commingled with State or local 
funds. 

A State would have to meet one basic 
condition before receiving any funds 
under this new general aid program. It 
would submit a plan showing how it 
would reduce the gross disparities in per 
pupil expenditures which exist among 
the various school districts within the 
State. The plan may utilize any financial 
system the State wishes, including the 
use of the Federal general assistance 
funds for this purpose. 

The Federal Government would not 
mandate, review or even suggest the 
means by which a State would reduce 
these disparities. The Federal Govern
ment's role would be confined to deter
mining annually whether disparities were 
within the range clearly set forth in the 
legislation. 

If in any year after the first year in 
which the State received general aid 
funds, disparities were not within the 

permissible range, a State would not be 
eligible for general assistance funds for 
the next year unless it resubmitted a 
plan showing how disparities would be 
reduced. If the disparities were still not 
reduced to within the permissible range 
after that year, the State would not be 
eligible for future general assistance 
funds until the disparities were within 
the permissible range. 

The standard in the legislation would 
set a reasonable floor, but not a ceiling, 
on a school district's per pupil expendi
tures. A district could spend as much 
per pupil as it wished. But the State 
would be responsible for assuring 
through allocation of the new Federal 
general aid and its own State finance 
program that no school district could 
spend less per pupil on education than 
the floor set in that State. 

The legislation we propose does not 
mandate a specific State education 
finance structure. It permits any struc
ture, including new structures States 
may devise or be required to implement 
in the wake of the Serrano decision, so 
long as educational resources are not 
inequitably distributed. 

The legislation will enable States and 
local school districts to improve the qual
ity of education children receive with
out resorting to additional and onerous 
property tax increases. 

The second part of our proposal ad
dresses itself directly to quality educa
tion by focusing on the results of the edu
cational process rather than solely on the 
availability of resources. 

At present, title I of the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 
provides funds for "compensatory educa
tion" to local school districts with a high 
concentration of children from low
income families. School districts must 
concentrate these funds on specific title 
I schools. 

Unfortunately, title I does not contain 
strong incentives for assuring that stu
dents will actually receive the basic skills 
necessary for self-sufficiency. It is an in
put-oriented program focusing on im
proving the performance of children with 
educational deficiencies. 

Our proposal would add a new provi
sion to title I allowing States, on a 
voluntary basis, to participate in an edu
cation achievement grant program de
signed to provide real incentives for qual
ity education. If a State chose to partici
pate, it would administer annually stand
ardized tests in the two basic cognitive 
skills-reading and mathematics-to all 
students in title I schools throughout the 
State. 

The test would be selected by the 
State and certified by the U.S. Commis
sioner of Education. To receive certifica
tion, the test must be designed to meas
ure a student's progress towards the ob
jective of being able to read and calculate 
sufficiently well to function independent
ly and to participate actively in Ameri
can society. The overall results of the test 
scores by school must be made public, 
but there would be a strict prohibition 
against disclosure of an individual stu
dent's test score except to his parents. 

Every school district receiving title I 
funds within a participating State would 

receive achievement progress bonuses of 
at least $150 for each title I student in 
the district who made satisfactory prog
ress in reading and mathematics over 
the course of the school year. The school 
district could use the achievement pro
gress bonus as general education aid. 

The proposed education achievement 
grant program would provide schools 
with strong incentives to improve skiil 
achievement and to demonstrate that 
our public school system can e:ffectively 
teach educationally disadvantaged chil
dren. 

I must emphasize that our bill would 
not change the present mechanism for 
distributing title I funds, nor would it 
restrict or change the uses to which title 
I funds can be put. Title I funds would 
continue to flow to school districts re
gardless of whether their State partici
pated in the education achievement 
grant program. 

Nor would future title I funding be 
contingent upon satisfactory test scores 
of a school's title I students. The achieve
ment progress bonus is a reward for 
school districts which do well; there is 
no penalty because withholding title I 
funds would only penalize students who 
are most in need of extra educational 
resources. 

The bill would not change the General 
Education Provisions Act prohibition 
against Federal involvement in determin
ing either what is taught in American 
schools or how it is taught. The Federal 
Government would not mandate the 
structure or content of school curricula; 
it would only provide an incentive for 
schools to devise and utilize whatever 
methods they determine actually pro
duce quality education. The Federal role 
would be limited to continued encourage
ment and funding on a demonstration 
basis, of promising education innova
tions and to dissemination of informa
tion with respect to various innovations. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a section by section analysis 
of S. 3779 and a fact sheet describing 
it be printed in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the REc
ORD, as follows: 

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS 

Section 1: Short title: 
This section provides that the act may be 

cited as the "Elementary and Secondary Edu
cation Assistance Act o! 1972." 

Section 2: Purposes: 
This section states three purposes o! the 

Act: 
1. To provide increased resources for ele

mentary and secondary education; 
2. To redress inequitable distribution o! 

resources for elementary and secondary edu
cation among States and among local edu
cational agencies within the States; 

3. To improve the educational achievement 
o! educationally disadvantaged elementary 
and secondary school students. 
TITLE 1. GENERAL GRANTS FOR ELEMENTARY AND 

SECONDARY EDUCATION 

Section 101: Grants authorized: 
This section directs the Commissioner or 

Education to make grants to State educa
tional agencies for them to make grants to 
local educational agencies and to engage in 
other activities. The section authorizes the 
appropriation of $5,250,000,000 for the pur
poses o! this title but speclfl.es that no 
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funds can be appropriated for this title in 
any fiscal year in which the appropriations 
for Title I of ESEA are not at least as great 
as in fiscal year 1973. 

The section reserves from the monies ap
propriated for the purposes of this Title: 

1. $50 million plus one percent for the pur
poses of section 106(c)-(expenses of State 
educational agencies for certain activities). 

2. Five percent for the purposes of 106 (b)
(comprehensive assessments of the quality 
and equality of elementary and secondary 
education programs in the States). 

3. Two percent for Office of Education ex
penses, of which at least one percent must 
be used to finance evaluations of activities 
under this title by qualified persons or in
stitutions other than the Department of 
Health, Education and Welfare and the re
cipients of aid under the title. 

Section 102: Apportionment Among States: 
This section describes the mechanism by 

which remaining funds appropriated under 
this Title are to be apportioned among the 
States. 

First, the section reserves up to three per
cent of the remaining funds for grants to 
Puerto Rico, Guam, American Samoa, the 
Virgin Islands, and the Trust Territories of 
the Pacific Islands. 

Secondly, the section apportions funds 
which stm remain among the fifty states and 
the District of Columbia according to three 
criteria: 

1. 60 percent according to the number of 
children, aged 5 to 17. 

2. 20 percent according to need, as meas
ured by a States personal income per school
aged child, adjusted according to criteria 
developed by the Bureau of Labor Statistics 
of the Department of Labor !or regional dif
ferences in purchasing power. 

3. 20 percent according to effort, as meas
ured by a State's total state and local expend
itures from its own sources on elementary 
and secondary education, divided by its 
total personal income, adjusted according to 
criteria developed by the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics of the Department of Labor for 
regional differences in purchasing power. 

The section provides that any funds freed 
by the nonparticipation of any State may be 
reapportioned among the remaining States in 
proportion to their original entitlements and 
their need for further financial aid. It also 
provides that the resource index !or the Dis
trict of Columbia shall be no smaller than 
the smallest resource index for any other 
State. 

Section 103: Distribution of resources 
among local educational agencies: 

This section describes the manner in 
which the States shall allocate the funds 
apportioned to them in section 102 (b) to 
local educational agencies. 

The section provides that any State desir
ing to receive assistance under this title 
shall submit a plan showing how it wlll 
make use of the Federal funds, in conjunc
tion with state and local funds, to reduce 
the disparities which exist among local edu
cational agencies within the State in per 
pupil expenditures. The section further de
fines the criteria for determining whether 
such disparities have been suftlciently re
duced. For elementary school students, the 
plan must provide that each local educa
tional agency have a per pupil expenditure 
of at least 90 percent of the target per pupil 
expenditu_re, which is defined as the ex
penditure per elementary school students 
during the previous year of that local edu
cational agency whose expenditure in that 
year was exceeded by no more than 10 per
cent of the State's local educational agen
cies. In the case of a local educational 
agency serving at least one-third of the chil
dren of an urban center (defined as the cen
tral city of a standard metropolitan sta
tistical area) , and in any case no less than 
25,000 students, the plan must provide that 

the agency expend 100 percent of the target 
expenditure per pupll. For secondary school 
students, the plan must provide analogous 
assurances based on a target per pupil ex
penditure for secondary school students. 

In the second and subsequent years of the 
title's operation, the State must further give 
proof to the Commissioner that every local 
educational agency had per pupil expendi
tures for elementary school students and 
for secondary school students at or above 
the required levels in the preceding year. If 
a State cannot provide such proof it is re
quired to submit a new application with 
appropriate assurances. Any State which 
falls to meet the per pupil expenditure re
quirements for two consecutive years is 
barred from receiving funds under this title 
until such time as it can prove that it met 
the expnditure requirements in the pre
ceding year. 

The section provides that any funds appor
tioned to the State which remain after the 
requirements for eliminating expenditure 
disparities have been met shall be allocated 
amoag the local educational agencies of the 
State in the following manner: 50 percent 
on the basis of average dally membership 
and 50 percent on the basis of the number 
of low-income fam111es (as defined in the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965) residing in the district of each local 
agency. 

Section 104: State applications: 
This section requires the Chief State 

School Oftlcer of any State which desires to 
participate under this title to submit an 
application each year, and details the assur
ances which this application must contain. 
It further sets forth special provisions con
cerning aid to private nonprofit schools. 

Applications submitted by the Chief State 
School Officer for aid under this title must 
contain assurances: 

1. that the State will comply with all the 
provisions of the Act, including the require
ments for reducing expenditure disparities 
among local educational agencies and for 
aiding non-public schools, and that the State 
will not provide aid to any local educational 
agency which does not comply with all the 
requirements set out in the following section, 
and elsewhere in this title. 

2. that the State will adopt adequate ac
counting and fiscal control procedures and 
will not commingle federal funds with state 
or local funds. 

3. that the State will make available to the 
Commissioner various reports. These include: 
1) the annual reports on evaluation of pro
grams under this title and on school-by
school analysis of pupil achievement which 
are required of local educational agencies by 
section 105; 2) reports by the State concern
ing the purposes for which it made payments 
under this title and evaluations of the effec
tiveness of such payments and of payments 
pursuant to Title I of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965. 

4. that the State will make application, 
reports and all documents pertaining to them 
readily available to the public. 

Subsections (b) and (c) of this section 
make special provisions with regard to pri
vate, non-profit elementary and secondary 
schools. Under subsection (b) the State is 
directed to reserve a portion of its apportion
ment under this title for use in fulfilling 
its obligations to non-public schools under 
section 105(a) (2) (A). The portion so reserved 
must represent the same percentage of the 
State's apportionment as the number of chil
dren aged 5 to 17 enrolled in private, non
profit schools represents of total enrollments 
in elementary and secondary schools. Under 
subsection (c) , any portion of such reserved 
funds which is not used by the State, on 
account of State law or for some other reason, 
reverts to the Commissioner for use under 
the provisions o! section 105 (c) . 

Section 105: Local Educational Agency 
Applications: 

This section details the conditions under 
which a local educational agency may receive 
a grant under this title. 

Subsection (a) requires that the local edu
cational agency submit an application to the 
appropriate State educational agency and 
that the State educational agency approve 
this application after determining the follow
ing items, in accordance with basic criteria 
which the Commissioner may establish: 

1. That the programs and activities for 
which assistance is sought will be admin
istered by or under the supervision of the 
applicant. 

2. That the local educational agency will 
make provisions for students enrolled in 
private non-profit elementary and secondary 
schools in its district consistent with their 
proportion among all students in the district. 
The items to be proVided must be secular, 
neutral, and nonideological educational serv
ices, material, and equipment, including such 
facUlties needed for their provision. Special 
arrangements such as dual enrollments may 
be developed to assure the adequate partici
pation of nonpublic school students where 
this is appropriate. The control of funds and 
the title to property acquired under this 
title must remain in a public agency, a pub
lic agency must administer such funds and 
property, and services must be provided by 
employees of a public agency or through 
contract with a person, association, etc. which 
is independent of the private school being 
aided, and of any religious organization. No 
provision may be made to benefit children 
attending a private school operated on a 
racially segregated basis as an alternative 
to persons seeking to avoid attendance in 
desegregated public schools, or which other
wise practices discrimination on the basis of 
race, color, or national origin. 

3. That the local educational agency will 
maintain its per pupil expenditure of the 
previous year, except insofar as State funds 
are used to substitute for an equal amount 
ot local funds in a manner approved by the 
Chief State School Officer. 

4. That the local educational agency will 
institute effective procedures to evaluate the 
effectiveness of its programs in meeting 
students' educational needs and that it will 
submit an annual report to the State educa
tional agency, plus any other reports and 
records required by the State in the per
formance of its duties. The annual report 
must include school-by-school information 
relating to educational achievement. 

5. That applications, reports, and all docu
ments pertaining to them, as well as all 
evaluations and reports required under 
105(a) (5), shall be public information, 
except that information relating to the 
performance of an individual student shall 
in no circumstances be made public. 

Subsection (c) stipulates that the Com
missioner shall arrange for the provision of 
services to children in nonpublic schools 1n 
the district of any agency which is located 
in a State in which no State agency may 
legally provide such services, or which has 
failed to provide such services on an equi
table basis. The Commissioner is to pay for 
such services out of funds which have 
reverted to him under the provisions of 
earlier sections, and may arrange for such 
programs through contracts with institu
tions of higher education or other com
petent non-profit institutions or organiza
tions. 

Subsection (d) provides that the State 
shall make arrangements for providing serv
ices to students of non-public schools 1n the 
districts or any local educational agencies 
which have not applied for funds under this 
title or whose applications have not been 
approved, unless the State 1s legally barred 
from doing so by applicable law. In the lat-
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ter case the Commissioner shall make ap
propriate provisions. 

Section 106: Payments. 
This section directs the Commissioner to 

ma.ke payments to the States, and the States 
to make payments to the local educational 
agencies, in accordance with the provisions 
of preceding sections. The section also makes 
provisions disallowing payments to agencies 
which reduce expenditures from their own 
sources or which are otherwise in noncom
pliance with the provisions of this Act. 

The section directs the Commissioner: 
1. To ma.ke payments to the States in con

formance with the provisions of sections 103 
and 104 (general aid for education). 

2. To use the funds reserved to him by 
section 101 (b) (2) to ms.ke payments of up 
to 5 percent of its basic apportionment to 
any State in any year in which the State 
conducts a comprehensive assessment of the 
quality and equality of its public elementary 
and secondary educational system. This as
sessment must include, but must not be lim
ited to, an analysis of educational achieve
ment by school, and a.n evaluation of the 
effectiveness of school programs in the State 
in meeting the needs of children from vary
ing social and economic backgrounds, in
~luding the special educational needs of mi
,:lority groups and of b1lingual and educa
-tionally disadvantaged children. 

The section authorizes the Commissioner 
to make payments to the States, from the 
:funds reserved to him under section 101 (b) 
(1), in an amount equal to the expenses of 
the State for proper and efilcient fulfillment 
of its duties under this title, for provisions 
of technical assistance to local educational 
agencies within the State, and for model in
novative programs designed to increase aca
demic achievement of educationally disad
vantaged children. 

The section directs the States to make pay
ments to local educational agencies, in ac
cordance with section 105 (a), in the Mnounts 
for which a.pplica.tions have been approved. 

The section sets forth two restrictions on 
payments by the Commissioner and by the 
States: 

1. The Commissioner may not make pay
ments to any State for any year in which that 
State's per pupil expendlture from State 
sources during the prev1ous year was less 
than its expenditure for the second preced
lng fiscal year, and the States may not make 
payments to any loca.l educational agency 
whose per pupil expenditure from local 
sources in that year is less than the preced
ing year, except where State funds have been 
used to replace local funds under an approved 
plan. 

2. Upon finding that a recipient of aid is in 
noncompilance with this Act, or ha.s know
ingly given false assurances, or failed to make 
a good faith effort to establish the accuracy 
of its assurances, the Commissioner shall 
notify the recipient of his findings and shall 
cease payments to such recipient--at least 
for those activities affected by the noncom
pliance-until the situation has been cor-
rected. · 

Section 107: Judicial revlew: 
This section provldes procedures for judi

cial rev1ew of actions taken pursuant to this 
Act. 

Section 108: Prohibitions and limitations: 
This section sets forth two restrictions: 
1. Nothing in this title shall be construed 

to authorize any department, etc. of the 
United States to exercise any direction, 
supervision, or control over the currtcU'lum, 
program of instruction, administration, or 
personnel of any educational institution or 
school system. 

2. Nothing in this Act scb.a.ll be construed 
to authorize payments for the construction 
of fa.c111ties as a place of worship. 

Section 109: Administration: 
This section authorizes the Commissioner 

to delegate any of his responslblllties under 

this Act, except tbe making of regulations, to 
another ofilcer of the Office of Education, and 
to use the services and facilities of any agen
cy of the Federal Government or of any pub
lic institution in the fulfillment of the pro
visions of the Act, under suitable arrange
ments. 

Section 110: Termination of programs: 
This section repeals Title V of the Elemen

tary a.nd Secondary Education Act of 1965 
(Grants to State and local educational agen
cies to strengthen technical and administra
tion servlces), effective July 1, 1973, and Ti
tles II of ESEA (Grants to State educational 
agencies for the acquisition of library re
sources, textbooks and other instructional 
materials) and LII of the National Defense 
Education Act of 1958 (Financial assistance 
for strengthening instruction in science, 
mathematics, modem foreign languages, and 
other crttica.l subjects), effective the first 
fiscal year in which section 101 (a.) of this 
Act is fully funded. 

rSection 111: Definition: 
This section defines "per pupll expendi

ture" for any State or local educa.ti<fnal 
agency as the agency's aggregate current 
expenditure for elementary and/or secondary 
education divided by the number of children 
in the average daily membership of the 
agency, exclusive of the costs of transporta
tion, health, maintenance or construction of 
physical facilities, activities related to com
pensatory education or education of the men
tally or physically handicapped, and aid re
ceived under title I of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965. 
TITLE II. AMENDMENTS TO THE ELEMENTARY AND 

SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT OF 1965 

Section 201: Education Achievement 
Grants Authorized: 

Subsection (a.) of this section amends sec
tion 102 of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965 by extending the au
thorization from June 30, 1973 to June 30, 
1976. 

Subsection {b) of this section amends Title 
I of ESEA by adding a. new Part D, and mak
ing appropriate conforming changes. The new 
Part D is entitled: "Education Achievements 
Grants." It has four sections. 

Section 141 of the new Part D prov1des that 
the Commissioner shall, upon request from 
a. State, certify for administration achieve
ment tests in reading and mathematics to be 
given to Title !-assisted pupils in all local dis
tricts in the State receiving aid under Title I 
of ESEA (compensatory education for edu
cationally disadvantaged low-income chil
dren); the tests must be given prior to June 
1 of the year for which they are certifled. The 
Commissioner is further directed to establish 
criteria of minimum satisfactory performance 
for children in each grade on each test which 
he certifies. The criteria. should measure 
progress toward the objective of being able to 
read and calculate well enough to function 
self-sutflciently and to participate actively in 
American society. 

Section 142 provides that, for each fiscal 
year beginning with fiscal year 1975, each 
local educational agency in states participat
ing in the Education Achievement Grant Pro
gram shall receive a bonus equal to $150 or 
50% of the average per Title I child funds 
that year, whichever is higher, for each Title 
I student whose score on the test the pre
vious year was below the minimum perform
ance score but whose score on the most recent 
test showed satisfactory progress (as defined 
by the Commissioner). The bonus funds may 
be used as general education ald. An equiva
lent amount of additional ESEA, Title I funds 
will be made available to children in private 
schools on the basis of improvement on their 
test scores. There is no penalty for poor per
formance . Title I funds continue so that chil
dren are not punished. But there is a sub
stantial reward for local educational agencies 
whose Title I pupils show achievement prog- · 
ress. Grants under this section are to be 

made only to local educational agencies 
which have submitted to the State a.n annual 
plan for improving the agency's pupils' read
ing and mathematics skills. The plan must 
include measurable objectives; the State 
must provide assurances that the plan was 
prepared with parental participation, was ap
proved by the local agency, and will be avail
able to the public. 

Section 144 authorizes the appropriation of 
such sums as may be necessary to carry out 
the provisions of section 142 for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1974, and two succeed
ing fiscal years. 
TITLE III. AMENDMENT TO GENERAL EDUCATION 

PROVISIONS ACT 

Section 301 : 
This section amends section 422 of the 

General Education Provisions Act, "Prohibi
tion Against Federal Control of Education," 
to include in its provlsions the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Assistance Act of 
1972. 

FACT SHEET 

Sets forth three purposes: 1) provide in
creased financial resources for elementary 
and secondary education, 2) redress inequi
table distribution of educational resources 
among school districts within a. state, and 
3) improve educational achievement of ed
ucationally disadvantaged children. 

TITLE I 

Authorizes $5.25 billion annually for ele
mentary and secondary general education 
grants to states (more than $5 billion of 
which is new money). 

Apportions funds among states on lthe 
basis of school-aged population, need, and 
tax effort for education. 

Specifles that, in order to receive funds, 
a state must submit annually a plan showing 
how it will distribute the funds, in conjunc
tion with state and local resources, to assure 
that every school district will spend a.t least 
90% of a target per pupil expenditure. Big 
clity school districts, where the cost of ed
ucation is higher, will spend 100% of the 
target expenditure. 

The target expenditure for each state is 
the per pupil expenditure the previous year 
of the school district in thalt state a.t the 90th 
percentile in per pupil expenditure. 

The effect is to place a floor under the 
per pupil spending of all school districts in 
the state while still permitting any school 
diStrict to spend as much as it wishes. 

Federal general education grants above 
the amount necessary to meet above criteria. 
will be allocated by the state to local school 
districts-50% on the basis of student en
rollmellit and 50% on the basis of low income 
population. 

Local school distrtcts receive funds, which 
may be used for any educational program 
or purpose, through state education agencies. 

Funds must be provided for benefit of 
students attending private non-profit schools 
for secular, neutral, and non-ideological ed
ucaitional services, materials, and equipment 
(language from most recent Supreme Court 
decision relating to aid to children attending 
private schools). 

Includes maintenance of effort require
ments on both state and local education 
agency recipients-but provides state may as
sume all or part of LEA responsibility. 

Requires that achievement program by 
school be made public, protecting individu
al test score from disclosure, and provides 
state with 5 % bonus 1! it adopts or has 
adopted a comprehensive assessment pro
gram including an analysis of academic 
achievement by school and other appropri
ate factors specified by the Commissioner of 
Education. 

Terminates present ESEA Title V (Aid to 
improve state education ofilces) but sets 
aside greater amount of funds for similar 
purposes. 
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Terminates ESEA, Title II (grants for li

brary resources) and NDEA Title II (grants 
for equipment and minor remodeling) upon 
full funding of the Act. 

Safeguards existing compensatory educa
tion programs under Title I, ESEA by requir
ing a.t least continued funding a.t 1972 levels. 

TrrLE II 

Amends ESEA, Title I (Aid to Educationally 
Disadvantaged) by adding a. new program of 
Education Achievement Grants. 

States wishing to participate would give 
annual tests in reading and math to all 
Title I students in the State. A school dis
trict would receive a. $150 Achievement Prog
ress bonus for each Title I student whose 
test score showed achievement progress of at 
least one year. The achievement progress 
bonus could be used by the school district 
for general education aid. Receipt of funds 
under the present Title I 'Program would not 
be affected by the new program. 

Protects individual test scores from dis
closure except to parents, but requires pub
lic disclosure of test scores aggregated by 
school, local education agency and State. 

Authorizes for appropriation such sums a.s 
may be necessary. 

Mr. STEVENSON. Beyond waiting for 
the Court to act and taking these positive 
steps, we must in the future consider 
whether the concerns of the people are 
strong enough and widespread enough 
among all groups within our population 
to warrant changing the law which has 
given rise to these concerns. In other 
words, we should face the reality of 
whether we want a constitutional amend
ment, and what kind of constitutional 
amendment we want. We will have to 
ask hard questions-we will have to con
sider closely the evidence, now widely de
bated and uncertain, that "the greatest 
possible degree of actual desegregation," 
or something close to integration for the 
sake of integration, offers little improve
ment if indeed any in the education of 
the formerly "deprived" child. And we 
shall have to consider carefully the cor
ollary to that, that the value of such de
segregation, beyond the neighborhood 
school concept, is indeed so small that we 
would want to establish certain of these 
other values in the Constitution. 

I cannot say where I shall stand on any 
proposed amendment. I shall have to 
consider carefully the evidence pre
sented in support of any proposal. And 
I have already stated that I shall not 
consider any amendment that would un
dermine the great promise that was and 
is the 14th amendment. 

But that is the future. Now we are 
faced with a bill on the :floor of the Sen
ate that I believe is in many respects bad 
policy and that I believe is probably un
constitutional in certain respects. Unless 
it is drastically improved, I shall vote 
against the bill, if it comes to a vote. I 
hope that the Senate will recommit the 
bill or take it off the :floor and vote to 
have it considered in depth in the next 
session of Congress. If it must come to a 
vote, it should be first amended. We could 
improve title I in order to make it mean
ingful; or if not, strike it. We could de
lete sections 406 through 408. And I hope 
that either in section 403 or in a new 
title, we could add wording to the effect 
that we have no desire to undermine the 
Constitution. It seems to me that is the 
least we can do to show our affinity to 

the Constitution and to be faithful to our 
oath of office. It would also be a way of 
showing that we are not daring the 
Court to hold the bill unconstitutional, 
and that thereby we are not once again 
throwing the monkey on the Court's back. 

Mr. President, it seems to me that these 
latter courses of action, and the truth, 
are what the American people deserve 
from "the greatest deliberative body in 
the world.'' They do not deserve infiam
matory rhetoric or false hopes. In short, 
Mr. President, they do not deserve this 
bill. They deserve something much, much 
better. 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I took an 
oath when I became a Member of the 
U.S. Senate 6 years ago. It is the same 
oath that every other Member of this 
body has taken to support that Consti
tution of the United States. I can neither 
abandon nor forget that oath. 

The question now before the Sen81te 
tests our commitment to that oath for 
we are faced with determining whether 
this body, whose principal duty is to en
act laws consistent with the Constitu
tion, should, in the face of impressive 
evidence suggesting the unconstitution
ality of this bill, summarily approve it 
without the benefit of so much as a single 
public hearing much less adequate :floor 
discussion. 

Quite frankly, I am not prepared at 
this point to conclude that this bill is 
unconstitutional. Nor am I prepared to 
say that it is not unconstitutional. Ulti
mately, whether legislation is or is not 
constitutional is a judicial determina
tion. What I am prepared to say-indeed, 
what I am compelled ·to say-is that the 
legislation before us poses so many prob
lems and questions concerning con
formance with basic constitutional 
standards that, so long as I am sworn to 
uphold the Constitution, I cannot vote 
in favor of any action that will move the 
legislation closer to enactment while 
·these questions remain unanswered. 

For this reason, I am voting today 
against cloture, the petition for which 
was filed the same day this bill, H.R. 
13915, was taken up for discussion with
out ever having been referred to a Senate 
committee-action unprecedented in the 
U.S. Senate to my knowledge. As most of 
my colleagues know, I am a vigorous 
opponent of filibusters. I consider them 
a poor way to conduct the Nation's busi
ness: They are wasteful, undignified 
subterfuges of otherwise legitimate, fair 
parliamentary procedures. I need not 
further elaborate my views on this point. 
But this is not a filibuster at all. Discus
sion and debate has just barely gotten 
underway. 

Suffice it to say that only the most 
compelling circumstances prompt me to 
vote in favor of continued debate. I 
would not vote to continue debate if I 
believed the merits of the pending ques
tion had been explored fully, whether or 
not I agree with the legislation or its 
prospects for enactment. Believing in 
this case that the merits have not been 
fully explored-indeed, that the surface 
considerations have barely been 
scratched-! am voting for further time 
for debate and thoughtful consideration. 

I vote today to continue debate on this 

legislation ior another valid reason: 
The legislation has not received any for
mal study by the Senate prior to its 
reaching the :floor. Through an unusual 
parliamentary maneuver, the blll was not 
referred to committee and the Senate 
was thereby deprived of the opportunity 
to receive and evaluate public testimony, 
to discuss the strengths and weaknesses 
and scope of the bill, to offer alternatives 
and modifications to the existing lan
guage, and simply to take the time to 
think through the full thrust of this pro
posal. The Senate is engaged in a race 
against time as the session draws to a 
close. But I submit that the clock is not 
our most important master. More im
portant are our commitments as elected 
representatives to apply a full measure 
of study and deliberation to the legisla
tion which we consider. The weight of 
that duty is increased when we deal with 
questions of civil rights, an independent 
judiciary, and quality education. 

Mr. President, there are two salient 
examples of the constitutional questions 
raised by this legislation. First, section 
406 would permit reopening any existing 
court order or HEW title VI plan to de
termine whether such plan or order is 
consistent with the requirements of this 
bill. The Attorney General has admitted 
that he believes that this would permit 
the reopening of all such orders going 
back to Brown against Board of Educa
tion, a period covering almost 20 years-
20 years of hard fought and often pain
ful progress. Would not this legislation 
jeopardize that progress? 

Five hundred professors, including a 
number of deans from 42 law schools 
throughout the country have stated that 
this bill in their judgment, and I refer 
to their language now, would-

Open to relitigation nearly two decades 
of judicial desegregation decisions many of 
which involve no busing whatsoever, thus 
leading to divisiveness and confusion in 
many communities already satisfactorily op
erating under school desegregation plans . . . 

And-
Place the Legislative and Judicial Branches 

in conflict . . . remove a remedy for the 
vindication o! constitutional rights, even 
when that remedy is constitutionally re
quired . . . impair the Supreme Court's role 
of final arbiteur of constitutional matters. 

Therefore, the second most troubling 
aspects of this legislation, the aspect 
which most deserves, but has not re
ceived, complete scrutiny, centers on the 
relationship balances of two coequal 
branches of Government. To state the is
sue precisely, the question before the 
Senate is whether the Congress has the 
authority to limit the remedies available 
to a court where the jurisdiction of the 
court is acknowledged and a violation 
of a constitutional right has been demon
strated. In other words, can the Congress 
tell the courts how to enforce constitu
tional rights by legislating the method or 
restricting the method? 

I vote to continue our deliberations be
cause in my judgment the discussion of 
this legislation by its proponents has 
been far from dispassionate, far from 
focused, and frankly, insofar as I am con
cerned, far from helpful. We have re
mained on the periphery of the issue bY 
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refusing to come to grips with the high 
costs of violating longstanding constitu
tional principles, by refusing to assess 
the impact of a complete turnabout in 
educational and social commitments 
which this legislation may represent, and 
by doggedly refusing to seek out the areas 
of compromise and conciliation which is 
essential to any democracy. 

Mr. President, I regret that, irrespec
tive of what we do or say here today, 
our actions will be interpreted as being 
reflective of our positions on busing. I 
do not see the question before the Senate 
as being whether one is "for" or "against" 
busing. The real question cuts deeper: It 
concerns the manner in which we choose 
to conduct the business of the Senate. I 
cannot justify to my constituents-in
deed, I cannot justify to myself-my par
ticipation in a scheme which brings 
about the enactment of laws without pub
lic discussion, without public hearing, 
without full and contested debate in this 
Chamber, and without even addressing 
the most obvious and serious constitu
tional question that this legislation 
raises. 

When the constitutional questions have 
been answered satisfactorily, then the 
merits of this legislation can be con
sidered and voted on. I will take a posi
tion, defend it and attempt to persuade 
my colleagues of its strength. Until then, 
I will not place my imprimatur on this 
legislation or on these tactics by voting 
to cut off debate. 

And in conclusion, I will repeat what 
I said at the beginning of my statement: 
I took an oath when I became a Member 
of the U.S. Senate 6 years ago. It is the 
same oath that every other Member of 
this body has taken to support the Con
stitution of the United States. I can 
neither abandon nor forget that oath. 

Mr. President, I have already referred 
to the opinion of 500 professors of law 
and deans of certain of our great law 
schools which has been printed in the 
REcoRD for our study and our guidance. 
However, I felt it incumbent upon my
self to seek out advice and counsel from 
the leading deans of law schools in the 
State of Illinois. 

I now ask unanimous consent to have 
printed at this point in the RECORD a 
statement first by Philip Neal, dean of 
the Unilversity of Chicago Law School, 
on H.R. 13915. Certainly Dean Neal is 
recognized as having one of the great
est legal minds in this country. He is 
an outstanding student of law and a 
scholar. And his judgment, I think, is 
important for us to have available on this 
parti·cular legislation. 

I also ask unanimous consent that the 
statement of Dean James A. Rahl, dean 
of the Northwestern University School of 
Law, on the pending legislation also be 
printed at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state
ments were ordered to be printed in the 
REcORD, as follows: 

STATEMENT BY DEAN PHILLIP NEAL 

I believe the House-passed anti-busing bill 
raises very serious questions of constitutional 
propriety which from a long-term point of 
view overshadow the questions about the 
extent to which busing should or should not 
be permitted. 

I say questions of constitutional "pro
priety" rather than merely of unconstitution
ality because the issue is more fundamental 
than whether the bill, or particular provi
sions in it, will be held constitutional. The 
approach taken in the bill raises sensitive 
and potentially f.ar-reaching questions con
cerning the respective responsib111ties of 
Congress and the Supreme Court, and the 
balance between them in maintaining our 
constitutional system. 

There is no doubt that the bUl as a whole, 
and certain specific provisions in it (partic
ularly Sections 203, 403 .and 406) constitute 
a sharp and direct challenge to the evolving 
principles developed by the Supreme Court 
and found by the Court to be anchored in 
the 14th Amendment, in the series of de
cisions stretching over the 18-year period 
from Brown v. Board of Education to the 
present. The confrontation would not end 
with the passage of the bill; that would be 
only the beginning. The court would then 
undoubtedly be faced in a series of cases with 
the momentous choice of yielding its delib
erately taken views of the Constitution to 
the wUl of Congress or of defiantly reas
serting its own paramount authority as the 
ultimate interpreter of the Constitution. 
Either result seems to hold perils !or the 
strengths of our institutions. 

The kind of clash thus posed, raising the 
most fundamental questions about ultimate 
authority, is one that we have happily and 
wisely avoided during roost of our history. 
It is most reminiscent of the potentially 
fateful test which many foresaw, and some 
hoped for, in Marbury v. Madison, where it 
seemed for a time that the court must im
pale itself by either abdicating its authority 
or inviting defiance of its judgment. The 
ingenuous path by which this ultimate 
dilemma was wisely avoided was, of course, 
critical to the development of the court's 
position in our system. We could not count 
on being so fortunate again. 

This, it seems to me, is the overriding dif
ficult y with the bill from a constitutional 
standpoint, but there are other important 
problems. The bill represents a drastic asser
tion of the power of Congress to define and 
limit rights that have their source in the 
Constitution. With due recognition of Con
gress' remedial powers under Section 5 of the 
14th Amendment, the detailed and severe 
curtailment of remedies attempted in this 
legislation can hardly be conceded to be an 
exercise of the "power to enforce" contem
plated by that section. If that attempt were 
sust ained it could not fail to undermine the 
ent ire range of rights heretofore safeguarded 
by t he 14th Amendment. Finally, Section 406 
of the bill, which would reopen judgments 
already entered and apply to them newly 
declared principals of both substantive and 
remedial law, raises most serious questions 
concerning the senaration of powers and the 
indepencence of the judicial authority under 
Art icle III. 

I believe that ways are open to the Congress 
to provide guidance and leadership to the 
country in the difficult problems of school 
segregation and busing that do not so funda
men tally disturb our constitutional arrange
ments. It is the responsibility of Congress as 
well as of the court to exercise its powers in 
the light of constitutional wisdom and not 
merely its immediate policy objectives. 

STATEMENT OF DEAN JAMES A. RAHL 

The pending bill in Congress to curt ail the 
powers of the Federal Court s to order busing 
in school desegregation cases appears to roe 
to be of very doubtful constitutionality. In 
part icular, grave questions under the doc
trin e of separation of powers would be raised 
by such an attempt by Congress to restrain 
and limit the courts in their exercise of valid 
jurisdiction in cases ox greali constltutional 
significance. 

Mr. PERCY. I also note that a letter 
which was inserted in the RECORD earlier 
today sets forth the reasoning and con
clusions of some of the top lawYers in 
the country that, in their opinion, this 
bill is unconstitutional. Among those 
who signed this letter are names which 
are the most respected in legal circles, 
the people that we in the Senate nor
mally would look to for guidance and 
advice on matters such as this. Among 
those who signed the letter are a former 
Justice of the Supreme Court and two 
men who formerly have served as the 
Attorney General of the United States. 
They said that the provisions of this bill 
would: 

( 1) violate Article III of the Constitution 
to the extent that they would limit the 
power of courts to fashion the remedies such 
courts believe necessary to correct adjudi
cated deprivations of constitutional rights 
in cases within their jurisdiction, and 

(2) violate the Fifth and Fourteenth 
Amendments to the extent to which they 
limit the power of the courts to correct ad
judicated findings of unconstitutional school 
segregation where courts determine that 
busing is the only effective and promptly 
available remedy. 

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. President, I 
ask the distinguished Senator from D
linois whether in making this statement 
today and voting against cloture one has 
a right to assume that he is in favor 
of busing. 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I think 
this is very pertinent, and I am very 
happy to respond to my distinguished 
colleague. I commend him on the excel
lence of his statement. 

Mr. President, I have made it unmis
takably clear ever since the inception 
of this debate on busing that I do not 
like busing, could not be con.sidered a 
probusing advocate and actually know 
few groups, regardless of race, creed, or 
color, who feel that busing is the best 
answer or even a satisfactory answer to 
equaJ. educational opportunities. 

But I am equally clear and adamantly 
opposed to the separate bUJt equal dual 
school system ruled unconstitutional by 
the 1954 Supreme Court decision. I have 
queried Supreme Court Justices nomi
nated by President Nixon on this very 
point, and I do not believe a single one 
of these appointees, confirmed by the 
Senate, would vote to roll back that 
decision. 

When there is no other alternative and 
no other remedy available to the court
when all other, more preferable reme
dies have been exhausted and there is 
no other avenue toward which the court 
can turn-then, transportation of school
children, a means of providing public 
facilities, a means already used to pro
vide busing to 20,000,000 or 43.5 percent 
of American schoolchildren in more than 
a quarter of a million vehicles each and 
every school day of the year, cannot by 
act of Congress be denied the courts as 
a remedy. Nor should Federal funds be 
denied local school districts capriciously 
and arbitrarily by the Federal Govern
ment, if they decide to provide such 
transportation facilities to the school
children in their district. 

I helped develop and actively support
ed the Scott-Mansfield busing amend-
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ment which has been adopted by the 
Congress and, following the signature of 
the President, has become the law of 
the land. This provides that: First. Fed
eral officials cannot require any local edu
cational agency to use State or local 
funds for any purpose for which Federal 
funds were forbidden, unless constitu
tionally required. 

Second. Forbids Federal officials from 
requiring any local educational agency to 
undertake transportation of any student 
where the time or distance of travel was 
so great as to risk the child's health or 
significantly impinge on his educaJtional 
process. Third. Postpones the effective
ness of any U.S. district court order 
requiring the transfer or transportation 
of any student from one local educa
tional agency to another, or which re
quired the consolidation of two or more 
local educational agencies for the pur
pose of achieving a racial balance among 
students, until a.n appeals or time for 
appeals had been exhausted. 

I do not know of any serious challenge 
in the courts that has been made to the 
constitutionality of this law that has 
now been in effect for many months. 

I express deep gratitude to my distin
guished colleague from Dlinois for not 
only the excellence of his position and 
statement, but also for his courtesy in 
yielding this time to me. 

Mr. STEVENSON. I thank my col
league from Dlinois for his convincing 
statement. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, the vote 
earlier today marks the first time in my 
14 years in the Senate that I have voted 
against cloture. I have voted many times 
to modify rule XXII to bring the closure 
of debate more in line with the majority 
rule by which the Senate primarily func
tions. Although one of the strengths of 
the Senate is the great opportunity it 
presents for debate, I have always be
lieved that the time comes on every issue 
when the Senate as a whole must be al
lowed to work its will. 

My feelings in this regard have not 
changed. In fact, it is because of them 
that I opposed closing debate on the 
Equal Educational Opportunities Act. 
This is not the time for the Senate to 
vote on an issue which affects the funda
mental requirements of our Constitution 
and the future of millions of our citizens. 
The national elections will be held in 5 
weeks; the Congress is attempting to ad
journ within 1 week. This is not the time 
to rush through consideration of such a 
momentous matter. 

Now that the first attempt at cloture 
has failed, I would hope that those who 
wanted to rush precipitously toward a 
final vote will consider carefully just 
what damage this proposed legislation 
will wreak on nearly two decades of mul
tiracial progress. 

The most insidious provision of the 
proposed legislation is section 406. This 
section provides for the reopening of any 
desegregation order in effect as of the 
date of enactment of the Equal Education 
Opportunities Act which does not comply 
with the provisions of the act. This re
opener is not limited to those cases in 
which busing was required but applies to 
every desegregation order implemented 

since 1954, because in addition to vir
tually eliminating busing as a remedy, 
the legislation imposes a nearly rigid 
formula for the imposition of remedies 
other than busing. 

Those who argue that this will only 
affect cases in which a court has ordered 
mass busing just are not looking at what 
the legislation says. The Attorney Gen
eral of the United States, in his testimony 
before the House Committee on the Ju
diciary, stated that it was his firm belief 
that this reopener would apply to all de
segregation cases, not just those in which 
busing was part of the court order. And 
under this proposed legislation, the At
torney General is the very one who is 
required to assist educational agencies in 
reopening and modifying such orders. 

The chaos this provision would cause 
is almost unimaginable. Approximately 
1,500 school districts have desegregated 
under court order or HEW plan since 
1954. Each one of these district plans 
would be eligible for reopening under 
section 406. Fifteen hundred reopening 
suits with the Attorney General required 
to assist in each one, nearly 20 years of 
work, conciliation, and progress-all this 
would go down the drain under section 
406. 

I will not at this time go into the de
lineation of permissible court ordered 
remedies under section 402 except to note 
that in many cases these remedies will 
provide no remedy at all. I do, however, 
want to comment on the limitation of 
busing in section 403 (a) to the closest or 
next closest school. 

An editorial in the September 13 
Washington Post describes as clearly as 
anyone the end results of such a limita
tion: 

The legislators have, in effect, done two 
things. They have voted to spare high in
come persons such as themselves and the 
communities in which they Uve the incon
veniences that attend busing orders. But they 
have also made sure, in their "closest or next 
closest" school provision, that the impact o! 
outward bound ghetto busing will be hardest 
felt in those adjacent blue-collar, lower
income "ethnic" communities whose schools 
have least to offer poor black children and 
where racial feelings are the most infiamed. 

Section 402 (a) will permit nothing 
more than the creation of a thin band of 
integrated schools, with the schools in 
the very innercity and those in the 
suburbs remaining segregated. The racial 
tensions created by such a situation will 
only provide new impetus for the legend
ary flight to the suburbs with further 
residential and employment segregation 
resulting. 

With all deference to my distinguished 
colleagues in both the House of Repre
sentatives and Senate, I believe that this 
proposed legislation is a hoax on those 
citizens who oppose busing as an inte
gration tool because it is my firm convic
tion that the sections I have discussed ~tre 
both unconstitutional. What will happen 
if this legislation is enacted into law is 
that legislators will go home proclaiming 
that they have done their duty; all volun
tary efforts toward racial integration will 
cease; our court dockets will overflow 
with reopening suits; the Department of 
Justice will be inundated with demands 
for legal assistance; racial tensions will 

flareup again in areas which long ago 
attained racial harmony; the flight to 
the suburbs will take on entirely new 
dimensions; and finally, some day well 
after the November elections, the Su
preme Court will rule section 406, section 
402 (a) and very probably other sections 
of this proposed act to be repugnant to 
the Constitution. 

Earlier this year the Senate consid
ered, at some length, other legislation to 
circumscribe busing as a desegregation 
tool. At that time, the distinguished 
Majority Leader and I offered what we 
believed to be a reasonable and constitu
tionally permissible proposal, and a 
majority of the Senate agreed. The 
Scott-Mansfield amendment delayed the 
implementation of court orders which re
quire the consolidation of local education 
agencies or require transportation from 
one local education agency to another for 
the purpose of achieving racial balance. 
We believed, and still do, that it is rea
sonable to await a final Supreme Court 
decision in cases imposing more exten
sive remedies than have previously been 
ordered. The conferees on the Higher 
Education Act expanded this provision 
to include all district court orders, 
whether or not such orders were based on 
solidly established constitutional require
ments. This provision has been found in
applicable in some cases, but the Su
preme Court has yet to rule on its con
stitutionality. I think we should wait for 
this ruling before we further upset and 
undo our accomplishments of the past. 

I believe that the enactment of sev
eral of the provisions in the Equal Edu
cational Opportunities Act would re
quire a constitutional amendment. The 
Founding Fathers were not unmindful of 
the necessity that changes in our Con
stitution be made with deliberation and 
by more than a majority of the moment. 
If 60 or 70 percent of the American peo
ple want such provisions enacted, as has 
been asserted, then this is the route we 
should take. But I believe that when the 
American people became aware of what 
the legislation before us will actually do, 
not one-third of them would support it. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a short statement on what I 
view as the most serious constitutional 
objections to this proposed legislation be 
!printed at the end of my remarks. 

We have a multifiaceted society, which 
all but the hermit must learn to grow 
up and live in. While racial and ethnic 
pride is of great importance, I could 
not disagree more with those, be they 
white or black, who preach racial sep
aratism. I do not believe our Nation can 
continue to exist, and certainly not thrive 
under such a system. And neither can 
children exposed only to racially and 
economically segregated schools thrive 
in our integrated adult world. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
REcoRD, as follows: 
CONSTITUTIONAL CONCERNS RAISED BY THE 

EQU.AL EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES ACT 

I. VIOLATION OF DUE PROCESS U NDER FIFTH AND 
14TH AMENDMENTS 

The Fifth Amendment, which provides 
that "No person shall be . . . deprived o! 
life, liberty, or property without due process 
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of law," necessarily prohibits the passage of 
any measure by Congress refusing individ
uals the right of redress against State action 
which denies them equal protection of the 
laws under the Fourteenth Amendment. As 
stg.ted in Marbury v. Madison 5 U.S. 137 
at 163 (1866), "The very essence of civil 
Uberty certainly consists in the right of 
every individual to claim the protection of the 
laws, whenever he received an injury." 

Congress may not deny individuals equal 
protection of the laws by legislating the 
termination of court-ordered desegregation 
plans. As held by the Court in Green v. 
County School Board 391 U.S. 430 at 439 
(1968), school districts have a constitution
al obligation to implement desegregation 
plans that will work "until it is clear that 
State-imposed segregation has been com
pletely removed." 

The courts have found that the uncon
stitutional effects of State-action establish
ing a dual school system may exist long 
after the State has ceased to take any posi
tive action. In Swann v. Charlotte-Mecklen
burg Board of Education 402 U.S. 1, at 20-
21 (1971) the Court noted: 

The location of schools may influence the 
patterns of residential development of a 
metropolitan area . . . choices in this re
spect have been used as a potent weapon 
for creating or maintaining a state segre
gated school system. 

Thus, although a State has taken no 
"new" discriminatory action, the results of 
past action often require continued remedial 
steps-steps which cannot constitutionally 
be terminated even though no new action is 
being taken. 

The "Equal Educational Opportunities 
Act" almost totally prohibits the use of 
transportation to desegregate schools, even 
where "no other method . . . will provide an 
adequate remedy for the denial ... of equal 
protection of the laws." This provision was 
justified, particularly under the House-com
mittee bill, by the holding of the Court in 
Swann v. Charlotte-Mecklenburg Board of 
Education, supra at SO: 

"An objection to transportation of stu
dents may have validity when the time or 
distance of travel is so great as to either 
risk the health of the children or signifi
cantly impinge on the educational proc
ess .... It hard~y needs stating that the 
limits on time of travel wlll vary with many 
factors, but probably with none more than 
the age of the students." 

But to deduce that this permits the de
nial of transportation as a remedy for stu
dents, elementary or not, overlooks the very 
facts on which this case was decided. The 
Charlotte-Mecklenburg Board of Education 
had devised a school desegregation plan pro
viding for the desegregation of teaching 
staffs and secondary school students through 
the revision of school zones and the use 
of transportation. However, the plan relied 
entirely on the "gerrymandering of geo
graphic zones" for elementary school stu
dents. The District Court's rejection of this 
plan and the Supreme Court's affirmation of 
the District Court's decision was based al
most entirely on the fact that the plan did 
not utilize transportation to desegregate the 
elementary schools. Thus this provision in 
the "Equal Education Opportunities Act" 
runs directly contrary to the Supreme Court's 
decision. 

The primary justification for the consti
tutional viablllty of the proposed act is that 
Sec. 5 of the Fourteenth Amendment al
lows Congress to prescribe remedies for its 
breach. Sec. 5 provides: 

"The Congress shall have power to enforce, 
by appropriate legislation, the provisions of 
this article." 

The Court had occasion to determine the 
meaning and effect of this section in Kat
zenback v. Morgan 384 U.S. 641 (1966). In 

this case the Court found a section of the 
Voting Rights Act of 1965 exempting cer
tain individuals from English literacy tests 
as a precondition to voting constitutional 
under the Fourteenth Amendment. The dis
senting opinion raised the concern that this 
decision could be construed as allowing 
Congress to restrict the Fourteenth Amend
ment rights of certain classes of individuals. 
The majority opinion specifically rejected 
this contention (note 10 at 651): 

"Contrary to the suggestion of the descent 
••• § 5 does not grant Congress power to ex
ercise discretion in the other direction and to 
enact 'statutes so as in effect to dilute equal 
protection and due process decisions of this 
Court.' We emphasize that Congress' power 
under § 5 is limited to adopting measures 
to enforce the guarantees of the Amend
ment; § 5 grants Congress no power to re
strict, abrogate, or dilute these guarantees. 
Thus, for example, an enactment authoriz
ing the States to establish racially segregated 
schools of education would not be-as re
quired by § 5--a measure 'to enforce' the 
Equal Protection Clause since that clause of 
its own force prohibits such state laws.'' 

It is true that in suits claiming the im
pairment of the obligation of contracts (Ar
ticle I § 10) the Court has distinguished be
tween the right to the obligation of the con
tract and the right to a specific remedy. How
ever, the Court has been careful to point out 
that although a State may alter existing 
remedies it may not, in so doing, effectively 
deny any remedy at all. 

"The legislature may modify, limit or al
ter the remedy for enforcement of a con
tract without impairing its obligation, but in 
so doing, it may not deny all remedy or so 
circumscribe the existing remedy with con ... . 
ditions and restrictions as seriously to im
pair the value of the right." (Richmond 
Mortgage Corp. v. Wachovia Bank 300 U.S. 
124 at 128 (1937)). 

Under explicit holdings of the Court, the 
delineation of remedies proposed by the 
"Equal Educational Opportunities Act" far 
from "enforcing the provisions of the Four
teenth Amendment," would totally prohibit 
the implementation of an effective remedy 
in a large number of cases. 

In finding the Charlotte-Mecklenburg 
school board desegregation plan inadequate, 
the unanimous Court held: 

"Desegregation plans cannot be limited to 
the walk-in school.'' (Swann v. Charlotte
Mecklenburg Board of Education, supra at 
30). 

In the companion case of North Carolina 
State Board of Education v. Swann 402 U.S. 
43 at 46 (1971), the unanimous Court held: 

"Bus transportation has long been an in
tegral part of all public education systems, 
and it is unlikely that a truly effective re
medy could be devised without continued re
liance on it.'' 

And finally, in Davis v. Board of School 
Commissioners of Mobile County 402 U.S. 33 
at 37 (1971). the unanimous Court reaffirmed 
its earlier decisions and concluded: 

"Neighborhood school zoning," whether 
based strictly on home-to-school distance or 
on "unified geographic zones," is not the only 
constitutionally permissible remedy; nor is 
it per se adequate to meet the remedial re
sponsiblllties of local boards ... The measure 
of any desegregation plan is its effective
ness. 

Clearly, transportation is a necessary re
medy for the effective restitution of Four
teenth Amendment rights in many school de
segregation cases. And as held by the Court 
in Alexander v. Holmes County Board of Edu
cation 396 U.S. 19 at 20 (1969): 

Continued operation of segregated schools 
under a standard of allowing "all deliberate 
speed" for desegregation is no longer con
stitutionally permissible. . . . Under explicit 
holdings of this Court the obllgaton of every 

school dstrict is to terminate dual school 
systems at once and to operate now and here
after only unitary schools. 

Finally, there is serious question as to 
whether the establishment of any limited 
set of nationwide guidelines for relief in de
segregaton cases can adequately assure equal 
protection of the laws in each individual 
case. 

In Swann v. Charlotte-Mecklenburg Board 
of Education, supra, the Court noted that 
district courts need both breadth and fiexi
blllty in formulating equitable remedies, and 
concluded (at 28-29) : 

"Conditions in different localities will vary 
so widely that no rigid rules can be laid down 
to govern all situations .... No rigid guide
lines as to student transportation can be 
given for application to the infinite variety 
of problems presented in thousands of situa~ 
tions. 

"The remedy for such segregation may be 
administratively awkward, inconvenient, and 
even bizarre in some situations and may im~ 
pose burdens on some; but all awkwardness 
and inconvenience cannot be avoided in the 
interim period when remedial adjustments 
are being made to eliminate the dual school 
systems." 

Section 406 of the Equal Educational Op
portunities Act, while arguably permissible 
under the usual doctrine that equity decrees 
are always subject to review because of 
change of circumstances, creates a right to 
reopen proceedings which is greater than 
the traditional equity doctrine. In addition, 
Section 406 singles out on the basis of race 
a class of Federal Court decrees for special 
treatment since the provision applies only to 
desegregation cases. Placing such a special 
burden on minority students would seem to 
violate the doctrine of Hunter v. Erickson, 
393 U.S. 385 (1969). In that decision the 
Supreme Court held unconstitutional a pro
vision added to the Charter of the City of 
Akron, Ohio, which required any ordinance 
regulating the sale or lease of property on 
the basis of race to win the approval of a 
majority of voters at a general election before 
it could take effect. The Court held that the 
charter could not place "special burdens on 
racial minorities within the governmental 
process." 

The decision of a three-judge district court 
in Lee v. Nyquist, 318 F. Supp. 710 (W.D. N.Y. 
1970), aff'd per curiam, 402 U.S. 935 (1971), 
strongly supports this argument. In that case 
the court found unconstitutional as violative 
of the Fourteenth Amendment a New York 
law which had been passed to reverse the 
policy of the Board of Regents of striving to 
achieve racial balance in the public schools 
of New York. The court noted that the stat
ute singled out the Regents policy on racial 
balance for special treatment--approval by 
local elected school boards. The court stated: 

"The statute thus creates a clearly racial 
classification, treating educational matters 
tnvolving racial criteria differently from other 
educational matters and making it more 
d11ficult to deal with racial imbalance in the 
public schools. We can conceive of no more 
compelling case for the application of the 
Hunter principle." 

Section 406 creates a racial classification 
since it applies only to school desegregation 
cases. The section makes it more d11ficult for 
minority children to enjoy their right to 
equal educational opportunity since it forces 
them to relitigate cases they had presumably 
already won. 

II. Violations of Separation of Powers 
Doctrine 

There have been other attempts by the 
Congress to interfere in judicial determina
tion of "law and fact", as is proposed by 
the delineation and restricting of remedies 
under Section 402 of the Equal Educational 
Opportunities Act. 

In a factually similar case, U.S. v. Klein 
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80 U.S. 128 (1871) the Court overruled a.n 
a.ct of Congress which, while giving the 
court of the United States jurisdiction to 
hear 81ppea.ls from Court of Claims decisions, 
required the court to dismiss the case should 
it find a Congressionally-prescribed fact 
situation to exist. The Court held (at 146-
147): 

"This is not an exercise of the acknowl
edged power of Congress to make exceptions 
a.nd prescribe regulations to the appellate 
power . . . What is this but to prescribe a. 
rule for the decision of a. cause in a. partic
ular way? Ca.n we do so without allowing 
that the legislature ma.y prescribe rules of 
decision to the Judicial Department of the 
government in cases pending before it? ... 
We must think that Congress has inadvert
ently passed the limit which separates the 

'legislative from the judicia.l power." 
The "Equal Educational Opportunities 

Act" provides that after a court of the 
United States determines that transporta
tion is necessary to the guarantee of equal 
protection of the laws it must follow Con
gressional prescribed guidelines in ordering 
its use, or, in some Congressional prescribed 
instances, not use it at all. 

There would seem to be circumstances 
under which the Congress could, under its 
power to enforce the Fourteenth Amend
ment, remove the use of certain remedies, 
and even prescribe which remedies are to be 
considered before others, as long as an effec· 
tive remedy is available to the petitioner. 
However, under the proposed Act, Congress 
directs the court to find certain facts a.nd 
tpso facto prescribes the remedy, without 
allowing a judicial determination of what 
the law requires. 

Nor, under U.S. v. Klein, supra, may Con
gress order the courts, upon a finding that 
there has been no additional violation of 
Fourteenth Amendment rights during a 
certain period of time, terminate the court's 
judicial power to enforce the continued pro
tection of the laws as is provided in Sec
tions 407 and 408. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives by Mr. Hackney, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the House 
had disagreed to the amendments of the 
Senate to the bill (H.R. 1) to amend the 
Social Security Act to increase benefits 
and improve eligibility and computation 
methods under the OASDI program, to 
make improvements in the medicare, 
medicaid, and maternal and child health 
programs with emphasis on improve
ments in their operating effectiveness, to 
replace the existing Federal-State pub
lic assistance programs with a Federal 
program of adult assistance and a Fed
eral program of benefits to low-income 
families with children with incentives 
and requirements for employment and 
training to improve the capacity for em
ployment of members of such families, 
and for other purposes; agreed to the 
conference asked by the Senate on the 
disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
thereon, and -that Mr. MILLS of Arkansas, 
Mr. ULLMAN, Mr. BURKE of Massachu
setts, Mrs. GRIFFITHS, Mr. BYRNES Of Wis
consin, Mr. BETTS, and Mr. SCHNEEBELI 
were appointed managers on the part of 
the House at the conference. 

The message also announced that the 
House had disagreed to the amendments 
of the Senate to the bill <H.R. 16754) 
making appropriations for military con
struction for the Department of Defense 
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for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973, 
and for other purposes; asked a confer
ence with the Senate on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses thereon, and 
that Mr. SIKES, Mr. PATTEN, Mr. LONG of 
Maryland, Mrs. HANSEN of Washington, 
Mr. McKAY, Mr. MAHON, Mr. CEDERBERG, 
Mr. JONAS, Mr. TALCOTT, and Mr. Bow 
were appointed managers on the part of 
the House at the conference. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 
The message further announced that 

the Speaker had afilxed his signature to 
the following enrolled bills: 

H.R. 56. An act to establish a national 
environmental data system and State andre
gional environmental centers pursuant to 
policies and goals established in the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969, a.nd for 
other purposes; 

H.R. 2118. An act for the relief of the 
estate of Amos E. Norby; 

H.R. 9676. An act to authorize the convey
ance of certain lands of the United States 
to the State of Tennessee for the use of the 
University of Tennessee; 

H.R. 10655. An act to designate certain 
lands in the Lassen Volcanic National Park, 
California., as wilderness; 

H.R. 13780. An act to authorize the Admin
istrator of Veterans' Affairs to convey certain 
property in Canandaigua, New York, to Son
nenberg Gardens, a nonprofit, educational 
corporation; 

H.R. 13825. An a.ct to extend the time for 
commencing actions on behalf of an Indian 
tribe, band, or group; and 

H.R. 14731. An act to amend the Fish and 
Wildlife Act of 1956 in order to provide for 
the effective enforcement of the provisions 
therein prohibiting the shooting a.t birds, 
fish, and other animals from aircraft. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore subse
quently signed the enrolled bills. 

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 
8:30A.M. TOMORROW 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Senate 
completes its business today, it stand in 
adjournment until 8:30 tomorrow morn
ing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

THE CALENDAR 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate pro
ceed to the consideration of Calendar 
Nos. 1219 and 1220. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

FLAT TOPS WILDERNESS, ROUTT 
AND WHITE RIVER NATIONAL 
FORESTS, COLORADO 
The Senate proceeded to consider the 

bill (S. 1441) to designate the Flat 
Tops Wilderness, Routt and White River 
National Forests, in the State of Colo
rado, which had been reported from the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Af
fairs with amendments on page 1, line 8, 
after the word "dated", strike out "April 
24, 1967" and insert ''September 1972"; 
and, on page 2, line 2, after the word 
"approximately", strike out "one hun-

dred and forty-two" and insert "two 
hundred and two"; so as to make the bill 
read: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the Untted States of 
America tn Congress assembled, That in ac
cordance with subsection 3(b) of the Wilder
ness Act of September 3, 1964 (78 Stat. 891). 
the area classified a.s the Flat Tops Primitive 
Area, with the proposed additions thereto 
and deletions therefrom, as generally de
picted on a map entitled "Flat Tops Wilder
ness-Proposed," dated September 1972, 
which is on :file and available for public in
spection in the office of the Chief, Forest 
Service, Department of Agriculture, 1s hereby 
designated as the Flat Tops Wilderness with
in and as a part of the Routt and White 
River National Forests, comprising a.n area 
of a.pproxima.tely two hundred a.nd two 
thousand acres. 

SEc. 2. AB soon a.s practicable after this Act 
takes effect, the Secretary of Agriculture shall 
:file a map and a legal description of the Flat 
Tops Wilderness with the Interior a.nd In
sular Affairs Committees of the United States 
Senate a.nd the House of Representatives, and 
such description shall have the same force 
a.nd effect as if included in this Act: Pro
vided, however, That correction of clerical 
and typographical errors in such legal 
description and map may be made. 

SEc. 3. The Flat Tops Wilderness shall be 
administered by the Secretary of Agriculture 
in accordance with the provisions Qf the 
Wilderness Act governing areas designated by 
that Act as wilderness areas, except that a.ny 
reference in such provisions to the effective 
date of the Wilderness Act shall be deemed to 
be a reference to the effective date of this 
Act. 

SEC. 4. The previous classiftca.tion of the 
Flat Tops Primitive Area is hereby abolished. 

The amendments were agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed 

for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

SOCKEYE SALMON FISHERIES ACT 
The Senate proceeded to consider the 

bill (S. 4037) to amend the Sockeye Sal
mon Fisheries Act of 1947 to authorize 
the restoration and extension of the 
sockeye and pink salmon stocks of the 
Fraser River system, and for other pur
poses which had been reported from the 
Committee on Commerce with amend
ments on page 1, line 3, after the word 
"salmon", strike out "Fisheries" and in
sert "or Pink Salmon Fishery"; in line 
4, after "61 Stat. 514", strike out "U.S.C. 
776(f)" and insert "16 U.S.C. 776f"; and, 
on page 2, line 3, after the word "of", in
sert "Salmon enhancement facilities 
pursuant to"; so as to make the bill 
read: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 
8 of the Sockeye Salmon or Pink Salmon 
Fishery Act of 1947 (61 stat. 514; 16 u.s.a. 
776f) is amended by (a) designating exist
ing section 8 as "section 8(a) "; and (b) in
serting at the end thereof the folloWing new 
section: 

"(b) In addition to the amounts author
ized in subsection (a) of this section, there 
is authorized to be appropriated the sum of 
$7,000,000 for the share of the United States 
of costs and expenses incident to the devel
opment and construction of Salmon en
hancement facilities pursuant to the pro
gram for the restoration and extension of 
the sockeye and pink salmon stocks of the 
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Fraser River system as approved by the Com
mission, to remain available until expended." 

The amendments were agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed 

for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

The title was amended, so as to read: 
"A bill to amend the Sockeye Salmon or 
Pink Salmon Fishery Act of 1947 to au
thorize the restoration and extension of 
the sockeye and pink salmon stocks of 
the Fraser River system, and for other 
purposes." 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION APPRO
PRIATION BILL, 197.3 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
the Chair to lay before the Senate a 
message from the House of Representa
tives on H.R. 16754. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
TAFT) laid before the Senate a message 
from the House of Representatives an
nouncing its disagreement to the amend
ments of the Senate to the bill <H.R. 
16754) making appropriations for mili
tary construction for the Department of 
Defense for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1973, and for other purposes, 
and requesting a conference with the 
Senate on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses thereon. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate insist upon its 
amendments and agree to the request of 
the House for a conference on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses thereon, 
and that the Chair be authorized to ap
point the conferees on the part of the 
Senate. 

The motion was agreed to, and the 
Presiding Officer <Mr. TAFT) appointed 
Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. MoN
TOYA, Mr. HoLLINGS, Mr. McCLELLAN, 
Mr. BROOKE, Mr. BOGGS, Mr. STEVENS, Mr. 
YOUNG, and Mr. SYMINGTON conferees on 
the part of the Senate. 

PLAN TO CONSIDER WELFARE AND 
PENSION FUND LEGISLATION 
EARLY NEXT YEAR 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, it has been 
reported to me that on yesterday the 
majority leader gave certain assurances, 
in my absence, about very early con
sideration, in the next session, of the 
bill for reform of welfare and pension 
funds. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes, and also the 
consumer council bill both of which 
would have to be reported out of com
mittee again, but, as far as the Senator 
from Montana is concerned, they will 
receive the most expeditious considera
tion as soon as the committees report 
them to the Senate; and the earlier the 
better, because I think they are both 
good bills. They should be passed, and 
I want to see them passed. 

Mr. JAVITS. I wanted to express my 
appreciation. As the Senator knows, wel
fare and pension fund reform has been a 
5-year labor for me, now joined by the 
Senator from New Jersey <Mr. WIL
LIAMs). I am grateful to the distinguished 
majority leader. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I appreciate there
n Larks of the distinguished Senator from 

New York who, with the distinguished 
Senator from New Jersey <Mr. WIL
LIAMS) , has worked long and hard on a 
plan, reported out of the Labor and Pub
lic Welfare Committee, which is an ex
cellent plan, and which I approve thor
oughly, but I could not approve the bill 
reported by the Finance Committee, and 
I want that on the record, too. 

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF SEN
ATORS HANSEN, HARRY F. BYRD, 
JR., TALMADGE, STENNIS, FAN
NIN, AND HUGHES ON FRIDAY 
NEXT 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that on 
Friday next, October 13, 1972, immedi
ately following the recognition of the 
two leaders under the standing order, 
the following Senators be recognized, 
each for not to exceed 15 minutes, and 
in the order stBited: 

Senators HANSEN, HARRY F. BYRD, JR., 
TALMADGE, STENNIS, FANNIN, and HUGHES. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

TIME ON CLOTURE MOTION 
TOMORROW 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent, on tomorrow, 
that the hour of controlled debate, un
der rule XXII, on the motion to invoke 
cloture on H.R. 13915 begin running at 
11 a.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF 
ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS 
TOMORROW 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that, if there 
is any time remaining following the or
ders for the recognition of Senators on 
tomorrow, and prior to the hour of 11 
a.m., such remaining time be utilized for 
the transaction of routine morning busi
ness, with statements therein limited to 
3 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

CONTROL OF TIME ON CLOTURE 
MOTION DEBATE TOMORROW 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that time 
during the 1 hour of controlled debate 
under rule XXII, on tomorrow be equally 
divided between and controlled by the 
distinguished Senator from Michigan 
<Mr. GRIFFIN) and the distinguished 
Senator from New York <Mr. JAVITS). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

QUALIFICATION OF AMENDMENTS 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that all amend
ments at the desk at the time of the vote 
)n the motion to invoke cloture on to
norrow be considered as having met the 
-esding requirements under rule x:xn. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. GAMBRELL. Mr. President, re
serving the right to object, the agreement 
with respect to amendments at the desk 
would not abrogate the requirement that 
amendments to be considered under the 
cloture vote must be germane. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. My request 
would go only to the reading require
ment and not to the germane require
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
TAFT). The Senator from West Virginia 
is correct. 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT REQUEST 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I send to the desk a unanimous-consent 
agreement and ask that it be stated by 
the clerk. My understanding is that it 
has been cleared all around. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes, Mr. President; 
that is correct. It has been cleared all the 
way around. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
unanimous-consent agreement will be 
stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
UNAmMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Ordered, That, effective when and if H.R. 
640 is considered by the Senate, that debate 
on any amendment, motion, or appeal, ex
cept a motion to lay on the table, shall be 
limited to 1 hour, to be equally divided and 
controlled by the mover of any such amend
ment or motion and the manager of the blli: 
Provided, That in the event the manager of 
the blll is in favor of any such amendment or 
motion, the time in opposition thereto shall 
be controlled by the minority leader or some 
Senator designated by him: Provided further, 
That no amendment that is not germane to 
the provisions of the said blll shall be re
ceived. 

Ordered further, That on the question of 
the final passage of the said blll debate shall 
be limited to 1 hour, to be equally divided 
and controlled, respectively, by the majority 
and minority leaders: Provided, That the said 
leaders, or either of them, may, from the time 
under their control on the passage of the 
said blll, allot additional time to any Senator 
during the consideration of any amendment, 
motion, or appeal. 

Mr. JA VITS. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, and I hope not to 
object-if I could have the attention of 
the distinguished majority leader-I 
heard something there about a motion 
to table. I do not know what the provi
sion is. Could the Chair inform me? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will restate that portion of the unani
mous-consent request. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
. . . debate on any amendment, motion, 
of appeal, except a motion to lay on the 
table, shall be limited to 1 hour ... 

Mr. JA VITS. That is all right. 
Another thing, we have in mind to 

offer an amendment relating to unem
ployment compensation. I do not know 
exactly whether it would be germane or 
not, but it is close to what the bill is 
all about. It is not an extraneous matter. 
Could it be understood that those 
amendments will be in order? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Oh, yes. Remember, 
this is an "if and when"--
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Mr. JAVITS. I understand. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes, they would be 

in order, because that is one of the 
things we had in mind, among the others. 

Mr. JAVITS. I want to avoid, so far 
as I can, making a Christmas tree of 
the debt-limit bill. So that if we could 
be accommodated on this bill, we can 
test the question--

Mr. MANSFIELD. Fine. 
Mr. JAVITS (continuing). And see 

where we go. 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, reserving 

the right to object, may I inquire, was 
there a provision for unanimous consent 
that no nongermane amendment would 
be in order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is. 
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the 

Senator from Tennessee yield? 
Mr. BAKER. I yield. 
Mr. JAVITS. My question was directed 

to a particular matter relating to unem
ployment compensation in certain situ
ations where unemployment compensa
tion has run out. I do not know that it 
will be germane, but it is a relevant pro
vision of the bill, and I do want to leave 
it in the twilight zone, but if the Sena
tor objects--

Mr. MANSFIELD. If there is any ob
jection, I will be glad to withdra.w there
quest, because I have no interest in 
it. 

Mr. BAKER. I have no interest either, 
except I have had a standing concern for 
some time against germaneness and if 
that section is stricken on the unani
mous-consent request--

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
withdraw the request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re
quest is withdrawn. 

VISIT TO THE SENATE BY TURKISH 
PARLIAMENTARY DELEGATION 
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I have the 

honor to introduce to the Senate a dele
gation of Turkish parliamentarians 
which is visiting us today, consisting of 
Orhan Alp, Justice Party Deputy for An-

- kara, chairman of the Foreign Affairs 
Committee; Faruk Sukan, Democratic 
Party Deputy from Konya; Vefa Tanir, 
National Reliance Party Deputy from 
Konya; and Mustafa Ustundag, Repub
lican People's Party Deputy for Konya. 

(Applause, Senators rising.) 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

TAFT) . The Chair welcomes our guests. 
Mr. JA VITS. Before I introduce these 

gentlemen to the Senate, I wish to pay 
a tribute to the longstanding fight of 
the people of Turkey for freedom, which 
has been from time to time difficult, and 
to the right which they have earned to 
govern themselves in a profound revolu
tionary struggle, and to the liberaliza
tion of all their institutions, which the 
world has witnessed in the leadership of 
Mustafo Ustundag. 

Mr. GAMBRELL. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield, I would like to join 
the Senator from New York in extend
ing greetings to the members of the Turk
ish Parliament who are here. I would 
like to join in the sentiments the Sen
ator has expressed about the difficulties 
the people of Turkey have been through 

in seeking to achieve democracy in their 
country. I would also like to recognize 
the outstanding patriotism that the 
Turkish people have demonstrated and 
the dedication that they have shown as 
allies of this country in many fields 
around the world for a number of years, 
and the reputation they have for being 
among the greatest fighters for the things 
they stand for. They are among the 
greatest soldiers in the world, and they 
have been our staunch allies through 
many years of great trial in sustaining 
the freedoms of themselves and their 
neighbors throughout the world. 

I welcome them, along with the Sen
ator from New York. 

EQUAL EDUCATIONAL OPPOR~
TIES ACT, 1972 

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of the bill (H.R. 13915) to 
further the achievement of equal educa
tional opportunities. 

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that two members 
of my staff, Mr. Geoff Baker, and Searle 
Field be permitted the privilege of the 
floor while the matter before the Senate 
proceeds. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President I have 
just returned from the State of Connect
icut where I attended the sad occasion of 
the funeral of the former Senator from 
Connecticut, Prescott Bush. In the com
ments I was asked to make relative to 
Pres Bush, I said that here was a man 
who tore away the images that might 
normally be associated with one who 
came from staid New England and was 
a member of the conservative, financial 
world, in that he had enormous compas
sion for the people and problems around 
him, and he spent a lifetime on the floor 
of the Senate trying to ::;olve those prob
lems and seeing to it that the dignity 
of human beings in the United States of 
America was elevated to the highest pos
sible degree. 

Tomorrow morning, I shall have more 
to say about that, but it is ironic that I 
return from that particular moment to 
confront a bill, which is a disgrace to the 
concept called the United States of 
America. I know that the press sometimes 
likes to simplify matters and put a pro
busing or an antibusing label on people. 

The real argument there is not a pro
busing pitch but that some of us feel 
there is still a long way to go in this coun
try before we achieve the type of equal 
opportunity that is the American dream. 
That is the group that is labeled pro
busing. 

Well, I know of no one on either side 
of this argument who thinks busing is the 
solution to equal educational opportu
nity-nobody. There are those who feel 
that there is a sizable portion of our Na
tion that does not have equality of edu
cational opportunity. 

This is what we are fighting for. We 
want a clock that brings us a tomorrow, 
not a tolling for yesterday. America is a 
concept, a concept that is as vital today 
as it was at the founding of our country. 

We have not made it yet, and I do not 
think we ever will. If we do, we can go 
ahead and shut the doors of the Senate 
and the House and no further legislation 
will be necessary. That may be tomorrow 
but it certainly is not today. On the other 
hand, there are those who think that 
America has made it, that America is 
more or less a country club with certain 
membership requirements and that the 
facilities cannot stand any more people. 
And to that I say "Rot." 

There are those, in other words, who 
are in the lifeboat while others are still 
swimming around. And whenever some
body gets one hand up on the gunwale 
down comes the oar on the hand. And to 
that I say, "Build a bigger lifeboat." 

How in heaven's name we can be sit
ting here some 18 years after the Brown 
against Board of Education decision, 
considering a matter involving the whole 
question of equal educational opportu
nity is beyond me. 

I would like, Mr. President, at this 
time to lead off with a speech I made up 
in Connecticut over the weekend. I think 
it comments upon some disturbing atti
tudes in this Nation. Members of both 
parties have tried to take advantage of 
these attitudes, which is unfortunate. 

Mr. President, I gave this speech on 
the occasion of the opening of a new 
masonic hospital at Wallingford, Conn. 
This is a hospital built with not 1 cent 
of Federal funds, but with privately do
nated nickels, dimes, and dollars from 
thousands of people. It was a labor of 
love. In my speech I referred to it as 
being all too rare or to use the ecological 
term that is so popular nowadays, so 
rare as to be an endangered species. 

I said in that speech that we are in 
the grips of a national selfishness rather 
than a national caring. . 

I said that on Wednesday of this past 
week I had occasion to visit with the Sec
retary of Health, Education, and Wel
far~Elliot Richardson-in the company 
of a wonderful man, Frank Stolfi of Wa
terbury. Specifically, the meeting cen
tered around the funding of a narcotic 
rehabilitation program in that city. This 
project is rather unusual in that it in
volves not just an asking for Federal 
funds but a giving of sizable amounts of 
private money collected from individuals 
and corporations from all over the Nau
gatuck Valley. 

'Mr. President, I might add that Nauga
tuck Valley is an economically stricken 
area of my State with tremendous un
employment. Yet, there was money from 
the unfortunate for the even less for
tunate. 

At one point in the conversation, Frank 
Stolfi remarked that he hoped that such 
a project, which was now unique to 
Waterbury, might be adopted on ana
tional scale. The secretary replied that he 
had seen many instances of a particular 
program working fantastically well in 
one area and not in another. This because 
the success of that program depended on 
the individuals behind it-their drive, 
their devotion, their spunk. Lacking those 
particular people, the program had no 
guarantee of duplicating success. The 
message then is that dedication to great 
causes, great reachings out, rely in the 
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United States today more on individual 
than national conscience. 

However, the masonic home and hos
pital, and projects like it, is in ecological 
terms "an endangered species." Why? 
Because the Nation is in the grips of a 
national selfishness rather than a na
tional caring. And that is what I came 
home to talk with you about today. 

Like the civilian who bought his way 
out of the Civil W·ar draft, too many feel 
that by the payment of taxes we are quits 
of our obligations to that great concept 
called the United States of America. Not 
only do many feel quits but actually ex
pect the United States to maintain them 
in the style they have dreamed about 
rather than they maintaining the United 
States as the Nation it was dreamed 
to be. 

Today's Nation is in a mood of "I've 
got mine and the hell with everybody 
else." I think it is time we analyze in this 
Chamber and throughout the Nation 
whether in fact I got mine or somebody 
else did, because the future depends on 
acknowledging the hard truth that our 
own contribution is only one of many 
that have brought so many Americans 
to a good life. It is because Americans 
have always lived for somebody else that 
we have derived a strength and result 
far beyond our actual numbers and 
resources. 

I liken our history to a bucket of water 
filled to the top. Add only an eyedropper 
of water each day and it remains full. Do 
nothing and the process of evaporation 
soon .evaporates the water and leaves the 
bucket as an empty, rusty pail. This 
bucket of national caring, full over the 
years, today is going down under the 
heat of national selfishness. 

None of us can get away with the "let 
them do it" dodge. We are "them." We 
are not just second or third or fourth 
generation Italians, English, Polish, 
Irish, Germans. That is a nice thing to 
be. It is a happy thing to recall. That 
brings warm memories. But it is a little 
tough to admit that everyone of us in 
the Chamber, in the galleries, and out
side are also second, third, and fourth 
generation uneducated, unfed, unhoused, 
uncared for, untrained. That is a recol
lection that we all like to go ahead and 
forget. However, it is true. And we have 
been able to forget about it because 
someone else made sure we did not have 
to live with it. 

Let me put my hand on a f.ew raw 
spots in today's America. 

At some point in our history a young 
nation determined that a decent roof 
over every man's head was essential to a 
nation that was the embodiment of hope. 
And it was understood that in order to 
reach that goal governmental participa
tion was a necessity. Now of late some of 
these governmental housing projects 
have not acquitted themselves well. They 
have, for a variety of reasons, become 
eyesores. So much of the country today 
has started to turn its back on this cru
cial investment in human dignity. 

To that I respond that most public 
housing projects of the fifties and sixties 
look like Federal penitentiaries. There is 
no open space for children to play. They 

have to go clear across the city to find 
a place to play any sport. They are dis
tant from decent educational facilities. 
Yet we wonder why the public housing 
projects failed. Goodness has not failed, 
the goodness in each of us; it is to say 
that we have learned we can do better. 
I believe in the original hope that every 
man, woman, and child in this country 
deserves a decent roof over his head. I 
am just more certain we can do it right. 

For those of us who have paid money 
for the roof over our heads, this is our 
time to work for that reality for others. 

EDUCATION 

At some point in our history a young 
nation determined that the most mean
ingful investment that we could make in 
our future was to create equality of edu
cational opportunity for all American 
children. 

It did not happen overnight. The pub
lic universities were not on the same foot
ing with the Yales, Princetons, and Har
vards. The high schools were not on the 
same footing with the Pomfrets, Tafts, 
and Choates; the grammar schools were 
not on the same footing as the Greenwich 
Country Days or Rembrooks. But today 
as we sit here that is the case. The public 
institutions are fully as excellent as their 
private counterparts. 

What was not contemplated in that 
early American dream was another group 
of educational institutions meant for 
Americans of different color or of a na
tional origin that is not quite "in" yet. 
The dream was excellent education for 
all Americans and I believe in the orig
inal, not the modified, dream. 

MEDICAL CARE 

No nation in the history of the world 
has made the advancements in medical 
science that the United States has made. 
We have developed a delivery of health 
care that surpasses anything in the 
world. Very few of us sitting here today 
are not covered by some sort of health 
insurance which guarantees us a share 
in that medical proficiency. And we can 
proudly say that we have paid for it our
selves and therefore we deserve it. And 
yet there are millions of Americans hurt 
and dying who wait for months for what 
you and I get in hours. And that is wrong. 
And that is not what this country is all 
about. 

In the months ahead as you wander 
through the rooms and hallways of this 
beautiful hospital, you will not see the 
sight all too familiar in other hospitals 
throughout the c-.>untry-thou3ands of 
men, women, and children standing, sit
ting in hallways waiting for someone to 
help them out of their pain. 

Good health and relief from suffering 
is not something you should have to earn 
in America; it should be what every 
American makes sure his neighbor has. 

It is not so much then an American's 
right as an American's obligation. 

JOB OPPORTUNITY 

There were no such things as labor 
unions when this Nation started out. Em
ployees were at the mercy of their em
ployers. In fact, the early history of 
American business is not particularly in
spiring when it comes to the treatment 
of the American worker. Conversely, the 
history of American labor is truly in-

spirational when it comes to their long 
and successful fight to elevate the dignity 
of the American workingman and 
woman. But now all too often American 
labor acts as if the job is done and they 
are a for-profit corporation rather than 
an organization dedicated to bettering 
the lot of those desiring to enter in the 
labor market. This while American busi
ness still fights tooth and nail against 
minimum wages being a little higher than 
the poverty level; while American busi
ness still fights the correction of condi
tions attendant to manufacture, which 
conditions are clearly detrimental to both 
labor and the public. It is as if neither 
labor nor business had a common stake 
in America but only in their corner of 
America. And indeed how well both have 
done by America. 

All of this is to say that the accom
plishments of the past are great. But 
where is the national encore? 

Spending money alone is not going to 
create schools, homes, hospitals, jobs. 
There has to be a will, a belief that it is 
right to do these things. What I am say
ing is that there is a terrible lot of need 
piling UP around us and we are not doing 
much about it except to pay someone else 
to worry. 

Because we got burned in the war 
against poverty, we are saying that it was 
all a bad mistake and there is no poverty. 

Because a couple of housing projects 
were ill-conceived and already look like 
slums, we say there are no homeless. 

Because many of us either privately or 
throughout employment have medical 
benefits and a personal physician, we say 
everybody is being cared for. 

Because most of us have good paying 
jobs in the factories and omces, we say 
that anybody can work. 

Because our children are getting edu
cated, we say everybody has the same 
opportunity. 

And all of this is not so and we know it. 
We are sttll a young, vigorous country. 

Let us not act like a giant hypochondriac. 
Because we sustained a few knocks is no 
reason to take to our beds and pull the 
covers over our heads. 

I know that Senators are supposed to 
like the 6-year aspect of their job. And 
after eight elections in 8 years, I thought 
I would. 

Well, I do not. 
I would like another election now. I do 

not like security. I like fighting. And I 
think my record ought to be challenged. 
I would rather go up or down with reality 
than just be because the Constitution 
says so. 

That is what I am saying about our 
country this afternoon. It has been too 
long since we have tested ourselves. To be 
for ourselves and our immediate family 
alone is no test. It is benign selfishness. 

On the other hand to also be for the 
other fellow sometimes that takes guts. 
Always that is America. 

Mr. President, to get to some of the 
specific aspects of this bill that I believe 
deserve close scrutiny, I refer to a speech 
I made in March of this year. It is every 
bit as valid today as it was then-even 
more so, because we are in the midst of 
a heated election. I do not think we want 
to see emotion tear apart the Constitu-
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tion of the United States and obliterate 
the opportunities that have been created 
in this country over the years by legisla
tion. 

In this election year what we are not 
going to do is to give away the Consti
tution of the United States. 

I realize that it is only on paper, only 
in a book; it does not come out of any
body's pocket; nobody is going to miss it, 
least of all, the young people who are in 
process of learning that their greatest 
wealth is that piece of paper. But are the 
adults of the United States, who have 
given away everything of value, going to 
give away this, too? Not as long as I stand 
on this ftoor. It is going to be just as good 
for my children as it was for me. It is go
ing to mean every bit the hope and op
portunity to my children as it meant to 
me, as it meant to my father and grand
father when he came here from Ger
many. 

I realize that it is much easier to pass 
off concepts than to dig in the pocket or 
to put the shoulder behind the wheel, 
because nobody understands concepts as 
well as money or effort. I think the bus
ing hysteria and the busing demagogu
ery that have gone on are an absolute 
and total disgrace, whether an election 
year or not. 

My own State of Connecticut is called 
the Constitution State. The Constitution 
of the United States was constructed in 
large measure of thought from its orig
inal fundamental orders. I am not going 
to support laws that say men are not 
created equal. That is what the bill be
fore us says. That is not the United 
States of America. 

I have said to my own State of Con
necticut, let us spend our time, not lead
ing a cheering section for those areas 
of the land that have said men are not 
created equal. Let us go ahead in our 
own State, while we have time and are 
not under mandatory pressures, to cor
rect any de facto situations that exist
and they do exist 1n Connecticut, as they 
exist throughout the Nation. This is 
proper work. 

I learned how the busing hysteria 
grabbed my own State. Back in March, 

, when I delivered this speech, we were 
going through the busing routine on the 
ftoor, and I walked up to constituent 
afiter constituent and asked, "How many 
children do you think we have being 
bused in the State of Connecticut under 
Federal court order?" They said thou
sands and thousands, in Bridgeport, 
Hartford, and New Haven. Thousands 
were being bused, they said. Mr. Presi
dent, we did not have one-not one single 
child-in the State of Connecticut. But 
thousands were being bused, they 
thought, because that was the hysteria 
of the times. 

Now, that is a great mood in which to 
make a national decision. Take a little 
piece of the Constitution and just 
cheapen it a little bit. Let me read what I 
said in March in discussing the busing 
legislation before us then: 

Our areas of disagreement are two-fold: 
( 1) constitutional 
(2) achieving equality of educational op

portunity for 2.5 billion dollars 
On October 21st, 1971, the President ad

dressed the nation over television, which 

address announced his nominations of Lewis 
Powell and William Rehnquist to the Su
preme Court. In the course of that speech, 
President Nixon stated: 

"Let me add a. final word tonight with re
gard to a. subject that is very close to my 
heart because of my legal background, and 
because of years of study of the American 
system of government. I have noted with 
great distress a growing tendency in the 
country to criticize the Supreme Court as an 
institution. Now, let us all recognize that 
every individual has a right to disagree with 
decisions of a court. But after those deci
sions are handed down, it is our obligation 
to obey the law, whether we like it or not; 
and it is our duty as citizens to respect the 
institution of the Supreme Court of the 
United States." 

I am continuing to quote from Presi
dent Nixon: 

We have had many historic, and even 
sometimes violent debates throughout our 
history about the role of the Supreme Court 
in our Government. But let us never forget 
that respect for the Court, as the final inter
preter of the law, is indispensable if Amer
ica is to remain a fi'ee society. 

Those words accurately describe my 
feelings as to role of the judiciary in our 
Government. To be true to those words 
means rejecting the judicial interfer
ence advocated in the Student Trans
portation Moratorium Act of 1972 and 
the Equal Educational Opportunities Act 
of 1972 which was the legislation that 
was before this body, much akin to the 
legislation we have before us today. I 
said: 

Why? Because when our founding fathers 
set up the rules for building a nation they 
gave each branch of government one swing 
at each pitch. 

Referring again to the Powell-Rehnquist 
speech of October 21st, the President stated 
that: 

"You will recall, I am sure, that during my 
campaign for the Presidency, I pledged to 
nominate to the Supreme Court individuals 
who shared my judicial philosophy, which 
is basically a conservative philosophy." 

To which I say "Amen" and "Hooray." 
This the President has had unprece

dented opportunity to do during his ftrst 
term in office, not only at the level of the 
Supreme Court but throughout the Fed
eral judicial system. Since January of 
1969 he has appointed four new justices 
to the Supreme Court and 161 justices 
to the lower Federal courts. These ftgures 
represent an almost one-third turnover 
in the space of 3 years. 

Certainly then, the ingredient of con
servatism has been added to the Fed
eral court system-a conservatism that 
most would agree was long overdue. But 
that was and is the President's swing at 
the pitch. 

Referring again to the speech of Octo
ber 21 which so magniftcently set forth 
the philosophy of the founders of this 
country, the President said, and I quote: 

By "judicial philosophy" I do not mean 
agreeing with the President on every issue. 
It would be a total repudiation of our con
stitutional system if Judges on the Supreme 
Court, or any other Federal court, for that 
matter, were like puppets on a string pulled 
by the President who appointed them. 

When I appointed Chief Justice Burger, I 
told him that from the day he was con
firmed by the Senate, he could expect that I 
would never talk to him about a. case that 
was •before the Court. 

May I suggest that because the talks 
to the judiciary are over television as in 
the cases of Lieutenant Calley and bus
ing, they are no less demeaning or sus
pect than if they were held 1 to 1 
behind closed doors. 

The function of Congress should not 
be to collaborate in such talks but to 
see to the business of legislative rather 
than judicial or executive solutions of 
America's problems. The courts, except 
as to number, type and the character of 
the men who sit on them, are not our 
business; America is. And that is the 
basic difference contained in the debate 
on this ftoor. 

I get back to my first comments. You 
do not think there is legislative busi
ness for us out there in America? There 
are hundreds and thousands of American 
children who are not educated like your 
children and mine, and do not even have 
a chance to be. That is something we 
can do something about. That is some
thing the senior Senator from New York 
has devoted a lifetime to, legislatively, to 
see that those kids get that kind of an 
education. 

Or the sick, the people, who cannot be 
treated in ·the hospital or get the care 
from doctors that you and I have. That 
is something for the legislative branch of 
Government to take up. 

Or the fact that Americans still can
not be trained for jobs, that cries for our 
legislative hand. 

I rthink the ·time has come for each 
American to believe that the Federal 
courts exist for him as much as for the 
other fellow. Certainly each of us, at one 
time or the other has felt left out because 
of a particular court decision. But the 
fact remains that the judiciary has 
played an important role in making this 
the Nation-that is us-it was dreamt to 
be. 

I think history shows that majorities 
have prospered in this country. But, it is 
what America has done for its minorities 
that gives meaning to the word "great
est." as in "the greatest nation on earth."• 

Majority and minority does not mean. 
white or black. J.it means the working 
man; it means the diseased; it means the 
elderly; it means the uneducated. 

It means the diseased. In all their 
forms, they have been minorities. Who· 
would know about the retarded, were it 
not for President Kennedy and his 
family? They were a minority until they 
had someone to stand up and speak for 
them. Or in the area of cancer; one of 
the most important achievements of this 
administration, of President Nixon, has 
been to have a program for conquering 
cancer as we conquered the moon. 

All of those were minorities. 
It means the elderly. Do Senators not 

think the elderly are a minority today, 
forgotten, in an age that honors looks, 
youth, and sex? They created the United 
States of America and they are forgot
ten. They are a minority. 

And it means the uneducated, whom 
I have referred to before, another mi
nority. All of these were--and some still 
are--minorities in a rights or compas
sion sense. And since ·politicians-that is 
us, here on this ftoor-Presidents and 
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Senators, are elected by majorities-ac
tually, that is a little strained; I got 
elected by only 42 percent in my State, 
since there were three candidates, but 
most are elected by majorities-logically 
the judiciary has drawn down the duty 
of being a voice for minorities. 

But I am going to say one thing, Mr. 
President: Majority or minority aside, 
one thing I do know is, when the day 
comes that it is my ox that is being 
gored, I hope to God there is a court 
system in this land whose concern is me 
and principle rather than the President 
and the tempers of the times. 

One comment in passing as to the con
stitutional amendment route. The rea
son I reject that as a way of handling 
the busing question has nothing to do 
with how long it would take, but has a 
great deal to do with its cheapening of 
the Constitution. The Constitution of the 
United States is a document for all gen
erations, not just the class of 1972. The 
last time we used it as a vehicle for 
handling a national craze, we invoked 
prohibition on January 16, 1920, only to 
repeal it on December 5, 1933. 

When we are confronted with knotty 
problems one way to handle them is to 
appoint a committee. In the Connecticut 
State Legislature, we used to form com
mittees in such cases to come back and 
give a report 2 years later. Now we are 
facing a new method. It is suggested that 
we try a little amending of the Constitu
tion here on the Senate floor. 

Mr. President, just what are we going 
to hand on to our children? The same 
thing we got, something better or some
thing valueless? Such in and out legislat
ing would eventually render the Consti
tution worthless. 

In closing my arguments against what 
I believe to be the unconstitutional as
pects of the two acts, I would like to 
address a few comments to my own 
State of Connecticut. 

I would like each parent who has a 
child that is being bused in Connecticut 
under a Federal court order to stand up. 
The fact is no such situations exist in 
our State. Whatever busing exists is 
strictly on a local, voluntary basis. 

We do have some litigation going on 
at the present time. 

Might I suggest to the people of Con
necticut that instead of giving gratuitous 
encouragement to efforts intended to 
slow down the breaking up of de jure 
segregation, that's separate but equal, 
. we utilize the time to take care of any 
de facto situations in our State so that 
neither Congress nor the courts will 
legislate a solution for a problem that 
if handled imaginatively now, can be 
handled voluntarily without busing. 

In conclusion, certainly insofar as a 
Connecticut resident is concerned, he is 
getting nothing for giving up some of 
his constitutional rights. Our history is 
that we sold wooden nutmegs, we did 
not buy them. 

Now to the question of the Equal Edu
cational Opportunities Act of 1972. My 
disagreement here lies not with the prin
ciple but with the substance of what has 
been proposed. 

The impression has been left with the 
people of my State that this is a new 

program with new funding to build new 
schools. In fact, what has been proposed 
is already an ongoing program. No new 
money has been recommended. And no 
new concepts such as linking schools and 
home together have been proposed. It is 
like having your Christmas gifts given 
back to you as birthday presents. 

I think it important to point to this 
shifting around of existing funds because 
so many people have written me giving 
as their reason for support of the Pres
ident's program their belief that the 
stated $2.5 billion makes them quits of 
what they recognize to be a valid na
tional obligation of supplying quality 
education for all children. Unfortunately, 
catch-up equality does not come that 
cheap. 

Let us get this point clear on this floor 
this afternoon: If anyone thinks that 
there is a positive alternative contained 
in this bill for money to create educa
tional opportunity, "it just ain't so." And 
if Senators want to know what it is go
ing to cost, never mind the $2.3 billion of 
reallocated funds. If the right and proper 
thing were to be done for America's dis
advantaged, it would cost us not $2.5 
billion but $12 billion per year. 

Now start making the choice as to 
whether or not you would like to go ahead 
and take on the obligation to positively 
create equality of educational opportu
nity rather than bus? I think it is some
thing we should take on. It is one of the 
main reasons why I cannot possibly vote 
for any sort of spending ceiling. This is 
the type of unfinished business-that de
serves funding. But certainly it is not in 
this bill. 

I base this figure on an estimated per 
pupil cost of $1,200 per year for a quality 
education. At the present time we are 
spending slightly over $900 per pupil. As 
there are 46 million children of elemen
tary and secondary school age, this would 
mean the spending of an additional $300 
per pupil or the spending of the afore
mentioned $12 billion. 

Let me also say this: This Senator does 
not believe you are going to achieve 
equality of educational opportunity with 
just $12 billion. I think we all recognize 
that housing is fully as much a part of 
the educational process as school build
ings. So if you really want the tab, add 
another $12 billion, and probably you are 
close to the solution. In other words, that 
would be $24 billion in housing and edu
cational facilities. Probably at that stage 
of the game we would have the answer 
to equality of educational opportunity. 
Now, who would like to go ahead and 
pay the $24 billion that would be re
quired to achieve the ostensible purposes 
of this act, or would you like to bus? 

What it all adds up to in this area is 
that honesty is the worst political policy. 
As clearly set forth in the Newsweek poll 
of February 25, 1972, Americans indi
cated their being equally opposed to bus
ing and to segregated schools. It then 
follows, if busing is going to be rejected, 
that we have the job as the President 
has indicated of providing equality of 
educational opportunity for all Ameri
cans. I just think the American people 
have a right to know what that provid
ing is going to cost and to be assured 

that it is going to do the job as ad
vertised. 

Having disagreed, I would like to state 
my alternatives to the President's pro
posals. I have a deep belief in the sanctity 
of our courts. Under no circumstance 
would I see that sanctity violated even 
in the smallest way for the shortest 
period of time. 

I am supporting other Senators in this 
effort; but if there was not one man to 
assist, I would still be standing here as 
long as I could. I am going to make sure 
that nobody tampers with the courts of 
this country-nobody. That is the issue. 

In years past, many availed them
selves of the right of unlimited debate 
on the Senate floor to slow the process of 
desegregation in this Nation. Should the 
occasion arise, I would hope my col
leagues would avail themselves of the 
same right to slow the reintroduction of 
the separate but equal philosophy into 
the enactments of this body. What I am 
saying is that for those who think we 
are going to get the hot busing issue over 
the election year hump by a little mora
torium on the courts, I suspect they are 
going to see the Senator from Connecti
cut and others still arguing the propriety 
of such a method right up to election 
day. And during that period of time the 
courts of the United States will continue 
to operate without Presidential or con
gressional back seat driving. 

As to assuring educational opportu
nity, perhaps by the time we come back 
into session next time, we ought to figure 
out a positive plan on behalf of Congress 
as to supplying the money for educatio~ 
and for housing that in fact will make 
that American educational dream come 
true. 

When I went back to my State of Con
necticut in March, I received a great deal 
of criticism for defending the courts. Is 
it not interesting that right after March 
1972, the same courts which we were 
going to stop because a lower court issued 
a rather far-ranging order which got 
everybody into a panic, reversed the 
lower court. How do you like that? 
Maybe my side ought to storm the courts 
now, since they seem to be on the wrong 
side of the issue. The problem is when we 
try to determine what right and wrong 
decisions are. 

That is the postscript to the debate of 
March 1972. At that time the courts 
were bad boys. I am sure that the pro
ponents of this bill would now say, "The 
last few decisions have been good deci
sions, so we do not want to do anything 
about those courts." 

What I am saying is that the judicial 
process must wend its own way with
out direction from the Senate, the House 
or the President. I do not know what 
the future will bring when my children's 
or my well-being would depend on a court 
decision. It is busing today. Tomorrow it 
may be my life or the lives of my chil
dren. Once you start the nibbling away 
•there is no end to it. It certainly is not 
a process in which the Senate should 
participate. 

It has been so long since we laid it 
on the line. We are pulling in our horns 
rather than fighting for the other man. 
This country is dead when we strain to 
stand. 
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There are always going to be knocks as 

long as we try. But is there a man in this 
Chamber who can say there still is not an 
enormous job to be done in the area of 
educational opportunity for aJ.l Ameri
cans? 

Why go slow now? There is no reason 
for it. It demeans the American dream. 
It demeans our purposes as legislators. I 
am fully aware as to the heat that those 
of us speaking now are going to get when 
we return home. But it seems to me, that 
for a change, the job of the U.S. Senate is 
to lead-leadership. R is great to be a 
Sen'SitoT. You get publicity, the pay is 
good, and the glory always present. Then 
come those crunchy times, and all of a 
sudden it is tough to be a U.S. SenaJtor. 
I think that is just the kind of time we 
are in right now. And I think I like that 
part of it just as much as I like the 
glory. Maybe if we act honorably we will 
find the two are synonomous. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WEICKER. I yield. 
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I have 

heard much of the Senator's speech, and 
I have been deeply moved, especially for 
his putting in perspective the national 
aspects of what we do and its effect on 
the future history of the country. 

We are here but for the time being, as 
trustees for our people, and inevitably 
others will take our place, and we are 
men upon whom the future depends, be
cause we construct the future and the 
present. I am deeply moved. 

The Senator is young. His freshness 
and vigor about life are relatively new 
to this Chamber, and it should be inspir
ing to every American to hear such fun
damental truths uttered in this particu
lar cause. The Senator is right that it is 
not just a cause; it is what the cause 
means in terms of the institutions we 
seek to preserve and safeguard-to wit, 
the third branch of our Government, the 
judiciary. 

The Senator, in practical terms, has 
even pointed out that, having made the 
judiciary much more conservative-al
legedly-than it was, we now seek to dis
mantle the very authority we have 
sought to protect. 

I thank the Senator for a very fine 
contribution. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, has 
the Senator from Connecticut completed 
his remarks? 

The PRESIDING OFICER. Does the 
Senator from Connecticut yield the 
:floor? 

Mr. WEICKER. I yield the :floor. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives by Mr. Hackney, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House insisted upon its amendment to 
the bill (S. 2280) to amend sections 101 
and 902 of the Federal Aviation Act of 
1958, as amended, to implement the Con
vention for the Suppression of Unlaw
ful Seizure of Aircraft and to amend title 
XI of such Act to authorize the Presi
dent to suspend air service to any for
eign nation which he determines is en-

couraging aircraft hijacking by acting 
in a manner inconsistent with the Con
vention for the Suppression of Unlaw
ful Seizure of Aircraft and to authorize 
the Secretary of Transportation to re
voke the oper"tting authority of foreign 
air carriers under certain circumstances, 
disagreed to by the Senate; agreed to 
the conference asked by the Senate on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
thereon, and that Mr. STAGGERS, Mr. JAR
MAN, Mr. DINGELL, Mr. HARVEY, and Mr. 
SKUBITz were appointed manb.gers on the 
part of the House at the conference. 

NOTICE TO SENATORS REGARDING 
CONSIDERATION OF NOMINATION 
OF GEN. CREIGHTON ABRAMS 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, as 

the Senate knows, I indicated, with the 
approval of the distinguished Republican 
leader, that any time after today the 
nomination of Gen. Creighton Abrams to 
be Chief of Staff of the U.S. Army will 
be brought up. 

I have talked with the distinguished 
chairman of the Committee on Armed 
Services, the Senator from Mississippi 
<Mr. STENNIS) and he indicated to me 
that his report is now ready, or will be 
shortly. On that basis, in view of the fact 
that several Members have indicated 
they would like to be notified ahead of 
time-which they have already been, but 
this is a double notification-it is the in
tention of the leadership, on tomorrow, 
if cloture is not invoked, to call up the 
Abrams nomination sometime between 
1 p.m. and 2 p.m. I would hope that that 
would meet with the approval of the 
Senate. This is just a means of notifying 
all concerned. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the 
distinguished majority leader yield? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 
Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator 

for giving this matter his attention. It 
is important. We will have a brief report 
on it for the membership. The record 
of the printed hearings is available. I 
think that we can get into debate on 
this matter and I hope that we will be 
able to move expeditiously and get the 
nomination before the Senate. Everyone 
will have a reasonable opportunity to 
make such remarks as they may wish. 

I thank the Senator from Montana for 
giving this notice. 

H.R. 640-UNANIMOUS-CONSENT 
AGREEMENT 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I am 
renewing the unanimous-consent request 
which was offered earlier but was with
drawn. 

At this time, I send to the desk the 
unanimous-consent agreement and ask 
that it be read and considered by the 
Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The unan
imous-consent request will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

Ordered, That, eft'ectlve when and 1! H.R. 
640 as reported with an amendment is con
sidered by the Senate, that debate on any 
amendment, motion, or appeal, except a mo
tion to lay on the table, shall be limited to 

1 hour, to be equally divided and controlled 
by the mover of any such amendment or 
motion and the manager of the bill: Pro
vided, That in the event the manager of the 
bill 1s in favor of any such amendment or 
motion, the time in opposition thereto shall 
be controlled by the minority leader or some 
Senator designated by him: Provided further, 
That no amendment that 1s not germane to 
the provisions of the said bill shall be re
ceived. 

Ordered further, That on the question of 
the final passage of the said bill debate shall 
be limited to 1 hour, to be equally divided 
and controlled, respectively, by the majority 
and minority leaders: Provided, That the 
said leaders, or either of them, may, from the 
time under their control on the passage of 
the said bill, allot additional time to any 
Senator during the consideration of any 
amendment, motion, or appeal. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes, indeed. 
Mr. JA VITS. Mr. President, this mat

ter was up for consideration before the 
Senate earlier today. There was some 
question about whether the bill as re
ported means as reported with an 
amendment. This does not breach it if 
the amendment is adopted. It does have 
a question as to the rule of germaneness. 
With respect to this question, the Sena
tor from Tennessee (Mr. BAKER) advises 
me that he is agreeable to this unani
mous consent request respecting the bill 
as reported which, as I understand it, 
includes the amendment. 

Mr. President, I therefore make a par
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator will state it. 

Mr. JA VITS. Mr. President, if this re
quest is consented to, may an amend
ment be made to the amendment in the 
bill, which deals with unemployment 
compensation? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mod
ification of the request has the effect 
of making the committee amendment in 
order and not subject to the rule of ger
maneness. Other amendments from the 
:floor would be subject to the limitation 
of germaneness. 

Mr. JA VITS. Would the germa1;1eness 
include germaneness with respect to the 
committee amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It would 
apply to anything in the bill, and that 
includes the committee amendment. 

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection to the unanimous consent re
quest? The Chair hears none, and it is 
so ordered. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, this 
is an "if and when" proposition. I think 
that has been clearly stated, I would also 
like to check once more with the distin
guished Senator from Louisiana <Mr. 
LoNG), chairman of the Finance Com
mittee, before this matter is finalized, at 
least in my opinion. I think he approves 
of it. He is absent from the Chamber at 
the moment. So, with that caveat and 
that understanding, the agreement has 
been made. However, if there is any ques
tion on the part of the distinguished 
Senator from Louisiana, that agreement 
would be vitiated. 

And I thank the distinguished Sena
tor from Minnesota. 
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A ''RETROACTIVE ITEM VETO"

THE NIXON ADMINISTRATION'S 
ATTACK ON THE SEPARATION OF 
POWERS 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I rise 

to discuss today the pending legislation, 
H.R. 13915; but prior to my discussion 
of this measure, I should like to make 
a comment in reference to the plan of 
the Nixon administration to seek a 
spending ceiling. I want the REcoRD 
to note that I intend to fight this 
effort on the part of the Nixon ad
ministration to impose what they call 
a spending ceiling, not because I believe 
in extravagant spending, but because I 
believe in the separation of powers-in 
the right of Congress to determine the 
tax and spending policy of this country 
and in the right of Congress to appro
priate funds for operating the programs 
of Government. 

Mr. President, I have become increas
ingly distw·bed over the Nixon adminis
tration's request for a spending ceiling. 
I have labeled this budget gimmick for 
what it really is--a coverup for Presi
dential fiscal mismanagement and an 
election year ploy. 

It is clear that the Nixon administra
tion wants this spending ceiling not to 
stop inflation but to turn around the time 
honored relationships between the legis
lative and executive branches of our 
Government. It is nothing more than a 
cynical power grab. The proof of this 
desire has been articulated by a high of
fi.cial of the Nixon administration-Or. 
Charls Walker, Under Secretary of the 
Treasury. 

Dr. Walker, in a private meeting of the 
executive committee of the American 
Bankers Association, told the bankers 
that the spending ceiling would amount 
to a "retroactive item veto." 

Mr. President, I am worried-! am 
worried about high administration of
ficials who have such little regard for the 
fundamental principles on which this 
Nation is based that they would toss away 
the doctrine of separation of powers. I 
am worried about an administration that 
continues to impound ten billions of ap
propriated money. And, I am worried 
about an administration that deliberately 
runs high spending deficits then attempts 
to fix the blame on Congress. 

I am opposed, and I will fight, the 
granting of a "retroactive item veto," an 
"item" veto, or a spending ceiling to the 
President of the United States. A ''retro
active item veto" would place unprec
edented power in the hands of the Presi
dent--power that would be effectively 
exercised not by the President, but by 
nameless, faceless appointees deep inside 
the executive bureaucracy. An ''item 
veto-spending ceiling" would alter the 
public responsiveness of public officials in 
this country. It is, in effect, the replace-
ment of the appropriations and authori
zation powers of the Congress by non
elected, career and political officials. 

Mr. President, I believe that the Under 
Secretary of the Treasury has all too 
clearly labeled exactly what the Presi
dent is seeking when he lobbys for a 
spending ceiling. He wants a "retroactive 

item veto." The Congress should be fore
warned, and the Nixon administration 
ought to stop playing politics with what 
is a potentially dangerous and constitu
tionally disruptive power grab. 

Mr. President, I want the RECORD to 
note that I will take whatever time is 
necessary to stop this power-grab. The 
other House is considering this meas
ure today. If the other body gives its 
vote of approval to a spending ceiling, 
such as was reported from the House 
Ways and Means Committee, then I 
would inform my colleagues that there 
will be a deliberate, persistent, long
term battle here on the Senate floor, 
in which I intend to participate very 
actively to prevent the Nixon adminis
tration from violating the funda
mental constitutional principles of this 
country-the separation of powers. 

We have given away far too much 
to the executive branch and the Office of 
Management and Budget, already. We 
have given the President and the execu
tive branch, not just this President, but 
the Office of the President, incredible 
power, almost unlimited power in the 
field of national security and foreign 
policy. 

And, domestically, the President is 
able, apparently, without any regard to 
Congress, to impound money that Con- ' 
gress has appropriated. 

I consider that to be an unconstitu
tional act. That is my judgment. But 
the President persists in it and none of 
us have been able to change the presi
dential policy. 

Therefore, I will not put the stamp of 
congressional approval by my vote, or 
by my word, upon what I consider to be 
another unconstitutional act of imposing 
a spending ceiling, which gives the Presi
dent nothing less than an item veto over 
the actions of Congress. It is unneces
sary. It is illegal. It is unconstitutional. 
It violates the principles of representa
tive government and the separation of 
powers. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that an article published in the 
New York Times, entitled "Nixon Aide 
Hails Plan to Curb Spending" be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the REcoRD, 
as follows: 
NIXON AmE HAn.S PLAN To CURB SPENDING 

(By Eileen Sha.nahan) 
WASHINGTON, Septemlber 2.-A rtop Ad

ministration offi.cia.l has privately disclosed 
that m.a.ny of the Democratic social welfare 
programs stai'ted in the nineteen-sixties 
would be cut back or eliminated 1f Congress 
enacts the ceiling on Federal spending that 
President Nixon has requested. 

The disclosure came from Charls E. 
Walker, Deputy Secretary of the Treasury, in 
remarks to a private meeting of the execu
tive committee of the American Bankers As
sociation. 

Mr. Walker also told the bankers that the 
spending ceiling would amount to a "retro
active item veto" for the President. He said 
that some other Administration officials, not
ably Caspar W. Weinberger, director of the 
omce of Management and Budget, objected 
to his use of that term, but that he felt it 
was :accurate. 

REFUSALS BY CONGRESS 
Congress has always refused to give the 

item veto power to the President because it 
feels that it woU[d impair the power of Con
gress to control spending. 

The item veto would permit the President 
to disapprove selected items in an appropria
tion blll. Such a blll generally covers spend
ing for one or more entire governmental de
pa.IItments and, at present, he must either 
approve or veto the entire bill. Many state 
Governors have the item veto power. 

Mr. Walker spoke to the hankers' group 10 
days a.go. Today, 1n a telephone interview 
from Graham, Tex., where he is spending 
the weekend, he confirmed the accuracy of 
the report of his remarks that was obtained 
from one of the men who attended the meet
ing. 

Mr. Walker said in his speech that his 
personal favorite c,andidate for elimination 
would lbe the Government's manpower train
ing p:rogra.ms. 

He said that they had cost the taxpayers 
aJbout $40-blllion since they began in 1961, 
were budgeted for $4-blllion this year, and 
had succeeded in reducing the unemploy
ment rate by less than one-hal! of 1 percent
age point, a figure that represents 400,000 
persons. 

FINDS RESULTS EXAGGERATED 
In the interview today, Mr. Walker said 

that he had singled out this program be
cause he had studied it in detail. He might 
give priority to a different program if he 
was equally well-informed about some
thing else, he said. 

Even the figure of one-half of 1 percentage 
point overstates the success of the man
power programs, Mr. Walker said, because 
it includes the persons who are actually in 
the training program at any given time. 

President Nixon has asked that a spend
ing ceiling of $250-blllion be enacted for the 
current fiscal year 1973, which began July 1. 
That is the amount the Administrwtion, as 
of the end of June, estimated would actually 
be spent this year. But Congress has already 
passed several bllls that would increase the 
figure , and more are pending. 

If Congress approves the spending ce111ng 
in the form requested by the President, it 
would turn over to him the authority to de
cide which programs should be cut to keep 
the Government within the ce111ng. Congress 
has always been reluctant to make such de
cisions itself once it has passed the appro
priations bills. 

ASSERTS PROGRAMS FAn. 
Mr. Walker told the bankers it was "a 

myth" that it was impossible to cut the 
budget because so large a part of it repre
sented uncontrollable expenditures, such as 
interest on the public debt or payment of 
Social security benefits. 

He said that he had found $45-billion 
worth of programs outside these uncontrol
lable areas and the defense program. 

He said that he believed the heads of the 
agencies that administered many of the pro
grams he would like to cut would "welcome 
the reductions." 

"They know the programs are not working, 
but they're on the statute books, so what 
can the department heads do?" he asked. 

He said there were programs in the hous
ing and health area that he also felt were 
ripe for cutbacks, in addition to the man
power training programs. 

Mr. Walker explained today that he felt 
it was urgent to get the Federal budget un
der control because "we could be back in 
demand-pull infiation in 12 to 18 months if 
we don't get the budget back in llne with 
the economy's ability to handle it." 

"We have to have this right now," he con
tinued. "We've got to go back and weed out 
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the deadwood in programs that may have 
had promise at the beginning but haven't 
worked." 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, are
cent editorial in the New York Times 
has concisely exposed the current Presi
dential shell game over the spending ceil
ing for what it really is-an admission of 
failure on part of the Nixon administra
tion to budget, to plan, and to control 
Federal spending. The Times editorial 
correctly notes that: 

If Congress grants the President this au
thority-the spending ceiling-it wlll sur
render its own fiscal responsibilities and in 
effect hand the President the right to make 
item vet oes totaling $7 blllion to $10 billion 
from education, manpower training, pollu
tion control and other social programs. 

I ask unanimous consent that the edi
torial be printed in the RECORD. 

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

PROCRUSTEAN BED 

The national budget forces a President 
to translate his political and social philoso
phy into hard arithmetic terms. Mr. Nixon 
took office four years ago as a budget balan
cer. But, following the recession of 1969-70 
which his policies helped to induce, Mr. 
Nixon announced that he had become a Key
nesian; he proceeded to pile up budget def
icits in excess of $80 billion in an effort to 
restore the economy to high employment 
before the 1972 election. 

Now that the election is almost here, and 
the economy is climbing upward, Mr. Nixon 
is shifting sharply to the right once again. 
He has asked Congress to give hlm the au
thority to cut any programs he wishes in 
order to hold Federal expenditures below a 
$250 billion ceiling. In a radio address this 
past weekend, Mr. Nixon said that imposition 
of that ceiling would provide "absolute in
surance" against a tax increase next year. If 
Congress grants the President this authority, 
it will surrender its own fiscal responsibilities 
and in effect hand the President the right to 
make item vetoes totaling $7 billion to $10 
billion from education, health, manpower 
training, pollution control and other social 
programs. 

Beyond 1973, it is still impossible to discern 
Mr. Nixon's plans for national expenditures 
and taxation except in the most general 
terms. Earlier, the President promised 
through aides that there would be no tax in
creases if he were elected for a second term. 
He has now fuzzed and politicized this com
mitment by saying that he would "not make 
any promises in this campaign that would re
quire a tax increase now or in the future ." 
He thus implies that any responsib111ty for 
future tax increases would be "Congres- • 
sional" not "Presidential." 

The greatest reason to be concerned about 
Mr. Nixon 's recent budget and t ax state
ments is not because he may be playing 
"fiscal responsibility" politics before the elec
tion but because he may intend to do pre
cisely what he says. The fact is that the 
Federal budget is currently running a deep 
deficit of nearly $35 billion; even if the econ
omy should climb back to full employment, 
intensifying inflationary pressures, the 
budget would still be substantially out of 
balance. 

Taxes have been overcut during Mr. Nixon's 
first term. The nation cannot keep inflation 
in check and meet its social needs without 
some combination of higher taxes and re
duced military expenditures. But Mr. Nixon 
is determined not to give ground on either 
front. His military planning and commit
ments now threaten to lift defense expendi
tures above $100 billion by 1975. And he has 

dug himself in deeper against any significant 
tax increases, apparently unwilling to reverse 
the "trickle down" tax cuts that he extended 
to business as a means of stimulating the 
economy in 1971-72. · 

To suggest that the nation can somehow 
benefit from neglecting its congested urban 
transportation systems, poor health condi
tions, inadequate public schools, under
trained and underemployed work force and 
other social problems is to impose a cruel 
deception upon the public. 

Senator McGovern may not have provided 
the precisely correct designs for dealing with 
all of these problems, but he has at least 
faced up to the real issues by proposing that 
the milltary budget be trimmed to levels that 
would still provide a strong national defense 
and that additional revenues be raised by 
imposing a fairer share of national burdens 
on the returns to capital of business corpo
rations and wealthy individuals. 

A national policy of no tax increases, such 
as Mr. Nixon is proposing, would mean that 
the rich must get richer year by -year even if 
social programs are lopped off to fit into a 
procrustean bed whose length would be de
termined by the nation's shrinking tax base 
and its swelling defense outlays. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the 
fact is that during the Nixon years, the 
budget deficits have reached new propor
tions-over $90 billion. Deficits have to 
be paid-both through interest and 
through a sickness in the economy that 
haunts the average working family. But, 
to blame the Congress of the United 
States for being big spenders is to ignore 
the Nixon administration's own eco
nomic record. 

We have had deficits precisely be
cause the Nixon administration in 1969 
began a deliberate slowdown in the econ
omy-that means less production, less 
tax revenues, more borrowing. 

We have had revenue shortfalls be
cause the Nixon administration has 
granted big business, and the wealthy 
few, tax breaks, such as the Domestic 
International Sales Corp. and the ADR 
system, amounting to billions of dollars 
in lost tax dollars the Treasury will never 
see. 

We have presidential additions to the 
budget request to the tune of $4.4 bil
lion for military activities, and a recent 
extra $2.8 million for bombing in Viet
nam. And, at the same time, there are 
presidential vetoes in health, education, 
public works, hospital construction, rail
road retirement, and child care. 

Now the President wants to make up 
for his own ineptness by blaming the 
Congress for his rather unfortunate, off
the-cuff no-tax promise by saying in ef
fect that a tax increase will come, but 
it will be a congressional tax increase, 
not a presidential tax increase. 

The fact is that the President of the 
United States got a little overheated in 
the politic:::tl zone not long ago, and it 
seemed to be the right thing for him to 
say at the moment. And he came whirl
ing out with this pledge of a no-tax in
crease. 

Obviously when he got back to the 
White House after one of these tours, he 
was told by the experts, and I can just 
hear the words: "Mr. President, you 
have overcommitted yourself. You have 
got to be careful. You may have to have 
a tax increase." 

So the politicos got together, the politi-

cal medicine men got together, and 
mixed up a concoction that they called a 
spending ceiling. It is a new form of 
constitutional elixir, and they started 
pouring it out. And they are saying that 
the public will have to take this because 
Congress has been on a spending spree 
that has wrecked the President's budget 
and promoted infiation and gone far be
yond what this "fiscally responsible" 
President wanted. 

We all know that is a lot of hogwash. 
The President wants to make up for his 
own ineptness, as I said, by blaming 
Congress. 

I say that this kind of wordsmithing is 
the worst kind of political fakery. Rather 
than be the strong leader who stands 
forth and truly fights for what he be
lieves, the President would search for 
scapegoats, search for excuses, search for 
explanations. 

I trust that the President has been 
paying attention to the bookkeeping. I 
trust that he has a basic knowledge at 
least of arithmetic. He knows, the Senate 
knows, and the country needs to know 
that the Congress of the United States 
has reduced the Presidential budgets 
every year, and not only for this Presi
dent, but also for Presidents prior to 
President Nixon. Yet the President is 
trying to put the so-called fiscal monkey 
on our backs. 

May I say that if there is going to be 
any political zoo carried around the 
country, it will be by the President him
self, because he presented the budget. 
And apparently, it is his budget that is 
running far beyond what he thinks it 
should be. The Congress has reduced the 
budget. I think what the President is 
angry and concerned about is that we 
have made reductions where we wanted 
to and have made increases where we 
needed to. We have cut the military 
budget and increased the budget for 
health, education, and pollution control 
apparentlty, the President does not agree 
with this shift of priorities by the Con
gress. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Minnesota yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
Mr. HART. Mr. President, the Senator 

from Minnesota has a record of public 
service and a skill with words which 
combines to assure that what he has 
just said is widely known across the 
country. However, I have the feeling that 
it is not widely understood in the Senate 
itself. 

Everything the Senator from Min
nesota says is true. It is one of those 
things that has objective existence. We 
can go to the books and look at the 
figures, and we know that the President 
asked for x billions of dollars and that 
we reduced it to x billions of dollars 
minus several billions of dollars. It is a 
truth that is in objective existence. Had 
we been rubberstamping the President, 
the overspending of his budget would 
have been enormously greater. Notwith
standing the fact that there are truths 
and that a man as eloquent as the Sen
ator from Minnesota has raised his voice 
frequently to make it dear to the coun
try that these are the facts, by and large 
the country just does not believe or un-
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derstand it. And I repeat that I have a 
terrible feeling that some in this Cham
ber do not understand it, because I hear 
the suggestion made that we are the fel
lows who bundle up the money and 
throw it out the window. 

I look up at the gallery, and there 
is one correspondent here. How can we 
make it clear? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I will tell the Sen
ator how we can make it clear. I am going 
to lay it on the line. If we were here on 
some bill to help the poor and the needy 
and as a result it saved millions of dol
lars for the poor, the needy, and the sick, 
the story that would go out would say, 
"Congress increases President's budget 
umpteen billion dollars." 

I want to challenge the empty seats 
up there in the Press Gallery. The press 
of this country, the media of this coun
try has a responsibility for objective re
porting. It is not good enough to say, 
"Well, it is not interesting." Who knows 
if it is interesting? What is uninterest
ing to one person is interesting to an
other person. 

I want it understood, if in no other 
place than the RECORD, that the Presi
dent has sent budgets over here every 
year that have been reduced by this Con
gress. This Congress has been prudent; 
this Congress has saved taxpayers bil
lions of dollars. And Mr. Nixon is trying 
to tell us we have been on a spending jag. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. In the past 20 years, 

to my knowledge, every Congress has re
duced every presidential request, and 
just last week this Congress, this Senate 
specifically reduced the Defense appro
priation budget by about $4.8 or $4.9 bil
lion. The next day it reduced the presi
dential budget request for military con
struction by $300 million. So the net re
sult was a saving on the basis of appro
priation bills, passed by the Senate in the 
last 10 days, of $5.3 billion. 

Every year we cut the President's re
quest; every year. But, of course, the 
Senator from Minnesota and the Senator 
from Michigan ought to know that Con
gress is a sitting duck, a pigeon, easy to 
criticize. We have to expect it. 

I would not worry about the press not 
being up there because the record has to 
speak for itself. As long as it is in the 
record we can go home to our States and 
tell the public the truth. People believe 
us. That is all that counts. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
Mr. HART. I must speak briefly to 

make a comment. I made a misstatement 
of fact that I want to correct. 

When I looked at the empty seats up 
there I did see two people, and one I 
knew to be a member of the Senate staff, 
not a press man. I was wrong. I made the 
suggestion nobody was listening. Both 
occupants of the seats happen to be 
members of the Senate staff; they were 
not members of the press media. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator and I 
are subject to censure, either direct or 
indirect; I think it has been indirect. I 
think the media of this country, the elec-

tronic and the printed media, owe it to 
the country to say that Mr. Nixon has a 
bill before us that is a fake; namely, the 
so-called spending ceiling, because no 
one has been violating any spending 
ceiling. 

The President sends a budget here. 
That is his ceiling. No one has bumped 
his head on it, much less hit the ceiling. 
If there is any fiscal irresponsibility it is 
not because of this Congress. I intend 
to make a fight of it. I do not intend to 
let the power of the Congress and this 
body be eroded any more than it is. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I assume the Sena
tor is referring to the administration re
quest to set a ceiling on budget expen
ditures or budget requests, whichever 
way you look at it, of $250 billion. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. If Congress is fool

ish enough to fall for something like 
that, then I think Congress might just as 
well abolish itself. All we would be doing 
would be to give additional power to the 
President, and this would apply to any 
President on the same basis that we have 
been doing it since the early Roosevelt 
years. All we are doing is compounding 
our weaknesses and doing away with 
constitutional equality which is supposed 
to exist and should exist between the 
legislative branch and the executive 
branch. If this is ever done we will have 
no one to blame but ourselves, as we have 
no one to 'blame but ourselves for Senate 
dilution and diminution of power which 
we have handed over voluntarily to the 
executive branch since the early days of 
the Roosevelt administration. 

If this ever becomes a law the next 
best thing to do would be to abolish Con
gress entirely because all the power 
would be down there and we would be 
contravening the constitutional power of 
appropriation which is the strongest 
weapon this Government has, and which 
the Constitution provides rests in the 
hands of Congress and specifically in the 
hands of the House. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I ex
press again my thanks for the cogent and 
forceful comment and remarks of the dis
tinguished majority leader. 

Mr. President, I mentioned a moment 
ago the importance of Congress preserv
ing its power. I also think the courts 
must preserve their power. I believe in a 
system of the balance of powers, checks 
and balances, and I believe in the sepa
ration of powers. 

EQUAL EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNI
TIES ACT, 1972 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I see 
in this bill before us, H.R. 13915, the so
called equal educational opportunities 
bill a violation of constitutional principle. 

Mr. President, I have seen many hun
dreds of bills considered here in this 
Chamber during my years in the Senate, 
but today we are presented with some
thing that is unique. 

Today we are discussing H.R. 13915, a 
bill which surely represents the epitome 
of the sleight of hand arts of public re
lations, public manipulation, and public 
deception. 

For today we are considering a bill 
which the public believes will do one 
thing-stop school busing-when it will 
actually do quite a few other things, such 
as repealing the 14th amendment, under
mining the Constitution, upsetting the 
balance of power between our three 
branches of Government, diminishing the 
independence of our courts, and eroding 
public respect for law and order. 

As I said, the bill's sponsors have been 
telling America that the bill will bring 
a stop to schoolbusing. I find that just 
slightly misleading, since the fact is that 
less than 3 percent of all those young
sters who ride schoolbuses are riding 
them due to court-ordered desegregation. 

In other words, if all busing for deseg
regation were stopped today, 97 percent 
of all students who ride buses would still 
be riding them tomorrow. 

So what we are talking about here 
really is not busing after all-since it is 
quite obvious from that one fact that 
most students are riding buses because 
their parents want them to, or because 
it gives quality education. 

What we are really talking about is not 
buses, but desegregation. 

What we are really talking about is 
not buses, but the right of every single 
American child to an equal educational 
opportunity-a right firmly planted in 
our Constitution, in the Bill of Rights, in 
our laws, and in the interpretation of our 
laws by our courts. 

But this bill would reject all that. It 
would tell all those millions of law-abid
ing Americans who helped in the peaceful 
desegregation of their communities that 
their work, their caring, their courage, 
their obedience to the law was not really 
worth the effort and the sacrifice. 

It would tell them that if you're clever 
enough, you can resist the law until the 
smart ones find a way to make an end
run around the Constitution. 

H.R. 13915 contains, among other fea
tures, a provision known as the ''reopener 
clause." This clause-section 406-means 
that all the hundreds and hundreds of 
desegregation cases already settled, in 
countless communities where desegrega
tion has long since become a peaceful 
and progressive fact of life, can be re
opened. 

It is an invitation to further difficulty 
and strife. 

It means that all the bitterness, all the 
• strife, all the agony, all the needless suf
fering and community division can be 
pried open again, like an ugly boil that 
had supposedly healed. 

That impresses me as a very odd way 
to bring us together. And many oi these 
hundreds of cases that would be reopened 
under this blanket clause do not even 
involve busing. So I think we all under
stand what we are really talking about 
here. 

And I do not think that patriotic 
Americans can, or should, or want to pay 
the price for the harm embodied in this 
blll. 

This bill, in my judgment, makes a 
mockery of law and order. It is such a 
serious affront to our Constitution. Some 
500 of our Nation's most distinguished 
constitutional experts-law school deans, 
law professors and lawyers-from all 
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over the country, have sent to the Senate 
a statement expressing their grave res
ervations about the constitutionality of 
this bill. 

They do not understand how U.S. Sen
ators--who have sworn an oath to up
hold the Constitution--can support leg
islation which would place limits on the 
ability of our courts to ful:fill their con
stitutional function of providing the nec
essary remedy .for a denial of a constitu
tional right. 

Yet that is exactly what this bill would 
do. For by virtually eliminating busing 
as one tool-and I underscore the words 
"one tool"-for the desegregation of 
school found to be illegally operating on 
a segregated basis, the bill deprives the 
courts of one vital tool-a tool which in 
some cases happens to be the only effec
tive remedy to the denial of equal oppor
tunity. 

It is true that Congress has in the past 
enacted legislation to limit the remedies 
Federal courts may give in certain cases. 
But never like this. Always in the past, 
Congress has made certain that other 
effective remedies were available. 

Congress does not have the power to 
eliminate a constitutional right. What 
we see here today is an effort to usurp 
that power, to abridge cynically and in
directly citizens' guaranteed rights, by 
denying the only effective remedy to 
their violation. 

Our Nation's constitutional experts are 
further disturbed by the fact that H.R. 
13915 will prevent our courts and local 
school authorities from implementing 
the constitutional requirements estab
lished by more than 18 years of Supreme 
Court rulings under Chief Justice Earl 
Warren and Warren E. Burger. Last 
year's Swann decision unequivocally 
stated that bus transportation is one 
important means of effecting desegrega
tion. 

So what we have here is a clear 
threat-actually a challenge-to the in
tegrity and independence of our judicial 
system. 

To add still more to the damage, we 
have in this bill the clear promise of a 
clash-a totally unnecessary clash-be
tween the legislative and judicial 
branches. We have already seen enough 
harm done to our Nation in recent times 
through the usurpation of congressional 
powers by the executive branch. We 
should be the last ones to multiply this 
damaging distortion of the balance of 
powers by joining with the executive 
branch in subverting the powers of the 
courts. 

Furthermore, it has been clearly estab
lished through an unbroken series of 
findings dating all the way back to 1803, 
in the famous case of Marbury against 
Madison, that the principle of separa
tion of powers precludes Congress from 
limiting the authority of the courts in 
interpreting the Constitution and effec
tuating constitutional rights. 

As a final dimension to the incredible 
affront to our Constitution posed by this 
bill, we see its sponsors trying to justify 
it on the basis of section 5 of the 14th 
amendment, which authorizes Congress 
to enforce that amendment by appro
priate legislation. 

What a marvelous irony. What an 
irony that today, in 1972, some of those 
who argue that section 5 gives Congress 
the power to enact legislation, are the 
very same people who told us in 1964 
and 1965 that there was no authority 
under that section to enact the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964 or the Voting Rights 
Act of 1965. 

I well remember those arguments, hav
ing participated many weeks in those de
bates. 

I know our Constitution is a living 
document whose interpretation is sub
ject to the shifting courses of time and 
events, but I do think this is stretching 
the privilege a bit thin. 

But beyond that, let us take a good, 
hard look at what section 5 really does 
say: Section 5 of the 14th amendment 
gives Congress no power to reduce the 
14th amendment's assurance of equal 
protection. Indeed-and I am certain my 
friends who are backing this bill know 
this perfectly well-the Equal Protection 
Clause of the 14th amendment was de
signed specifically and unquestionably 
to expand and extend constitutional pro
tection to those who had previously been 
denied such rights. 

In other words, the 14th amendment, 
with section 5, has as its purpose to en
force the equal protection of the laws, 
not to reduce that protection. Congress 
may not thwart this purpose of extend
ing the constitutional protection to those 
who have been denied their rights. 

Yet that is exactly what this bill seeks 
to do. 

So I would like to make a challenge 
of my own to those who would, through 
H.R. 13915, challenge some of the most 
deeply rooted principles on which our 
great country was founded and has pros
pered for nearly two centuries. 

I challenge them-if they really mean 
tt when they talk about strict construc
tion of the Constitution-and we have 
heard more than a little about that these 
past few years-! challenge them to 
prove they mean what they say. I chal
lenge them to prove they are men of 
their word. If they are, they have no 
choice but to reject this destructive leg
islation which, far from reflecting strict 
construction, can only be said to embody 
irresponsible destruction. 

Section 5 of the 14th amendment is a 
section to enforce the constitutional 
rights, to protect those constitutional 
rights, not to limit them. 

This bill's meat-ax assault on our Con
stitution, our laws, and our courts is 
reason enough to reject it out of hand. 
Indeed, it is more than reason enough: 
it leaves us no choice. It makes rejection 
mandatory, if we are to fulfill our most 
compelling obligations as lawmakers. 

And note that that is just exactly what 
was done by my Republican colleague 
from Minnesota, Congressman ALBERT 
QuiE, when this bill was voted on in the 
House of Representatives last August. 

The Congressman, as a loyal supporter 
of this administration, labored day after 
day for many long weeks to shepherd 
this bill through a difficult course to the 
floor of the House. But he was so dis
tressed by the content of this bill by the 
time it was amended to what we see on 

our desks here today, that he unhesi
tatingly set aside all those weeks of work 
and dedication and said, No, he could 
not in good conscience support this bill, 
as it was amended in the House. 

No, he would not put his loyalty to 
his party above the Constitution. 

He knew, as we all know, that this bill 
was ~n attack on the C.onstitution, and 
he did what we all know we should do. 
He rejected it. 

But even beyond the bill's dubious con
stitutionality-although it should not be 
necessary to go further-there are other 
reasons for rejecting this bill. I will not 
recite them all at this time, but I would 
like to call attention to just a few. 

All of us know that probably the great
est single obstacle to the unity that could 
energize an era of our national progress
in fact probably the greatest obstacl~ 
has been, and continues to be, racial prej
udice. 

If I am proud of anything I have ac
complished in my lifetime, I am proud of 
the things I have done to realize our 
national promise of equal opportunity 
and equal protection under the law for 
every American. 

I recognized this need when I began 
my career in public life, and I have fought 
for it ever since, and I do not intend to 
tum back now. We still have a long way 
to go, but we have made many great 
strides since then. 

One of the most important steps for
ward was the Civil Rights Act of 1964. I 
was privileged to be the floor manager of 
that bill. I believe it added a new dimen
sion of freedom for all Americans. I find 
myself truly puzzled and distressed today 
as to why anyone would want to erase 
those precious gains for human rights. 

Yet that is the real meaning of H.R. 
13915. There is no room for rationalizing 
no "compromise" to make; no "taking 
the good with the bad," because there is 
no goodness in this bill. Its only effect 
will be to cheat minority children one 
more time, to tell their parents--who 
have suffered enough and been denied 
their own chanc~that some lawmakers 
are still not ready to open the door, that 
still another and then another genera
tion of little children are going to grow 
up on the outside looking in. 

I think most especially about two 
titles in that Civil Rights Act of 1964; 
title 4, which permitted the Attorney 
General to bring school desegregation 
lawsuits, and title 6, which helped de
segregation because it made Federal 
financial assistance contingent upon the 
absence of racial discrimination. 

I think about all that those two titles 
have already meant to making America 
a better place for all of us to liv.e-and 
I wonder, and I truly cannot understand, 
why anyone would want to undo such 
a step forward. 

Yet that is in my judgment exactly 
what H.R. 13915 is designed to do and 

, would do. 
Ironically, of course, it is a completely 

phony bill, a bonafide fraud. It cheats 
even those it purports to help. It does it 
by saying busing will be limited to the 
school closest or next closest to home. 

That means that those whites who live 
nearest the central-city ghettos, and 
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who may be among those objecting to 
busing, are the very ones whose children 
will be bused, while those who have 
enough money to live in more expensive 
homes farther out, will not be touched. 

So the bill is not just antiblack, which 
is its subtly advertised promise. It is 
antipoor, antiworking class, black and 
white alike. 

Mr. President, some weeks back, in 
speaking to the Senate on March 1 of this 
year, I outlined what I believed were some 
of the dimensions of quality education, 
irtcluding the equal participation in edu
cational excellence that should be en
shrined as the constitutional law of the 
land. I said then that no proposed con
stitutional amendment that deals with 
anything less than this fundamental issue 
or that is any less permanent in its ap
plication can be acceptable to the Am.eri
canpeople. 

This was at the time that we were 
talking about the possibility, here, of a 
constitutional amendment to prohibit 
busing. 

I went on to point out: 
No proposed constitutional amendment 

that deals with anything less than this fun
damental issue, or that is any less perma
nent in its application, can be acceptable to 
the American people. And it should be clear
ly recognized that any proposed constitu
tional amendment that speaks of "freedom of 
choice," or that inveighs against required at
tendance at a school on the basis of race, 
is divorced from the reality of existing Fed
eral law specifically prohibiting enforced 
school segregation, and employs language re
peatedly proposed over recent years precisely 
to maintain this segregation. 

Nor ought any statute be enacted by Con
gress that retreats from the proposition that 
all men are created equal and should have 
the fullest opportunity to enjoy a meaning
ful life in freedom, or that undermines our 
commitment to a united nation where justice 
is established and the general welfare pro
moted. 

What we must establish now is a firm Fed
eral policy of full support for State and local 
efforts to provide a quality education for 
all children. Local authorities have the first
hand knowledge and responsibillty to take the 
initiative to achieve this goal. 

Then I went on to talk about the whole 
subject of school transportation, point
ing out that busing provides a partial 
answer to this critical need of quality 
education, and that the Supreme Court 
has never asked that there be busing 
entirely for the purpose of racial balance, 
but rather for quality education. 

I pointed out in that address of March 
1 in the Senate a series of steps that can 
be taken, including the use of busing 
wherever it is needed and desirable, to 
upgrade the quality of education for our 
youngsters. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that my remarks of March 1 be 
printed in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the remarks 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 

as follows: 
ScHOOLBUSING AND QUALITY EDUCATION 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I believe it 

is profoundly wrong to children and con
cerned parents across America to twist com
plex and serious problems of education in ~ur 
Nation into slogans and emotional appeals 
offering the deception of simple answers to 
the difficult auestion of schoolbusing. The 

people of America expect their elected lead
ers and representatives to, in fact, demon
strate tlle conscience and hard thinking de
manded of leadership in addressing these 
vital issues, rather than pander to public 
opinion of the moment. 

The real concern of our people is that all 
of our children be guaranteed the oppor
tunity to obtain a quality education. School 
busing, where properly intended to provide 
this opportunity to millions of children who 
have suffered under racial and economic 
segregation, addresses this concern only in 
part. For other mlllions of children, this op
portunity has been increasingly threatened 
by tightening school budgets in countless 
communities where traditional revenue col
lection measures have reached the saturation 
point in the face of rising public service 
costs. 

The provision of the best possible edu
cation for all our children constitutes an 
absolutely essential national resource. It 
is for the proteC'tion and strengthening 
of this national resource that the people 
of America are now calling the President 
and Congress to account. 

I Wish to undertake this accounting now; 
first, by clarifying the problem of school
busing to identify the real issues at stake 
in the Federal Government's response; and 
second, by proposing a legislative program 
of action by this Congress to provide crit
ical Federal! financial relief and incentives 
to our States and communities endeavoring 
to define and establish equal opportunity to 
quality education for all our children. 

THE PURPOSE OF SCHOOLBUSING 

The goal of assuring for all of our children 
equal access to a quality education is not 
advanced by moving children from better 
schools to poorer ones. Nor is it advanced, 
as the Supreme Court has recently held, 
when travel to school risks the health of 
children or adversely affects or infringes upon 
their education. No child, black or white, 
should be set adrift in an unstable school 
situation. No parent, no educator, no respon
sible government official sees any merit to 
so-called massive busing to achieve an 
arbitrary racial balance based on a mathe
matical formula. It does not help the child. 
It cannot bring about quaH.ty education. 
It has been divisive, compounding rather 
than helping to solve our racial problems. 

The issue of schoolbusing is currently 
focused on the widely publicized lower 
court decision affecting the organization of 
the school districts of Richmond, Va., and 
neighboring Henrico and Chesterfield Coun
ties. The decision having been appealed, 
any comment by a governmental representa
tive or official would be premature. But this 
case does point to one basic need, that school 
systems throughout the land must develop 
viable programs that wlll enable the chil
dren of the inner cities to share in the 
educational and cultural life which should 
be open to all Americans. The schoolbusing 
issue must cease to be the symbol of a 
Nation's failure to provide quality educa
tion for all its children. 

It is wrong to foster public confusion 
by equating the critical need for better 
schools for all our children with a demand 
for a fixed or arbitrary racial balance in 
our schools, which is a totally incorrect 
interpretation of Federal statutes protecting 
our civil rights. The Civll Rights Act of 1964, 
to correct a pervasive violation of the 14th 
amendment to the Constitution guarantee
Ing the equal protection of the laws, called 
for an end to State action enforcing the 
segregation of children in separate schools 
on the basis of their race-a segregation, let 
it be clearly noted, that itself had required 
extensive school busing. This governmentally 
dictated isolation of hundreds of thousands 
of chlldren was found to violate their most 
basic right of equal opportunity, denying 

their common human dignity, and crippling 
their educational and emotional develop
ment. 

Despite dramatic accomplishments in the 
subsequent desegregation of our schools, over 
half of our black chlldren, comprising 15 per
cent of public school enrollment, are in 
schools with a minority group concentration 
from 80 percent to 100 percent of total en
rollment. Of the 2 m11lion Spanish surnamed 
pupils in the public schools of the United 
States, about 70 percent attend schools in a 
five-state southwest region, with the major
ity of these students being Mexican-Ameri
can. About 30 percent of these children are 
concentrated or isolated in schools in pre
dominantly Mexican-American districts in 
this region. 

What is demanded today at the national 
level is an honest policy on school desegrega
tion that moves forthrightly against any at
tempt at official discrimination. It is this 
government denial of the equal protection 
of the laws, whether sanctioned or intended, 
that is prohibited by Federal law. And it is 
the enforcement of the specific prohibitions 
of this law that should be neither avoided 
nor exceeded by the executive branch of the 
Federal Government. 

But what is also required of the present 
administration now is the clear recognition 
that the central issue is not busing. The issue 
before the American people is the need of 
all children to have an equal chance to get 
the best possible education. No parent, white 
or black, wants his or her child to attend a 
school with inferior educational standards. 
What the chlldren of the urban ghetto and 
the poverty-stricken rural county require, if 
they are to have an equal opportunity to ob
tain the best education available, is a major 
investment by America to redress the seri
ous imbalance in educational resources with 
which they have been too long confronted. 

No child should be condemned to an in
ferior education by the circumstance of resi
dence, family income level, or race. No child's 
learning and emotional development should 
be stunted by a pervasive and constant ex
perience of poor school facillties, obsolete 
textbooks, sharply limited learning opportu
nities, or of hunger and malnutrition, and 
an unsafe and deteriorating neighborhood 
where he knows only fC'ar, host111ty, racial 
bitterness, and deprivation. 

Honesty demands our recognition that 
such conditions can permanently cripple 
a child, can effectively deny him the oppor
tunity in later life to obtain a good job, 
and can mean that a potential productive 
member of American society becomes, in
stead, a burden upon society. 

Every chlld should have the right to a 
stable local school situation where the learn
ing process is stimulating, comprehensive, 
guided by the most up-to-date knowledge 
and educational psychology, and assures that 
his or her specific interests, abllities, and 
needs receive careful and continuing at
tention. 

It is this right to equal participation in 
educational excellence that should be en
shrined as a constitutional law of the land, 
for it is a prime foundation for establishing 
the equal opportunity of every American to 
make the most of his life and to contribute 
his sktlls and abllities to make a better 
society for all. And it should be a permanent 
right that simultaneously advances our Na
tion 'toward the full realization of the ideals 
under which the United States of America 
was originally constituted. 

No proposed constitutional amendment 
that deals with anything less than this fun
damental issue, or that is any less permanent 
in its application, can be acceptable to the 
American people. And it should be clearly 
recognized that any proposed constitutional 
amendment that speaks of "freedom of 
choice," or that inveighs against required at-
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tendance at a school on the basis of race, is 
divorced from the reality of existing Federal 
law specifically prohibiting enforced school 
segregation, and employs language repeatedly 
proposed over recent years precisely to main
tain this segregation. 

Nor ought any statute be enacted by Con
gress that retreats from the proposition that 
all men are created equal and should have 
the fullest opportunity to enjoy a meaning
ful life in freedom, or that undermines our 
commitment to a united nation where jus
t ice is established and the general welfare 
promoted. 

What we must establish now is a firm Fed
eral policy of full support for State and local 
efforts to provide a quality education for all 
children. Local authorities have the first
hand knowledge and responsibility to take 
the initiative to achieve this goal. But they 
have a special capability and duty to launch 
innovative and comprehensive measures to 
assist children attending schools in areas 
of economic and social deprivation. This can 
and should include the busing of children 
from a deprived area into a better learning 
environment--not a so-called massive busing 
which defeats this very purpose, but a care
fully implemented plan that assures that all 
children affected will enjoy constructive ed
ucational benefits, including that vital sense 
of continuing involvement in the total life 
of the school they are attending. 

The question of school transportation 
should be decided at the local level. And 
this decision can only be justified where 
it will advance the quality of education 
and the equality of educational opportu
nity for those children bused. But busing 
should be viewed as only one method by 
which children can ·be released from the iso
lation of racial segregation and poverty to 
share in the educational opportunities tha.t 
are essential for them to realize their true 
potential. 

Busing provides only a temporary and par
tial answer to this critical need. Wherever 
possible, we should make full use of other 
methods to overcome the educational dis
abllities borne by children isolated in the 
urban and rural ghettos of poverty in Amer
ica. These can include carefully planned 
school district rezoning and new school con
struction to benefit all children in the local 
area, as well as the selective assignment of 
children !rom poor schools to respective 
classes in surrounding schools offering a bet
ter learning environment. 

But the central emphasis must be placed 
on ending the disparities that deny hun
dreds of thousands of schoolchildren an 
equal cha.nce to Obtain the best possi:ble edu
cation. To compensate for generations of 
neglect, we must provide these children 
with the best schools and teachers, with ex
tensive remedial services to upgrade basic 
learning skills, and with new curricula and 
instructional methods focused on the values 
and strengths of the unity that must con
tinue to be forged out of our distinctive, 
multiple cultural and ethnic backgrounds. 
We must initiate extensive guidance and 
counseling services, innovative applications 
of communications media and audiovisua.l re
sources, and bilingual-bicultural programs. 
And we must make unremitting efforts to 
assure effective community participation in 
the programs of these schools. 

Such extensive new directions cannot in 
themselves overcome the problems of neigh
borhood decay, social deterioration, and the 
constant anxiety and despair of critical eco
nomic need that also constitute the total 
learning experience of a child in an atmos
phere of racial and economic discrimination. 
The difficult and sustained task CYf con
structively redressing these grievances re
mains before American society. But we know 
that 1n the education o! chlldren we have 
a preeminent tool with which to work at 

this task, and it must not be set aside. 
Children who confront the reality of a dual 
school system of segregated and inferior edu
cation in slum schools and shun neigh:bor
hoods must have the right to the promise 
of an integrated educational system with 
modern facilities and well-trained, compe
tent teachers. We need a massive and im
mediate national effort--a Marshall plan for 
our cities--to improve and rebuild our neigh
borhoods and aid all of our school districts. 
A PROGRAM TO ESTABLISH FULL EDUCATIONAL 

OPPORTUNITY 

Let history record that precisely out of the 
current emotion and confusion surrounding 
the single issue of school busing, there arose 
a positive demand by the people of Amer
ica that our Government exercise leadership 
in presenting a forward-moving and compre
hensive program for the extensive improve
ment of the educational resources of America 
on behalf of present and future generations 
of children. 

The essential task before the administra
tion and Congress is to forge this new public 
consensus through developing a constructive 
legislative program to substantially expand 
the Federal investment in the education of 
all of America's children and youth. This 
program has been launched in the vital legis
lation presently before the Senate. 
FEDERAL ROLE ONE-THffiD OF TOTAL PUBLIC IN

VESTMENT IN EDUCATION 

But we must do much more in fulfilling 
our responsibilities as representatives of the 
people. We must achieve a Federal invest
ment in the education of their children that 
amounts to at least one-third of all public 
resources devoted to this task. This invest
ment must have a two-pronged purpose. 
First, through a system of basic grants tied 
directly to the number of schoolchildren, it 
must provide essential relief to local com
munities bearing a heavy cost burden for 
their education, and it must lead to an 
overall balancing of public support among 
school districts to firmly establi,sh the equal 
opportunity for all children to obtain a 
quality education. 

Second, through the provision of addi
tional compensatory aid grants, this Federal 
investment must provide for extensive spe
cial educational services targeted at helping 
children overcome the serious educational 
and cultural handicaps with which they are 
afflicted as a result of being brought up in a 
segregated and deprived school atmosphere. 

This can and should include a program of 
Federal support for contiguous or adjacent 
local school jurisdictions to develop joint 
programs where transportation can imorove 
the quality of a child's education, and where 
expanded and improved school facilities can 
enable the effective exercise of this important 
option in overcoming the deprivation behind 
barriers of segregation. 

NATIONAL EDUCATIONAL TRUST FUND 

To enable local school boards to carefully 
plan and carry through the complex and 
S'UStained effort tha.t will be required to end 
disparities in educational opportunity, the 
level of this Federal investment must be 
guaranteed. Ths.t is why I have proposed 
the establishment of a National Educational 
Trust Fund, with financing based in part on 
a predetermined allocation of Federal Rev
enues. The employmenrt; of a trust fund will 
enable Congress to oa.rry through its commit
ment to State and local reponsibility for the 
education of our children and youth. It oan 
fulfill a national responsib1lity to support 
this task, in recognition of lth<e impact of 
increasing population mob111ty that can pro
gressively limit the effectiveness of loca.l 
revenue support measures for education. And 
it justified by the high national priori:ty tha.t 
now must be given to policies and programs 
to a.ssure the protection and development of 

Amerioo's human resources through educa
tion. 

A major program of Federal assistance 
must be carefully designed to preserve and 
strengthen StaJte and local decisionmaking 
authority and freedom in the area of ele
mentary and secondary education. We must 
do more than simply affirm support for local 
control of our schools, which still leaves our 
communities with the crttioa.l problem of ris
ing school costs and inadequate fa.cmties 
and services--a problem which State and lo
cal o1Hcia.ls are fram.k to admit is already on 
the verge of being out of control. We must 
provide effective relief from the burden of 
these costs and assure that Federal assistance 
is rapidly channeled to meet critical local 
educaltional needs. There should be addi
tional FederaJl. incenrtives for the achievement 
of these goals, including the promotion of 
state and local fiscal support reforms and of 
programs of assessment and acoounta.b111ty 
on the utilization of educational resouroes. 
SCHOOL CONSTRUCI'ION AND MODERNIZATION 

ASSISTANCE 

Any program to further the equallzrution o! 
local fisoaJ. support for education must mean 
more tha.n meeting instructional or operat
ing costs. Over the past index of school con
struction costs. There has been a steady de
cline in voter approval of school bond ref
erendUins, with less than one-half the pM 
value of issues being approved in fiscal 1970. 
And interest costs for public elementary and 
secondary school bonds in that fisoal year 
continued a rising trend to a record high. 
The result has been curta.ilments in criti
cally needed school construction, as well as 
crowded classroom conditions, a wider use of 
short or double sessions, and the continued 
use of owtmoded and unsafe facilities. 

It is in light of these disturbing trends 
that I have proposed a program of Federal 
grants and loan guarantees to provide local 
education agencies with essential relief from 
the increasing burden of capital outlay and 
debt servicing costs. The equalization of dis
parities in this category of school costs, par
ticularly on behalf of deprived urban and 
rural areas demands effective Federal sup
port. 

NEW DIRECTIONS TOWARD A COMPREHENSIVE 
EDUCATION PROGRAM 

I have been talking about the education 
of some 46.2 million children and youth in 
America this year at a total public cost of 
$46.8 b1llion. But we should also be looking 
to a recomputation of these figures that en
ables effective assistance for additional vital 
areas of education. By this I mean to include 
the 6.5 million preschool children who have 
a serious need for comprehensive early child
hood development programs, and several mil
lion handicapped children who have the right 
to 5pecial educational services. I am talking 
about 6.2 m1llion children for whom com
pensatory and remedial skills programs are 
critical to their future ability to cope with 
the demands and challenges of adulthood, 
and 2.2 million youth who want and deserve 
the opportunity to pursue vocational and 
career education. And it is time to give full 
effect to recently enacted Federal programs, 
to provide extensive adult education oppor
tunities to some 15 million Americans. 

A new education policy must also address 
the total social and learning environment 
of the child and y()ung person-his health, 
his neighborhood, his need for careful devel
opment and guidance. It is for this reason, 
for example, that I intend to press for favor
able action on the Universal Child Nutrition 
and Nutrition Education Act, which I intro
duced to address the pervasive evidence of 
inadequate nutrition among children of all 
income levels across America, and to end the 
confusin g patchwork of Federal regulations 
that can work to deny a daily nutritious 
meal to hundreds o! thousands o! school
children. 
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DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

These examples emphasize the tremendous 
importance of education in our Nation today. 
The high national priority which must there
fore be given to education demands the 
establishment of a Cabinet-level Department 
of Education. The legislation presently be
fore the Senate moves in this direction. But 
I believe we must accelerate this governmen
tal reorganization to consolidate Federal pro
grams to effectively meet a critical national 
need. We must have a spokesman for edu
cation at the highest level of Government-
a department that can launch a concentrated 
Federal effort to maintain and improve our 
vital educational resources, and effectively 
support the ongoing knowledge explosion and 
rapid and extensive developments in the 
broad field of learning processes and oppor
tunities. 

In the near future, I will be introducing 
further legislation to enable the achieve
ment of the goals I have outlined for a com
prehensive program of action by Congress to 
promote the equal opportunity for a quality 
education for all of America's children and 
youth. I urge the Senate to launch this ef
fort through taking favorable action on the 
pending legislation, the Education Amend
ments of 1972. It is now essential that Con
gress fulfill the responsibilities of conscience 
and leadership in ending the disparities and 
deprivations that deny millions of children 
and youth an equal chance to obtain the best 
possible education. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I be
lieve it is time to let local communities 
solve their problems locally and law
fully. 

Indeed, all the evidence indicates that 
the best thing that could happen is for 
all adults-and not the least of them 
being we adults in the Congress-to let 
these who actually go to our schools find 
the solution. 

For the evidence is on the record. It 
shows that in community after commu
nity, our children and youth have taken 
a very constructive approach in dealing 
with new situations. 

There are dozens of examples of this, 
but let me just close with just one from 
Pontiac, Mich. I see in the Chamber the 
distinguished senior Senator from Mich
igan <Mr. HART) . I am sure he is more 
than familiar with this well-reported 
statement of a student. Let me recall the 
words of John Kindig, age 13, and there
fore clearly lacking in all the profound 
"insights" that we adults have, but pos
sibly with the clarity of vision and the 
wholesomeness of conscience that are so 
desperately needed on this vital issue. 

Seventh-grader John Kindig said it 
this way to Time magazine: 

All these adults keep telling us we're 
supposed to be against busing. They tell each 
other "Burn the buses, tear down the schools, 
beat up the niggers." Who do they think 
they are? We're the ones who are going to 
school. We're the ones that have to live 
together. We can do it fine if they'll let us 
alone. 

Well, I have not had a chance to talk 
with John Kindig, but I hope that I can 
send him this page from the CONGRES
siONAL RECORD. And I want to say to 
him: 

"I'm with you, John. I want us to let 
you and your friends alone. I think you'll 
manage just fine without us. And I 
know America will manage just fine 
without H.R. 13915"---.a piece of proposed 

legislaltion that will do more to set back 
quality education than anything that 
has come before this body in years. 
What a misnomer: A bill that is sup
posed to be providing what they call 
equal educational opportunities, en
titled "An Act to Further the Achieve
ment of Equal Educational Opportuni
ties." 

Mr. President, I respectfully suggest 
that there ought to be truth in labeling 
on proposed legislation in Congress as 
well as on commodities in the market
place. This does not add to equal educa
tional oppol'tunity any more than just a 
bus makes it possible. 

I say Congress must have a broader 
vision than to try to settle the problems 
of race relations in a bus, or to try to 
settle problems of education by banning a 
bus. Neither answer lends itself to the 
problem. We have a job before us, and 
that job must be, as it has been, to pro
vide the tools, the resources, for quality 
education for every boy and girl in this 
country, to have some equalization of 
financial resources in our school systems, 
and to see to it that every boy and girl, 
regardless of race, creed, color, or eco
nomic status, has a chance to attend a 
first-class school, with good teachers, 
modern curriculum, and modern facil
ities. That is what we need to do, and we 
need to use whatever tools we have to 
accomplish it. 

If it is necessary to bring a boy or a 
girl from a poor school to a good school 
in order to achieve that, and we have to 
use a bus, then the bus ought to be used. 
I hope that I can live to see the day when 
our people will not only go to school to
gether, but that we will learn how to live 
together as. neighbors, and will be able 
to solve most of ·these problems, not by 
employing vehicles or machines, but 
rather by employing just common de
cency and a sense of conscience. 

I hope that the Senate will reject H.R. 
13915, and do it in the name of uphold
ing the 14th amendment to the Constitu
tion and the principles of government on 
which this country was founded. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I rise to

day to join the distinguished Senator 
from Minnesota <Mr. HUMPHREY) in op
posing H.R. 13915, a piece of legislation 
that seeks not only to shackle our courts 
but also to repeal a basic commitment to 
justice. 

My difficulties with the bill begin with 
its title: the "Equal Educational Oppor
tunities Act of 1972." In fact, this leg
islation renounces the struggle for equal
ity and for full educational opportuni
ties. 

Instead of turning back, I wish to re
mind the Senate of the words President 
John F. Kennedy spoke in sorrow and 
determination on the night of June 11, 
1963. His speech to the Nation acknowl
edged the legal and moral shortcomings 
of our treatment of blacks in Am.ertca., 
and even though some of the statistics 
he used then are now out of date, I want 
to read part of his remarks and remind 
Senators of their force and of the pledge 
they bore. 

President Kennedy said: 

It ought to be possible ... for every 
American to enjoy the privileges of being 
American without regard to his race or hiS 
color .... Every American ought to have 
the right .to be treated as he would wish to 
be treated, a.s one would wish hiS children 
to be treated. But this is not the case ... 

This is not a sectional issue. Difficulties 
over segregation and discrimination exist in 
every city, in every Stwte of the Union, pro
ducing in many cities a rising tide of dis· 
content that threa.tens the public safety. Nor 
is this a partisan issue in a time of domestic 
crisis. Men of good will and generosity should 
be able to unite regardless of party or poli
tics. This is not even a legal or legislative 
issue alone. It is better to settle these mat
ters in the courts than on the streets, and 
new laws are needed at every level, but law 
alone cannot make men see right. 

We are confronted pr1Ina.rily with a moral 
issue. It is as old as the scriptures and is 
as clear as the American Constitution. 

The heart of the question is whether all 
Americans are to be afforded equal rights 
and equal opportunities, whether we are go
ing to treat our fellow Americans as we want 
to be treated. If an American, because his 
skin is dark, . . . cannot send his children 
to the best public school available, . . . if, 
in short, he cannot enjoy the full and free 
life which all of us want, then who among 
us would be content to have the color of 
his skin changed to stand in his place? Who 
among us would then be content with the 
counsels of patience and delay? . . . 

Too many Negro children entering segre
gated grade schools a.t the time of the Su
preme Court's decision nine years ago will 
enter segregated high schools this fall, hav
ing suffered a. loss which can never be re
stored. The lack of an adequate education 
denies the Negro a. chance to get a. decent 
job .... 

We cannot say to ten percent of the popu
lation that you can't have that right; that 
your children can't have the chance to de
velop whatever talents they have; that the 
only way that they are going ¥> get their 
rights is to go into the streets and demon
strate. I think we owe them a.nd we owe 
ourselves a better country than that. 

Therefore, I a.m asking for your help in 
making it easier for us to move ahead a.nd 
to provide the kind of equality of treatment 
which we would want ourselves; to give a 
chance for every child to be educated to the 
limit of his talents. 

As I have said before, not every child has 
a.n equal talent or an equal ability or a.n 
equal motivation, but they should have .the 
equal right to develop their talent a.nd their 
ability and their motivation to make some
thing of themselves. 

We have a right to expect that the Negro 
community Will be responsible, will uphold 
the law, but they have a right to expect that 
the law will be fair; that the Constitution 
wlll be color blind .... 

That address-that call to a nation's 
conscience-impelled the Congress, the 
following year, to enact the historic Civil 
Rights Act of 1964, the most far-reaching 
legislation in the field since the Recon
struction Era. In introducing that legis
lation at the beginning of 74 days of de
bate, the distinguished Senator from 
Minnesota <Mr. HUMPHREY) said: 

Freedom requires full freedom. There can
not be half freedom. There cannot be full 
freedom for whites and little freedom for 
Negroes. 

The former Senator from California, 
Senator Thomas Kuchel, then the Re
publican whip, 55et forth his and his 
party's concem for civil rights the same 
day in an address to the Senate that 
concluded: 
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The struggle for effective civil rights legis

lation is not a partisan fight. It is an Ameri
can fight. 

If it is won in the Senate Chambers, and 
I am confident that it will be, it will 
be won because men of good will want 
to make the American theory of equal treat
ment under law a reality :rather than a 
mockery. It is a fight to keep faith with the 
hopes and aspirations of those who came be
fore us and those who will come after us. To 
be true, to them, Americans, all Americans, 
and to the dream we share, we must be true 
to ourselves and to man's deep desire for 
freedom and equality of opportunity. If we 
are true to these ideals, we wlll truly have 
kept faith. 

Mr. President, the legislation we are 
considering today mocks those ideals and 
turns aside from that faith. This bill 
would have us say that opportunities for 
some can be more equal than oppor
tunities for others. It would have us de
cree that the pledge of equality on which 
America is founded cannot be guaran
teed by the processes of law. It would 
have us break a promise implicit in the 
Constitution, a promise repeatedly re
affirmed by Congress and the President, 
the promise to millions of young chil
dren that they are entitled to develop 
their full potential on equal terms with 
all other American children. 

Quite specifically, this bill would have 
us append a shameful footnote to the 
14th amendment to the Constitution, 
after the sentence in section 1 which 
says: 

No State shall make or enforce any law 
which shall abridge the privileges or im
munities of the citizens of the United States; 
nor shall any State deprive any person of life, 
Uberty or property, without due process of 
law; nor deny to any person within its juris
diction the equal protection of the laws. 

The footnote this pending legislation 
would add to that language would say, 
in effect, "but the courts of the United 
States may have no power to guarantee 
equal protection of the laws to all citi
zens." Let us not mince words. The im
port of this bill is too clear for euphe
misms. Should it be enacted, we would 
be saying, quite specifically, that no Fed
eral court--finding that school segrega
tion exists and that it does deny "equal 
protection of the laws"-may order that 
segregation ended through the use of 
busing. Further, we would say that all 
past :findings of segregated schooling and 
all remedies already set in motion are 
subject to review, and, perhaps, to re
versal. 

Do we really want to reverse those de
cisions and go back to the "separate but 
equal" doctrine of education that ob
tained from the end of the last century 
until the Supreme Court in 1954 cast 
aside that fallacy? Speaking unani
mously in Brown against Board of Edu
cation, the Court declared that: 

In the field of public education the doc
trine of "Separate but equal" has no place. 
SepMate educational facilities are inherently 
unequal. 

That decision climaxed 20 years of 
tireless effort by black parents and their 
lawyers to vindicate their fundamental 
rights, not in the streets, but in the 
courts. They based their struggle on the 
conviction that justice for blacks, as for 
all Americans, could be won from white 
judges in white courts. 

We all know what followed their vic
tory. Twisting the Court's order to pro
ceed with desegregation "with all de
liberate speed," many school districts 
adopted instead a policy of "massive 
resistance." Some public school systems 
simply closed their doors. Some States 
appropriated funds to help parents send 
their children to "private" schools. 
"Pupil assignment laws" permitted 
school authorities to send children back 
to the same schools as before, but with 
race no longer given as the reason. One 
by one, again through the courts, black 
children overcame these new barriers, 
but by the middle 1960's, most segregated 
schools are almost as segregated as 
ever. 

Still the struggle went on in the courts. 
As President Kennedy said, children who 
had entered segregated first grade 
classes at the time of the Brown decision 
were preparing to graduate from segre
gated high schools. Another entire gen
eration of children had been denied its 
constitutional rights. 

In 1968, 14 years after Brown, the 
Supreme Court spoke again, and spoke 
unanimously. In Green versus County 
School Board of New Kent County the 
court stated unequivocally that the Con
stitution required public school authori
ties to establish "a unitary, nonracial 
system of publ~c education-a system 
without a 'white' school and a 'Negro' 
school, but just schools." School boards 
were "clearly charged with the affirma
tive duty to take whatever steps might 
be necessary to convert to a unitary sys
tem in which racial discrimination would 
be eliminated root and branch." More
over said the Court, the constitutional 
rights of black children could no longer 
be subjected to further temporizing: 

The burden on a school board today is to 
come forward with a plan that promises 
realistically to work, and promises realis
tically to work now. 

The elimination of segregation in 
schools is a complex matter, as we all 
know. Many techniques are available and 
have been used successfully: pairing of 
a white and a black school in one en
larged attendance zone; clustering 
schools and rearranging grades so that 
children who formerly attended separate 
schools now go to school together; clos
ing old and dilapidated school build
ings-usually black-and dispersing 
their students through other-usually 
white--schools; creation of "magnet" or 
specialized schools with special pro
grams. Some desegregation merely re
quires the rearrangement of transporta
tion patterns; some requires less and 
some requires more transportation to be 
provided to the children. All of these 
devices were used by local school boards 
in seeking to comply with the Brown and 
Green cases. 

The question remained, however, 
whether a school board complied with 
the Constitution if the steps it took 
left "white schools" and "black 
schools"-that is schools which were 
readily racially identifiable. The Supreme 
Court answered this question in Swann 
versus Charlotte-Mecklenburg Board of 
Education. The Court was once again 
unanimous, this time speaking through 
the newly appointed Chief Justice, War-

renE. Burger. In Swann, the Court said 
that: 

The constitutional command to desegre
gate schools does not mean that every school 
in every community must always reflect 
the racial composition of the -school system 
as a whole. 

Nevertheless, awareness of the racial 
composition of the whole school system 
is likely to be a useful starting point in 
shaping a remedy to correct past consti
tutional violations. The persistence of 
predominantly one-race schools raised a 
presumption that the school system had 
not been desegregated to comply with the 
Constitution, and a district court might 
require a school system to take what
ever steps were reasonably necessary to 
eliminate racially identifiable schools. 
The Court found it appropriate, in such 
cases, to require the use of all available 
devices for desegregation, including 
measures which might increase the need 
for transportation of students. In fact, 
the Court explicitly and unanimously 
approved the creation of noncontiguous 
attendance zones and crosstown busing. 

This was the Supreme Court's "busing 
decision." And it is this unanimous ver
dict that the bill before us seeks to over
turn even if, in doing so, it is necessary 
to scramble the Constitution, tear down 
the protections that separate the three 
branches of Government and deny the 
promises of equality and justice on which 
America is built. 

Obviously, the issue of busing school
children has aroused such passion that 
its opponents are oblivious to the consti
tutional dangers of their course. We 
should remember, however, that America 
has been through this fight before. In the 
1930's as one-room schoolhouses were 
giving way to consolidated schools, many 
of the same arguments we hear now were 
voiced with equal fervor. 

The history of pupil transportation in 
this country is discussed in an article 
appearing in the March 1972 issue of 
Inequality in Education, a publication of 
the Center for Law and Education, Har
vard University. Since the past is lllu
minating, I would like to quote a portion 
of that article: 

Throughout America, the evolution of the 
public school system has shared three char
acteristics: (1) smaller districts (with one
room schools) have been consolidated into 
more comprehensive regional schools (often 
grouping students from different civic juris
dictions); (2) state aid has supplemented the 
school finances raised by the local property 
tax; and (3) students have been transported 
from their home neighborhoods to the more 
comprehensive, state-supported schools. 

This third device, transportation, has at
tracted the greatest acrimony. One list of ob
jections includes: 

1. Bad roads and irregular distribution of 
public highways. 

2. Uncertainty about expense. 
3. Loss of the home school. 
4. Fear that land on the border of enlarged 

district will depreciate in value. 
5. Central school might build a new, large 

building and the discontinued schools might 
wish to return to the old regime. 

6. Many teachers would be thrown out of 
employment. 

7. Would build up a central school in a 
rival district. (Jealousy). 

8. Disbelief that pupils can be transported 
comfortably and safely. 
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9. Doubt whether a graded school is better 
than an ungraded school. 

10. Children would have to leave home too 
early and could not get back in time to do 
chores. 

11. The evil 1nfiuences would be much 
greater, particularly if children are trans
ported to village or town schools. 

These arguments were listed by L. D. Har
vey, Wisconsin Superintendent of Public In
struction, at a time when the controversy was 
nearing one of its peaks--1902. When the 
problem surfaced again, in 1937, the Arkansas 
Department of Education compiled a new 
list: 

1. Consolidation destroys community life. 
2. The consolidation of districts takes away 

local control of the schools. 
3. The opposition of teachers and princi

pals who may lose their positions. 
4. The selfish interests of certain indi-

viduals. 
6. Objections to transportation. 
6. The school will ·be .too far away. 
7. Religious and denominational interests. 
8. Social distinction between rural and 

urban pupils. 
9. FaJlure to see the advantages of large 

schools. 
Siinilar arguments are occasionally heard 

todey. 
Past controversies, of course, were resolved 

in favor of consolidation, state aid, and 
pupil transportation-much to the general 
satisfaction of the populace therea.fter. (In
deed, this was the course :recommended by 
both state depa.rtments of education, al
though the resolution was probably easier 
in Arkansas since the school 1bUS had been 
invented by 1937). There may be a point, 
nonetheless, to a brief ~eview of school 
district oonsolida.tion and pupil transporta
tion in America. As Professor M. C. S. Noble, 
Jr. observed in 1939: 

"When evaluating such objections, it is 
well to remember lthat the school is an agency 
of society; hence any objections raised by 
the people must be met 1n a proper spirit 
a.nd should receive ca.reilul and respectful 
consideration." 

Parents we see have often rebelledl 
against sending their children to distant 
schools. They were and are concerned 
over how the children would get home in 
emergencies or following after-school ac
tivities. They were and are anxious about 
the safety of the schoolbuses. And some 
believed and still believe that the costs of 
busing are excessive compared to other 
educational goals. 

It is necessary, then, to recite the facts 
we do know about busing today and to 
hope that a few simple truths can be 
heard above the din. 

First of all, the relative cost of bus 
transportation in the Nation has not 
changed in nearly 40 years. According to 
the May 1972 publication of the U.S. Civil 
Rights Commission, Your Child and 
Busing: 

In 1933, the expenditure for pupil trans
portation was 3.5 percent of the cost of oper
ating public schools. In 1969-70, it was 3.6 
percent. 

Last year, the cost of pupil transportation 
was just over $1.5 billion, out of a total pub
lic school expenditure of nearly $44 billion. 

In fact, the increased cost of trans
portation occasioned by desegregation 
orders has rarely been more than 2 per
cent of the local school budget, if the 
capital cost of acquiring buses is amor
tized over the useful life of the buses. The 
cost of transportation per child, more
over, is a very small fraction of the cost 

of compensatory education programs, so, 
unless communities are prepared to tax 
themselves far more, busing remains the 
most economical way to open quality 
education to ghetto children. 

Second, as for safety, the figures com
piled bf the National Safety Council 
show that the schoolbus is by far the 
safest way to get to school. The accident 
rate for bused children is 0.03 per 100,000 
student-days against 0.08 for children 
who walk to school. The fatality rate per 
100 million passenger-miles is 0.06 for 
schoolbuses, 0.24 for other buses, and 2.40 
for passenger cars. The yellow bus with 
its flashing lights is an island of safety 
for children amid today's commuter 
traffic in our cities and suburbs. 

Third, we have the question of distance 
and the allegation that time spent riding 
back and forth to school under court
ordered desegregation plans is exhaust
ing and unhealthy. Again, it is necessary 
to cite the Civil Right Commission's re
port last May: 

There seems little doubt in the minds of 
busing opponents that busing steals hour 
after hour from the children. The facts do 
not support this result as being a natural 
and usual consequence of busing. 

Indeed, in the South the reverse can and 
do.es happen. Desegregation actually can 
cause many children to spend less time on 
the bus. This is because they are no longer 
bused past one segregated school to get to 
another; hence the trip is shorter. 

In Hoke County, North Carolina, for ex
ample, the switch from segregation to inte
gration resulted in bus runs that were 15 
minutes shorter. In Georgia the number of 
pupils bused statewide has risen gradually 
from 516,000 in 1967-68 to 566,000 in 1970-71. 
During the same period, however, the num
ber of miles logged by Georgia buses has 
dropped from 53,997,000 to 51,257,000. 

Simllarly, it is possible that an attend
ance area in a Northern district might be 
so drawn that a bus trip after desegregation 
might be quicker than the ride or walk prior 
to desegregation. 

In most districts where pupils are being 
bused for desegregation, trips are rarely long. 
The average travel time reported seems to be 
20 to 30 minutes. Trips of an hour or more 
would be out of the ordinary. A trip of a 
half hour or so would not bring the pupil 
home much later than if he walked from a 
neighborhood school. 

The desegregation order for Richmond, Vir
ginia, for example, would call for average bus 
rides of about 30 minutes, which is less than 
the current average in an adjacent county 
involved in the decision. 

Of 11 cities surveyed recently by the Center 
for National Policy Review, the length of the 
average trip had been increased by more than 
15 minutes in only two. In six cities, the 
average trip remained exactly the same be
fore and after court-ordered desegregation. 

Fourth, we have the claim that busing, 
by itself, is bad for children. Despite this 
concern, as the senior Senator from Min
nesota <Mr. MONDALE) told the Senate in 
his eloquent address last February 18: 

Busing is the way the overwhelming ma
jority of school children outside our central 
cities get to school. Twenty million elemen
tary and secondary school children are bused. 
They rode 256,000 yellow buses 2,200 million 
miles last year . . . And 40 percent of our 
school children-65 percent when those rid
ing public transportation are included-ride 
to school every day for reasons that have 
nothing at all to do with school desegrega
tion. 

If nearly two out of three American 
youngsters can survive bus rides to school 
year in and year out, I frankly fail to see 
reasonable grounds for the fears being 
expressed again that such transportation 
will destroy their health and diminish 
their chances to get a good education. 

A couple of years ago, the U.S. Com
mission on Civil Rights issued a state
ment in response to the President's 
March 26, 1970, statement on school de
segregation. What the Commission said 
then is well worth repeating now: 

Busing is neither a new nor a unique tech
nique, and its use is not limited to faclli
tating desegregation. For example, for dec
ades, black and white children, alike, in the 
South were bused as much as 50 miles or 
more each day to assure perfect racial seg
regation. In many cases, busing was the ex
clusive privilege of white children-black 
children often were required to walk con
siderable distances. No complaints then were 
heard from whites or any harmful effects. Nor 
was any cc;mcern exhibited over the damage 
suffered by black children through their de
liberate segregation. The Supreme Court 1n 
Brown described vividly the nature of the 
harm to which Negro children were being 
subjected. 

"To separate them from others of similar 
age and qualifications solely because of their 
race generates a feeling of inferiority as to 
their status in the community that may af
fect their hearts and minds in a way un
likely ever to be undone." 

Thus the arguments that some now make 
about the evils of busing would appear less 
than ingenuous. The plain fact is that every 
day of every school year 18 m1llion pupils-
40 percent of the Nation's public school chil
dren-are bused to and from school, and the 
buses log in the aggregate more than two 
billion miles-nine billion passenger miles
each year. It also should be understood that 
the overwhelming majority of school busing 
has nothing to do with desegregation of 
achieving racbl ·balance. The trend toward 
consolidation of schools, for example, par
ticularly in rural areas, requires exrt;ensive 
busing. It c~uses no disruption to the edu
cational routines of the children and is 
treated as normal and sensible. 

Amid the controversy over busing, in 
many school systems, North and South, 
transportation is being used quietly and ef
fectively as a means of bringing about de
segregation. The bus rides are not long-in 
Berkeley, California, for example, a city of 
120,000 people, the bus trip never exceeds 20 
minutes-and it causes no harm. In the 
South, of course, the amount of busing need
ed to bring about desegregation frequently 
is considerably less than was required to 
maintain dual school systems. For example, 
at the Commission's 1968 hearing in Mont
gomery, Alabama, we found that black stu
dents in Selma, seeking to attend trade 
school, were bused some 50 miles to the near
ly all-black Trenholm School in Montgom
ery, although the Rufus King trade school 
was located in Selma. Rufus King however, 
was all-white. 

It is a mistake to think of the problems 
of desegregation and the extent that busing 
is required to facilitate it solely in the con
text of the Nation's relatively few giant 
urban centers such as Chicago, New York, 
or Los Angeles. In ·most of our cities the 
techniques necessary to accomplish desegre
gation are relatively simple and busing cre
ates no hardships. The experience in com
munities which have successfully desegre
gated could easily be transferred to cities of 
greater size. 

Even in giant urban centers, progress in 
desegregation does not require interminable 
bus rides or disruption of our children's edu
cation. The President, in discussing the re-
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cent California court decision requiring de
segregation of the Los Angeles school system, 
quoted "local leaders" as estimating that the 
total cost of busing will amount to 40-mil
llon dollars over the next school year. This 
estimate represented the contention of the 
defendants in that litigation. It was pre
sented to the court for the purpose of argu
ing against the feasibility of desegregation in 
that city's school system. In fact, the court 
rejected this estimate as unrealistic. 

In Los Angeles, as in other cities substan
tial desegregation can be accomplished 
through relatively simple devices such as 
alteration of existing school attendance 
areas, school pairing, and the establishment 
of central schools. To be sure, transportation 
is necessary in giant urban centers as it is 
in smaller cities, but here too, it is false 
and defeatist to assume that the bus rides 
must be lengthy or that the education of 
our children will be disrupted. 

In the Commission's view, the emphasis 
that some put on the issue of busing is mis
placed. As most Americans would agree, it is 
the kind of education that awaits our chil
dren at the end of the bus ride that is really 
important. 

Let us be frank. We do not really know how 
many more children will have to take school 
buses if the courts are permitted to include 
busing among the remedies for segregated 
schooling. The Department of Health, Edu
cation and Welfare believes the number of 
children being bused under court-ordered 
desegregation plans equals some 600,000. The 
Department of Transportation estimates 100,-
000. Last year a HEW survey of the Nation's 
100 largest school systems found 23 operating 
for the first time under school desegragation 
orders. In only three of those districts was the 
proportion of bused children significantly 
higher a.fter desegregation than the average 
proportion of bused children elsewhere !n 
the same state. 

At this point, I believe it is appropriate to 
say something about the neighborhood school 
concept. The neighborhood school was ex
tolled by the President in this 1970 state
ment and is given a. Congressional imprima
tur by the pending legislation. The Com
mission on Civil Rights, in its reply to the 
President's 1970 statement, questioned 
whether the neighborhood school should be 
one o! the cornerstones o! educational pol
icy. It said: 

In his statement, the President empha
sized the desl.ra.billty o! maintaining the 
neighborhood school principle. For several 
reasons, the Commission questions whether 
this should be one o! the cornerstones upon 
which national educational policy rests. 

For one thing, neighborhood schools do 
not represent the invariable principle gov
erning school attendance that many believe. 
Frequently, neighborhood attendance is 
subordinated to other educational goals. In 
some cities, !or example, handicapped chil
dren or academically talented students at
tend schools other than the one in their 
neighborhood. 

Further, the Commission has found nu
merous instances o! departures from neigh
borhood attendance policy that have had the 
effect of promoting racial segregation, where 
faithful adherence to the neighborhood 
school principle would have assured inte
grated student bodies. In Cleveland, Ohio, 
and San Francisco, California, for example, 
optional zones were created to permit white 
students who otherwise would have at
tended racially integrated schools to choose 
instead nearly all-white schools out o! their 
neighborhood. Transfer plans, ostensibly in
stituted to relieve overcrowding, also have 
had the effect of promoting racial separa
tion. 

There is, in fact, a good deal o! incon
sistency and hypocrisy that all too often sur
round the lip service paid to the neighbor
hood school pJ;inciple. Courts, as well a.s 

school officials, have had little difficulty in 
dismissing its importance for the purpose 
of maintaining segregation. In Cincinnati in 
1876, for example, black children who had 
to walk four miles each way to attend a 
black school brought suit to enter the much 
nearer white school. The court refused and 
said: "Children cannot cluster around their 
schools like they do around their parish 
church." Several years a.go, then Ohief Judge 
Tuttle of the U.S. Court of Appeals for the 
Fifth Circuit, in a case involving the Mobile, 
Alabama, school system, made some observa
tions on this point: 

Both in testimony and in the briefs, much 
is said by the appellees about the virtues of 
"neighborhood schools." Of course, in the 
brief of the Board of Education, the word 
"neighborhood" doesn't mean what it usually 
means. When spoken of as a means to require 
Negro children to continue to attend a Negro 
school in the vicinity of their homes, it is 
spoken of as a "neighborhood" school plan. 

When the plan permits a white child to 
leave his Negro "neighborhood" to attend a 
white school in another "enghborhood" it be
comes apparent that the "neighborhood" is 
something else again. As every member of 
this court knows, there are neighborhoods in 
the South and in every city of the South 
which contain both Negro and white people. 
So far as has come to the attention of this 
court no board of education has yet suggested 
that every child be required to attend his 
"neighborhood school" if the neighborhood is 
a Negro school. Every Board of Education has 
claimed the right to assign every white child 
to a school other than the neighborhood 
school under such circumstances. 

And yet, when it is suggested that Negro 
children in Negro neighborhoods be per
mitted to break out of the segregated pattern 
of their own race in order to avoid the "in
herently unequal" education of "separate 
educational facilities," the answer too often 
is that the children should attend their 
neighborhood schools." So, too, there is a 
hollow sound to the superficia.lly appealing 
statement that school areas are designed by 
observing safety factors, such as highways, 
railroads, streams, etc. No matter how many 
such barriers there may be, none of them is so 
grave as to prevent the white child whose 
"area" school is Negro from crossing the bar
rier and enrolllng in the nearest white school 
even though it be several intervening 'areas' 
away. 

There also is some question whether the 
narrow attendance areas served by neighbor
hood schools truly represent the "neigh
borhood" as we currently understand that 
term. In !act, the meaning o! neighborhoods 
has changed over the years. Recent devel
opment in the pattern o! urban life-rapid 
population shifts and the growing distances 
city residents travel !or recreation, business 
and shopping-have diffused traditional 
neighborhood patterns. They no longer are 
the self-contained, cohesive communities 
they may once have been. In short, it is 
doubtful that adherence to the neighborhood 
school principle is required by considera
tions of close community ties in narrow geo
graphic areas. The schools have an oppor
tunity, by broadening the geographical areas 
they serve, to expend the experience of chil
dren beyond that o! the restricted confines of 
their narrowly defined neighborhood, and es
tablish the school as a broader "community" 
or "neighborhood" in which the lives of all 
who attend can be enriched. 

If adherence to the neighborhood school 
principle frequently interferes with efforts 
to promote desegregation, there also is some 
question concerning its value as a means 
of providing quality education. The essence 
of the neighborhood school !l.s a self-contained 
unit serving a relatively small student pop
ulation. In larger units, however, economies 
of scale frequently make possible the offering 
of a broader curriculum. and the provision 

of new and expensive equipment that are not 
economically possible in schools which serve 
small numbers of students. 

Many rural areas, for example, in an effort 
to improve the quality of eGlucation, have 
abandoned the tradition of small individual 
school houses in favor of consolidated schools 
serving much larger student bodies. In short, 
adherence to the neighborhood school prin
ciple under current conditions not only tends 
to interfere with efforts at desegregation, but 
also has little bearing on efforts to improve 
the quality of education and in some cases 
may even thwart those efforts. 

The Commission believes that ideally and 
ultimately, resolution of the problem of 
school segregation lies in residential desegre
gation, which will remove the emotional is
sues of the neighborhood schools from the 
area of civll rights controversy. Residential 
desegregation can be accomplished through 
laws and policies designed specifically to se
cure an open housing market, and admin
istered with dedication and purpose. This 
does not mean, however, that efforts to de
segregate the schools should wait the day 
when neighborhood desegration has been 
achieved. We cannot afford to make inte
grated education wholly dependent upon 
open housing, for to do so would be to con
sign at least another generation of children 
to education in racially isolated schools. 

What, then, are the legitimate and 
factual concerns about busing? The fig
ures demonstrate conclusively that there 
is no reason to fear for the safety of 
children who are bused to school. There 
is simply no safer way to get there. And 
busing costs are a tiny fraction of the 
school budget. Take the example of Nor
folk, Va., which has never provided 
transportation for any of its students, 
but now has been ordered by a court to 
do so in connection with desegregating 
its schools. The amortized cost of the 
entire bus fleet will be $600,000 per year 
out of an annual school budget of $35 
million. Ironically, the Nixon adminis
tration has made certain that the entire 
cost of busing for desegregation will have 
to be borne by hard-pressed local tax
payers, because it has stopped granting 
Federal funds for transportation under 
the Emergency School Assistance Act 
and title I of the Elementary and Sec
ondary Education Act. 

As with everything else, however, bus
ing can be carried too far. There are 
legitimate concerns. Children should not 
have to ride so far and for so long as to 
sap their energies for study and for play. 
Under desegregation plans, children 
should not be forced to attend schools 
which are inferior. Along with desegre
gation, our schools must be upgraded and 
made equal. I supported the Scott
Mansfield amendment to the omnibus 
education bill which we considered 
earlier this year, because it provided 
safeguards against the busing of chil
dren which would risk their health or 
significantly impinge on their education 
or place them in inferior schools. Ulti
mately, the Congress adopted even more 
stringent limits on busing in title vm of 
the Education Amendments of 1972. In 
addition, the Supreme Court in the 
Swann case specified that the time or 
distance of travel under desegregation 
plans should not be "so great as to either 
risk the health of the children or sig
nificantly impinge on the educational 
process." 
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:J3ut the bill now before us is not needed 
to express again these legitimate con
cerns and provide safeguards against ex
cessive busing. The Congress and the Su
preme Court have already provided the 
necessary limitations and guidelines. It 
should now be left to the courts to work 
out specific desegregation plans for in
dividual school districts so as to guaran
tee the constitutional rights of our 
children. 

Last, but by no means least, there is a 
widespread concern about school vio
lence-assault, extortions, drugs and in
terracial fighting. Here there are not 
statistics, but there are facts. The drug 
problem is certainly worse in the ghetto 
than in white middle-class areas; but 
many suburban schools already have a 
severe drug problem and there is no evi
dence that it is better or worse in schools 
which are integrated. We must deal vig
orously with drugs in our schools, but 
the drug problem is no reason to keep 
them segregated. 

As for individual and group violence, 
there is no evidence of any long-term 
increase under desegregation. We all 
know that fighting in schools is an old 
phenomenon. But when there is a racial 
incident, we hear about it. If kids brawl 
in the cafeteria or the school yard, it sim
ply is not news unless there is a race 
angle to the story. Moreover, school fights 
between different ethnic and social 
groups have been common in the past 
without it being suggested that children 
from different groups should not attend 
the same school. Although it is probably 
true that formerly white schools eXPeri
ence some increase in tension in the early 
days of desegregation, this is often stimu
lated by the behavior of adults and it 
generally subsides within a few weeks. 

We know integration is difficult. But 
we also know that it can be successful 
in human terms. Willie Morris has writ
ten about it in poignant terms in Yazoo, 
the story of his hometown in the Missis
sippi Delta. Concluding his book, he said: 

One of the burdens of the people of all the 
Yazoos who share this place and this involve
ment in a common history-a history of an
guish and cruelty and inhumanity, but also 
of courage and warmth and rare nobility
is to warn their fellow Americans of the ter
rible toll that bitterness and retreat can 
take; for this will give the nation some feel 
of itself, and help it to endure. 

This bill is a product of bitterness, a 
call to retreat. We must offer, instead, a 
reasoned appeal to hope. For, if we aban
don the effort to assure full equality in 
educational opportunity, we will stifle 
hope and, if we pass this bill, we will be 
turning our backs on the goal of a decent 
education for all American youngsters. 
And, if we enact this legislation. as I 
warned before, we will start a terrifying 
process of undermining the Constitution 
and the courts' role as the exclusive 
arbiter of the Constitution. 

This bill has many faults, but there 
are two provisions which are especially 
dangerous. The first of these is section 
403(a), which provides that-

No Federal court or agency shall order the 
implem~ntatlon of a plan (that is, a school 
desegregation plan) that would require the 
transportation of any student to a school 

other than the school closest or next closest 
to his place of residence which provides the 
appropriate grade level and type of educa
tion for such student. 

In an unbroken line of unanimous de
cisions extending over 17 years, the Su
preme Court has made clear the duty of 
every school system to desegregate its 
schools. In Green, Swann, and a host of 
other decisions, the Court has made clear 
that this duty requires school authori
ties to make every effort "to achieve the 
greatest possible degree of actual deseg
regation." The Court has approved the 
mandatory use of all available devices, 
including busing. It has eXPlicitly sanc
tioned, in Swann, the use of noncon
tiguous zoning, stating that such zones 
may, indeed, "be on opposite ends of the 
city." Section 403 (a) would overrule 
Swann and countless other decisions of 
the Supreme Court and the lower Fed
eral courts as well. 

One of the justifications advanced for 
section 403 (a) is that it does not restrict 
or diminish constitutional rights, but 
only the remedies available to cure the 
violation of such rights. Now, the first 
thing every law school student learns is 
that without a remedy there is no right. 
A moment's thought reveals why this is 
so. If a child has the right not to be 
assigned to a segregated school but the 
courts have no power to order him en
rolled in a desegregated one, does that 
child truly have a right? 

The Supreme Court dealt squarely 
With this very point in a second Swann 
decision, North Carolina Board of Educa
tion against Swann. There the Court 
unanimously declared unconstitutional a 
State statute which sought to bar the 
assignment of pupils on the basis of race 
and to prohibit the use of public funds 
for involuntary busing of pupils to 
achieve racial balance. The North Caro
lina statute was found to "conflict with 
the duty of school authorities to dises
tablish dual school systems" and to "ob
struct the remedies granted" by courts 
seeking to enforce that duty. Surely if 
a State legislature may not enact a stat
ute which obstructs or restricts the pow
er of Federal courts to remedy violations 
of the Federal Constitution, the Congress 
cannot and should not assert the power 
to do so. Any such attempt would clearly 
run afoul of the fifth amendment, which 
restricts the power of Congress in much 
the same manner as the 14th amendment 
restricts the power of the States. 

But proponents of this bill point to 
section 5 of the 14th amendment as au
thority for section 403(a). This is cruel 
irony. Section 5 empowers Congress "to 
enforce, by appropriate legislation, the 
provisions of'' the amendment. Section 
403(a) would equate the power to "en
force" with the power to "restrict." This 
interpretation distorts the meaning of 
language. We cannot "enforce" constitu
tional rights by "restricting" ways to 
remedy violations of those rights. 

The very idea of twisting logic as this 
bill's supporters would have us do re
minds me of Alice's conversation with 
Humpty-Dumpty in Wonderland. 

"But 'glory' doesn't mean 'a nice, knock
down argument,' " Allee said. 

"When I use a word," Humpty-Dumpty re-

plied, "it means just what I choose it to 
mean-neither more nor less." 

"The question is whether you can make a 
word mean so many different things." 

"The question is," said Humpty-Dumpty, 
"which is to be master-that's all." 

In support of their argument, propo
nents refer to a dissenting opinion in the 
case of Katzenbach against Morgan, 
which upheld the Voting Rights Act of 
1965 as an appropriate use of Congress' 
power under section 5 of the 14th 
amendment. What they ignore is the ma
jority's very clear rejection of their 
argument: 

Contrary to the suggestion of the dissent, 
section 5 does not grant Congress power to 
exercise discretion in the other direction and 
to enact "statutes so as in effect to dilute 
equal protection and due process decisions of 
this Court." We emphasize that Congress' 
power under section 5 is limited to adopting 
measures to enforce the guarantees of the 
Amendment; section 5 grants Congress no 
power to restrict, abrogate, or dilute these 
guarantees. Thus, for example, an enactment 
authorizing, the States to establish racially 
segregated systems of education would not 
be-as required by section 5-a. measure "to 
enforce" the Equal Protection Clause since 
that clause of its own force prohibits such 
State laws. 

The :final argument relied on to sup
port section 403 (a) is more abstruse. It 
rests on Congress' power under article m 
of the Constitution to create lower Fed
eral courts and regulate their jurisdic
tion, and to regulate the appellate juris
diction of the Supreme Court. This argu
ment has been rejected in a thorough 
opinion of the Association of the Bar of 
the City of New York. Its fundamental 
defect is that it ignores the Constitution's 
basic grant of power to the Federal courts 
to decide "all cases arising under the 
Constitution." 

Let me read part of the report of the 
Association of the Bar of the City of New 
York: 

Proponents of the proposed legislation have 
argued that it merely restricts the jurisdic
tion of Federal courts, denying or limiting the 
use in these courts of a particular remedy, 
and that Congress has clear power to do this 
under Article m of the Constitution as well 
as existing case law. 

Article III of the Constitution vests the 
judicial power of the United States in the 
Supreme Court "and in such interior Courts 
as the Congress may from time to time or
dain and establish." It provides among other 
things that the judicial power shall extend 
to "all cases ... arising under this Consti
tution." It gives the Supreme Court original 
jurisdiction in certain specified cases and 
provides that that Court shall have appellate 
jurisdiction "with such Exceptions and under 
such Regulations as the Congress shall make.'' 
The few cases arising under this Article have 
made it clear that the Congress has substan
tial power to restrict the jurisdiction of the 
Federal Courts, including the appellate juris
diction of the Supreme Court. Ex Parte Mc
Cardle. In McCardle, Congress had enacted a. 
statute withdrawing jurisdiction from the 
Supreme Court to hear appeals in habeas cor
pus cases. The statute was passed during the 
pendency of a particular appeal, with the 
deliberate intent to prevent Supreme Court 
review of the case. The Supreme Court up-
held the power of Congress to do so, and 
dismissed the case, citing the provisions of 
Article III of the Constitution, giving Con
gress the power to make exceptions to the 
appellate jurisdiction. 
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But the McCardle case, assuming arguendo 

that it is still good law, does not stand for 
the proposition that Congress has unlimited 
power to prevent the Supreme Court from 
considering Constitutional claims. The Su
preme Court retained the power to issue writs 
of habeas corpus in the exercise of its orig
inal jurisdiction. The withdrawal of appel
late jurisdiction therefore merely closed one 
avenue and did not prevent access to the 
Court. Indeed, within months after the Mc
Cardle decision the Court held that it had 
the power in the exercise of its original juris
diction to resolve the substantive issues 
raised by the McCardle case. Ex Parte Yerger. 

Aside from the McCardle case, there ap
pears to be little authority to support Con
gressional interference with the courts in 
enforcing the Constitution. 

While the Emergency Price Control Act of 
1942 prohibited the Federal District Courts 
from reviewing the validity of regulations 
made pursuant to the Act, the legislation also 
established a special court, the Emergency 
Court of Appeals, to adjudicate these contro
versies. Its decisions were made reviewable 
by the Supreme Court. That legislation was 
upheld because it preserved a. full remedy in 
the Federal Courts. See Yakus v. United 
States and Lockerty v. Phillips. 

The line of cases under the Norris-La
Gua.rdia. Act, which declares that the Federal 
Oourts have no "jurisdiction" to issue injunc
tions in certain labor disputes, do not involve 
Constitutional matters. That Act therefore 
does not purport to deny the right of a.n in
junction to vindicate Constitutional rights. 

In the present situation it is apparent that 
in many cases, as a. practical matter, no ef
fective a.lternaJtive to busing exists in 
carrying oUJt the mandate of Brown v. Bd. of 
Education to desegregate schools where seg
regated residential patterns exist. In many 
such situations, the denial of busing as a 
remedy will constitute the denial of any ef
fective remedy in redressing the unconstitu
tional condition of segregated schools. Thus, 
while purporting only to prohibit or restrict 
a particular remedy, Congress would in fact 
be requiring the courts to reach a particular 
result a.t odds with previous court decisions 
as to what is Constitutionally required. 

Article m has to be read with the rest of 
the Constitution, and, as shown above, we 
believe that the proposed legislation clearly 
violates the Fifth Amendment. Leaving aside 
the question of whether or not Congress may 
take away !rom an individual the oportu
nlty to obtain a judicial determination in a. 
Federal court of constitutional rights, it can 
scarcely be seriously contended that, under 
the guise of limiting the jurisdiction of the 
Federal courts, Congress may do indirectly 
what it may not do directly, that is, restrict 
the scope of the Fourteenth Amendment. 

Since Marbury against Madison was 
decided in 1803, it has been a funda
mental principle of American govern
ment that the courts are the :final arbi
ters of constitutional rights. Article m 
has never been held to permit Congress 
to withdraw from all of the Federal 
courts the power to consider asserted 
violations of constitutional rights and to 
provide necessary remedies for such vio
lations. To give such a reading to article 
m would be to give Congress the power 
to nullify the Constitution. 

The only occasion on which Congress 
did seek to restrict the Federal judicial 
power to enforce constitutional rights 
was when it withdrew the Supreme 
Court's jurisdiction to hear appeals in 
habeas corpus cases after the Civil War, 
an action which was upheld in ex parte 
McCardle. But that legislative restric
tion left the jurisdiction of the lower 

Federal courts intact, permitting them to 
continue to protect constitutional rights 
as fully as before. The legislation also 
left intact the Supreme Court's original 
jurisdiction-which the Court sub
sequently exercised in ex parte Yerger 
to decide the very question which Con
gress had sought to keep from the Court. 

The legislation upheld in ex parte Mc
Cardle is therefore no precedent for the 
bill now before us. Nor is the Norris-La
Guardia Act, which prohibited the Fed
eral courts from issuing injunctive relief 
in labor dispute cases. The cases covered 
by that legislation did not involve con
stitutional rights, and the legislation 
therefore did not constitute a congres
sional restriction on the Constitution. 
This bill, by contrast, breaks utterly with 
the past and shatters the barrier wisely 
erected by the Founding Fathers between 
the legislative and judicial branches. 

Prof. Alexander Bickel of the Yale Law 
School, v.-idely known as an opponent of 
busing, has described the bill before us as 
"recklessly radical in undertaking to al
ter the balance of power between the 
judiciary and the political institutions 
of the Federal Government." He says: 

Congress ought not be held to have power 
to take away a remedy for a. constitutional 
violation in circumstances in which the 
courts have decided that it is the only and 
the essential remedy ... If Congress has 
this power, it has in fact, if not in form, 
the power to alter the substance of most 
constitutional rights, not merely the right to 
go to one or another school. 

No warning could be more clear. If 
we assert today the power to eliminate 
judicial remedies for violations of the 
equal protection clause of the 14th 
amendment, what is to stop our succes
sors on another day from foreclosing the 
courts from adequately protecting other 
basic rights-the right of free speech, 
free press and religion? 

If, in this session, we tell the Judiciary 
that its powers in desegregation cases 
are curtailed, what is to prevent a future 
Congress-in another moment of par
tisanship and passion-from telling the 
courts that they cannot provide citizens 
any recourse against wire-tapping, if 
some Attorney General decides wire
tapping is called for? Or what is to stop 
our successors in this Chamber from de
creeing that Federal courts have no pro
tection to offer against coerced confes
sions or mass arrests? 

We are contemplating in this legisla
tion a major break with precedent. Let 
us, at least, acknowledge clearly the dan
ger we run. 

If there were any doubt as to the pur
pose of this bill to overstep constitution
al bounds, its history in the other body 
lays the doubt to rest. Two amendments 
were offered during debate stating 
that none of the bill's provisions were 
to be construed as inconsistent with 
constitutional rights or remedies. The 
sponsors urged their defeat and they 
were vote down. 

One Member of the other body who 
has been a consistent and outspoken op
ponent of the antibusing legislation is 
the distinguished senior minority mem
ber of the House Judiciary Committee, 
Representative WILLIAM M. McCULLOCH 

of Ohio. Representative McCuLLOCH, who 
has championed civil rights legislation 
in Congress throughout his career, had 
this to say on April 12, 1972, about the 
antibusing legislation proposed by the 
lea<:}er of his own party: 

On March 20, 1972, I introduced H.R. 
13916 at the request of the Administration. 
That blll, if enacted, would prospectively 
limit, for a time, the power of the Federal 
courts to desegregate public schools where 
desegregation would require new or addi
tional busing of school chlldren. 

Certainly, Congress has in the past en
acted legislation limiting the remedies that 
the Federal courts might give in particular 
cases. But never like this. In all prior in
stances of limiting legislation, Congress had 
either made certain that other effective rem
edies were available, such as in Cary v. Curtis 
and ex parte McCardle, or had eliminated a 
remedy where it had already constitutionally 
eliminated the right, a.s with the anti-in
junction provision of the Norris-LaGuardia 
Act. 

But Congress does not have the power to 
eliminate constitutional rights, and it is not 
uncommon that the only effective remedy 
for the unconstitutional wrong of school 
segregation involves the busing of school 
children. Could it be that although Congress 
does not have the power to eliminate con
stitutional rights, it can abridge them in
directly by denying the only effective remedy 
for their violation! If so, I submit that our 
written charter, our living Constitution, 
breathes no more. 

Make no mistake about my question. I 
do not deny to Congress the power to regu
late the jurisdictional growth of the Federal 
courts. Rather, I suggest that Congress can
not use the courts to accomplish uncon
stitutional ends. This is what Marbury v. 
Madison and United States v. Klein tell us. 
Once the Federal courts are granted jurisdic
tion over the subject matter, the courts de
cide the cases according to the law of the 
land, and congressionally enacted limitations 
on the powers of the courts to reach the 
result required by the law of the land are 
null and void. Congress need not use the 
Federal courts, but if it decides to do so, it 
cannot prostitute the courts for an uncon
stitutional end. 

Indeed, the end is unconstitutional. In 
Green and in Alexander, the Supreme Court 
held that the Constitution required school 
desegregation 'now' and 'at once.' How then 
can Congress defer the right to desegregated 
schooling until July 1, 1973? And if it could, 
how could it justify the delay? As providing 
time to seek answers to questions which have 
already been answered by the Supreme Court? 
As providing time to adopt a b111 that would 
prohibit busing younger students even short 
distances to remedy constitutional violations? 

It is with the deepest regret that I sit here 
today to listen to a spokesman for the Ad
ministration asking the Congress to prosti
tute the courts by obligating them to sus
pend the equal protection clause for a. time so 
that Congress may debate the merits of fur
ther slowing down and perhaps even rolling 
back desegregation in public schools. 

I fear that long after I have ceased repre
senting the fourth district of Ohio, the na
tion wm be paying the price for the politics 
of 1972, as we have long paid the price for 
the politics of 1876. 

Wasn't it only yesterday that we in Con
gress told our deprived citizens to press their 
claims not in the streets but in the courts? 
Now, when some of them have taken their 
case to the courts and under the law of the 
land have won victories, it is suggested that 
it is time to change the rules. What message 
are we sending to our black people? Is this 
any way to govern a. country? Is this any 
way to bring peace to a troubled land? 
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In addition to being constitutionally 
unsound, section 403(a) ignores the real
ities of school systems. For example, what 
is the "next closest" school? Is it the one 
which is closest as the crow :flies? Closest 
as the child walks? Or closest by existing 
or potential school bus routes? Does 
"closest" refer to nearness in distance or 
in time? In determining which schools 
are "closest" may a school board consider 
safety? Efficient bus routing? Must the 
board ignore the fact that the next clos
est school is overcrowded while the third 
closest has empty desks? As Chief Justice 
Burger has said in his Swann opinion, 
"maps do not tell the whole story." 

Section 403(a) may make more diffi
cult the efforts of local school boards to 
comply with the requirements of the 
Constitution in the way which best serves 
sound education goals. There are a va
riety of techniques which have been suc
cessfully used to desegregate school 
systems; pairing schools, closing anti
quated buildings, creating magnet 
schools, organizing clusters of schools 
with different grades and different spe
cialties serving an enlarged attendance 
area. Some of these methods enable 
school authorities to improve the educa
tion services offered to the entire com
munity. But where they require assign
ment of students beyond the "next clos
est" school, all of these methods would 
be prohibited by this bill. 

It is true that section 405 pennits the 
adoption of a plan which violates section 
403 "if such plan is voluntarily proposed 
by the appropriate educational agency." 
The term "voluntarily proposed" does 
not appear, however, t.o cover plans pro
posed by school boards by order of a 
court. Accordingly, the bill appears to 
prevent local school systems from com
plying with the Constitution in the most 
educationally desirable way. A similar 
objection applies to section 402, which 
restricts the means by which courts and 
HEW may order the accomplishment of 
desegregation. 

It is most unwise for the Congress to 
lay down a rigid national rule on school 
desegregation. As Chief Justice Burger 
said in Swann: 

Conditions in different loca.lities will vary 
so widely that no rigid rules can be laid 
down to govern all situations. 

Let me point out an example which 
might particularly pain the sponsors of 
this legislation: Consider a black resi
dential enclave surrounding a black seg
regated school. There are two smaller 
white schools nearby. It appears that the 
bill would permit a court to order the 
black school paired with the nearest 
white school but not also with the one 
slightly further away. The result would 
be two majority black schools and one all 
white school, instead of three majority 
white schools of approximately equal 
composition. 

The "next closest" restriction has an
other effect which perhaps the sponsors 
have not had the opportunity to consider 
fully. Census data discloses that the 
neighborhoods closest to black ghettos 
are most frequently occupied by working 
class white residents. Section 403(a) will 
permit · busing only to schools on the 
fringes of the ghetto. The bill thus places 

the burden of school desegregation 
squarely on working class city dwellers 
while the more affiuent residents of mid
dle class neighborhoods and the subur
ban refugees from reality can remain 
aloof and protected. 

The effects of section 403 (a) are easy 
to foresee. In the first place, mixing im
poverished black children with the 
poorest white children is, educationally, 
the least effective form of desegregation. 
It may also produce the greatest degree 
of racial hostility. It will almost cer
tainly encourage "white :flight" and play 
into the hands of "blockbusters" in the 
real estate brokerage community. Sec
tion 403(a) is a prescription for neigh
borhood instability and is bound to pro
duce an expanding ghetto. By the same 
token, it will foreclose efforts, which we 
all should encourage, toward combining 
school desegregation with neighborhood 
stability. 

The consequences of this "next closest'' 
school provision have been discussed edi
torially by the Washington Post and in 
a column in the New York Times by Tom 
Wicker. I would like to read from these 
analyses. First, on September 13, 1972, 
the Post editorial said: 

In their eagerness to do themselves some 
political good this year, the House members 
who voted for these and other features of 
HR 13915 displayed a stunning indifference 
to the possible real-life consequences of such 
a statute were it to become law. Beyond the 
prospect of disruptive relitigation of closed 
cases throughout the South and beyond the 
prospect of newly exacerbated racial confilcts 
among the poor in the big cities of the North, 
there is the prospect that communities all 
over the country would find themselves in a 
new financial bind of Congress' making
one that might even inspire nostalgia for the 
days of the complicated busing order. For 
among the methods by which this legisla.tiop 
seeks to eliminate busing is that of setting 
forth a list of preferable remedies the courts 
or the executive branch can compel. And 
among these alternatives which the courts 
would be encouraged to invoke is that of 
ordering the closing down of old or "in
ferior" schools and the construction of new 
ones. That this provision could cost affected 
communities plenty and also interfere with 
their ability to make their own plans and 
control their own taxes, does not seem to 
trouble those legislators who want an "anti
busing" record at all costs. Why should it, 
when the cost is not one that they them
selves must bear? Indeed, the House re
jected an amendment to HR ,13915 that 
would have provided Federal financial help 
in building such new schools. 

Four days later in his New York Times 
column, Mr. Wicker wrote: 

Prince Georges County, Maryland, is a 
sprawling sub-suburban area outside Wash
ington, D.C. that contains acre after acre of 
low-to-middle-income housing, and which 
operates the tenth largest school system in 
the nation. Twenty-four per cent of its 163,-
000 pupils are black; but four years ago, in 
1968, only 15 per cent were black. 

If Prince Georges is .allowed to look upon 
itself as a. cohesive whole, it can distribute 
this startling increase in black pupils, vla 
busing, throughout all county schools in 
rough proportion to their numbers. In fact, a. 
study by the Lambda Corporation shows that 
Prince Georges schools could be so balanced 
by busing "only slightly more" than 47 per 
cent of its pupils who already are bused for 
purposes other than desegregation. 

This would produce what is contemptu
ously known to President Nixon and others 

as "racial balance" in the schools, but it. 
also would prevent (a) the development of 
all- or nearly all-black schools, and (b) the 
concurrent development of all-black suburbs 
and neighborhoods as fearful whites fied 
before the influx of black families and 
pupils. 

Prince Georges would not be able to deal 
with the prob~ems of desegregation in this 
sensible manner, however, if a. bill already 
passed by the House of Representatives, and 
conforming closely to President Nixon's ideas, 
can win approval in the Senate. This meas
ure, which members of Congress flocked to 
support under the banner of protecting 
working-class white Americans from the sup
posed evils of racial balance, would prevent 
Federal courts from ordering any busing at 
all until every other remedy had been ex
hausted and would prevent even such last
resort busing to any but the next closest 
school to a. pupil's home. Busing across a. 
school district line would be absolutely pro
hibited. 

This is a. measure that sounds perfectly 
logical-don't bus a pupil if you can help it, 
but if you have to bus him or her, bus no 
farther than necessary. The only problem iS 
that, when analyzed, it turns out to be a 
formula. that would put the heaviest burdens 
of desegregation on low-income, working
class white neighborhoods, and which would 
allow amuent white suburbs and neighbor
hoods to escape desegregation, as they usual
ly have in the past. 

This is because, if pupils can be bused no 
farther than the next closest school and 
then not across district lines, no county or 
metropolitan area or city can be considered 
as a. whole for purposes of desegregation; 
and in that case those white neighborhoods 
nearest geographically to black neighbor
hoods are going to have their schools paired 
with presently all-black schools. This may 
leave a line of escape for whites in such 
neighborhoods who can afford to fiee to bet
ter neighborhoods or to the suburbs; but 
those who cannot so escape are precisely 
those low-income, working, often ethnic 
Americans for whom so many crocodile tears 
currently are being shed by politicians and 
some segments of the press. 

Take the case of Richmond, Virginia. 
There, when busing originally was ordered 
to achieve desegregation, substantial "white 
flight" took place, with the result that the 
city school district became about 70 per cent 
black, while the school districts of two 
suburban counties became about 91 per cent 
white. Now Federal Judge Robert R. Merhige 
has ordered all these districts combined into 
one, which would produce, through busing, 
a. district each of whose schools--5uburba.n 
as well as city-would be roughly 66 per cent 
white and 33 per cent black. Whatever else 
may be said of this plan, it does not permit 
the more a.muent to escape desegregated 
schools while giving the less amuent no such 
escape. 

But the House blll now pending in the 
Senate would prohibit such court orders; in 
a city like Richmond, the a.muent would con
tinue to move away-defeating the purposes 
of desegregation, leaving behind schools 
nearly all-black and usually without the tax 
base or the political influence required for 
anything like equality of education, and 
angering those whites without the means to 
fie e. 

The pending bill is somewhat stiffer than 
the one Mr. Nixon recommended, but he hilS 
not repudiated it and in this election year 
obviously must support it as being closest to 
his own proposals. It is ironic, therefore, that 
so many working people-for instance, about 
six of ten former Wallace voters--now-indi
cate their preference for the President, in 
many cases because of the busing issue. They 
apparently believe that he would spare them 
from busing and therefore from desegrega
tion. 
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But anybody in a blue collar who actually 

believes Richard Nixon is his true friend 
ought to think through the President's bus
ing proposals as generally reflected in the 
House bill. Like so many other policies of this 
Administration, they are tailored !or the 
well-to-do suburbanite; only the rhetoric is 
aimed at people with calluses on their hands. 

The second provision of this bill which 
must particularly concern us in section 
406. This section permits any school sys
tems which is subject to a court-ordered 
or HEW -imposed desegregation plan to 
secure the reopening and modification of 
the plan to comply with the provisions of 
the bill-that is to conform to the bill's 
limitations. This provision invites a roll
back in the process of desegregation 
which began 18 years ago with Brown 
against Board of Education. It is per
haps the most disruptive and pernicious 
provision in the entire bill. Perhaps that 
is why it was deleted by the House Edu
cation and Labor Committee from the 
administration bill which was proposed 
to it. 

Why is this provision, which evidently 
seeks only to assure a consistent, nation
wide standard of desegregation, so dis
ruptive? In the first place, it permits the 
reopening of every school desegregation 
case--including every case affirmed by 
the U.S. Supreme Court itself-going 
back to Brown against Board of Educa
tion. Approximately 1,350 cases could be 
reopened. Districts which have been op
erating quietly and successfully under 
court decrees or HEW plans would face 
a new era of uncertainty, and parents 
would confront new bouts of frustra
tion. 

Section 406 permits the reopening even 
of cases which do not involve busing at 
all on the ground that the remedies ap
pli~d do not conform with the rigid 
priority list embodied in section 402 of 
the bill. Attorney General Kleindienst 
made this clear when he testified before 
the House Judiciary Committee that un
der section 406, "all desegregation cases, 
even when busing might not even be an 
issue involved in it," could be reopened. 

The text of the Attorney General's 
testimony on this provision before Sub
committee No. 5 of the House Committee 
on the Judiciary on April12, 1972, is clear 
on this point and is as follows: 

Mr. McCLORY. In reviewing H.R. 13915 in 
your statement, you mention that the Con
gress is considering a permanent solution to 
the busing problem-"one that permits re
opening of existing busing orders. 

Mr. KLEINDIENST. Right. Section 406 of the 
substantive legislation says that upon the 
application of any school agency, every de
segregation order that exists in this coun
try may be reopened to see to it that it 
meets the standards set forth in this legisla
tion. And that, it seems to me, is the great 
remedying feature of this legislation. I do 
not thing that there is anybody in the coun
try that can speak with more convincing clar
ity and persuasion than the Congress of the 
United States, as it has done so many times 
in the past, and say that we have a national 
problem here, that there is a national stand
ard that is going to be met by everyone. I! 
you are going to say that, then it seems to 
me that you have got to permit the reopening 
of cases to come within that standard. Some 
will require more and some will require less 
busing. 

Mr. McCLORY. Is it your opinion that the 
enactment of H.R. 13915 would provide a 
right then to reopen all of the desegregation 
cases that have already been litigated, even 
those that have been decided by the Supreme 
Court? 

Mr. KLEINDIENST. And if reopened, with re
spect to many where there is no busing, un
der this law there could be some busing. 

Chairman CELLER. wm the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. McCLORY. Would the right to reopen 
apply only to cases which involve busing? 

Mr. KLEINDIENST. No, Sir. 
Mr. McCLORY. Are we talking about only 

busing cases or all desegregation cases? 
Mr. KLEINDIENST. All desegregation cases, 

even where busing might not even be an issue 
involved in it. You are going to have an op
portunity for a school agency to come into a 
Federal district judge and say, this order was 
entered into 12 years ago, Congress has laid 
down a national standard and we want to re
examine this and apply the remedies and 
priorities set forth in the national stand
ards, and obtain a new order in this particu
lar case. 

Mr. McCLORY. So all desegregation cases 
that have been litigated and in which there 
have been final decisions can be reopened? 

Mr. KLEINDIENST. Yes, sir; and if they re
open them, the Court could order, as a rem
edy, busing, where they had none before. 

Even southern school superintendents 
have expressed their dismay at the pros
pect of a new period of instability, un
certainty and tension in their schools. 
Desegregation would become again a 
political issue in areas where there has 
been acceptance and adjustment. Those 
school administrators and community 
leaders who have courageously and con
scientiously lead their communities 
through the difficult period of compliance 
with constitutional requirements would 
find that Congress had pulled the rug 
out from under them. Children-white 
and black-who have been told that their 
school assignments were mandated by 
our Constitution would now be told that 
the Congress of the United States has 
said "no" to desegregation and "no" to 
the courts. 

There is a special irony to section 406. 
Its final sentence actually directs the 
Attorney General, the Nation's chief law 
enforcement officer, to assist local school 
authorities in reopening desegregation 
plans so as to roll back or restrict the 
exercise of constitutional rights. Such 
a provision is an explicit invitation to 
local school boards to revive cases already 
closed and a promise that the leading 
law-enforcement agency in the Nation 
will be at their disposal. 

The burden such a step would place 
on minority groups, civil rights organi
zations and their lawYers, would be in
tolerable. They would be forced back 
over old ground, required to defend scores 
perhaps hundreds, of desegregation de
cisions already won. The bill would place 
them in a form of double jeopardy, and, 
worse, its section 306 provides that the 
loser in any cases instituted under the 
new law would have to pay "a reason
able attorney's fee as part of the costs." 

Asking black parents to run the risk 
of paying for a school board's lawYer 
is on a moral level with the rest of this 
legislation. The proposition would be ab
surd, if it were not so nearly tragic. 

This bill is a product of those who are 
unwilling to abide by the results of the 
traditional American processes of law, 
who would withdraw from the courts a 
part of their constitutional power so as 
to subvert judicial efforts to vindicate the 
constitutional rights of nonwhite Amer
ican citizens. Consider the impact of this 
effort upon black people and others who 
have fought to secure their rights 
through the courts. On the threshold of 
vindication they will see white America 
slam the courthouse door shut in their 
faces. Surely our Nation will reap a har
vest of bitterness. 

There are some who say that black 
people themselves oppose busing. Indeed, 
some do. Despairing of ever seeing de
segregation accomplished, some blacks 
have sought to gain control of their 
schools and keep them black. Others un
derstandably resent the implication that 
they see in school desegregation-that 
black children learn better when their 
classmates are white and that "white 
schools" are "better" than "black 
schools." But most black people are 
aware that schools in the white parts of 
town are generally newer, better main
tained, and better equipped than those 
in their neighborhoods, and most do not 
expect this to change until white chil
dren are assigned to their neighborhood 
schools. And they want for their chil
dren what all parents want: the best pos
sible education. 

In any event, we should let black peo
ple speak for themselves. Roy Wilkins, 
director of the largest black organi~a
tion in the land, the NAACP, has writ
ten: 

Anti-busing is but another way of rein
stating racial segregation ... Negro Amer
icans ask access for black children to the 
best possible available education. If that re
quires a bus ride, then so be it. They be
lieve that opponents of busing would bar 
children from good educations as surely as 
if they stood in the door of a school and 
physically turned away blacks. 

Most significantly, let us listen to the 
Congressional Black Caucus, whose 
members, I presume, represent their 
black constituents as truly as the rest of 
us represent our white constituents. On 
March 15 of this year they issued a state
ment, part of which read: 

As the Black elected representa t ives to 
the U.S. Congress, we strongly reaffirm 
our support of busing as one of the many 
ways to implement the Constitutional re
quirement of equal educational opportuni
ties .... At the same time we strongly con
demn those who would exploit this issue for 
personal, political, or monetary gain. Racists 
must not be allowed to formulate our pol
icies in education, and especially to educa
tionally brutalize Black children who are the 
chief victims of inferior schools and discrimi
natory practices. 

Other black leaders and black organi
~ations also have spoken forcefully on 
this issue. 

Vernon Jordan, executive director of 
the National Urban League, said: 

The fact lis that most black people are 
solidly !or busing to desegregate the schools. 
Most black elected officials support it, from 
1ohe Congressional Black Caucus on down to 
lower elected offices. Concern over the pro
posed Iegt.slation has even been publicly 
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voiced by black appointed officials within rthe 
Administration . . . 

The busing issue is the latest manifesta
tion of that timid spirit of withdrawal and 
defeatism in the struggle for human rights 
·and dignity. It marks a key tesrt of whether 
we, as a nation, have the moral fortitude to 
persist in our efforts to become a truly open, 
democratic, multi-racial society . . . 

We stand, .then, at one of those turning 
points ·in history when a nation decides 
whether it will press forward to fulfill its 
noblest ideals, or whether it will give in to 
the basest impulses of the d·ark, hidden un
derside of the national spirit. I am serio~sly 
concerned that we are witnessing rthe begin
ning of the end of the Second Reconstruc
tion. I a.m moved to ask whether the moral 
fervor of the six·ties will give way to moral 
cowardice in the seventies, and Whether the 
faith and dreams of black people will be 
sabotaged once more. 

Prof. Derrick A. Bell, Jr., a black pro
fessor at Harvard Law School and for
mer HEW official, has written one of the 
best ·analyses of the educaJtional alterna
tives facing Blacks. In "Integration: A 
No Win Policy for Blacks?" Professor 
Bell concludes: 

The beginning of this article reCSilled that 
opposition to school desegregation is neither 
new nor novel. Because of its pathological 
components, it is likely to continue. Because 
white resistance to integrated schools is sym
bollc-a.nd represents rthe core of the philos
ophy th.a.t America. is a. white man's coun
try-it must be !fought even by blacks who 
are convinced that the educationail. merits of 
integrated schools are overstated, miscon
ceived, or simply nonexistent. The right of 
bla.ck children to attend integrated public 
schools-quite lite:r&lly whether exercised or 
not-is a right rthat is crucial not only to 
black success, but to black survival in this 
country. 

Anyone doubting this need only re-read 
the constitutional amendment supposedly de
signed to curb "forced busing." With so much 
at stake, we cannot afford to surrender, and 
dare not risk compromise. Our efforts may 
or may not be successful, but fighting for 
survival is never a "no-win" policy. It is 
much more a "for better or worse" situation 
in which, for all our weariness and frustra
tion we can only, as the current expression 
goes: "keep on-keeping on." But Langston 
Hughes said it better when 'he concluded his 
"Mother to Son" poem, capturing in his lines 
what 1s the ~ppa.rent heritage and inherit
ance of ·black men in America: 
so boy, don't you tum back, 
Don't you set down on the steps 
'Oause you finds it's kinder ha.rd. 
Don',t you fall now-
For l'se stlll goin, honey, 
l'se still climb in', 
And life for me ain't been no crystal stair. 

Black lawyers at the Department of 
Justice openly opposed the President's 
antibusing legislation. On April 25, 1972, 
10 black lawYers wrote this to the Wash
ington Post: 

First, and fundamentally, /busing is not a 
real issue; it is instead a sham, a "last straw" 
embmced by those who have dissJppointedly 
W~S~tched busing and other tools of desegrega
tion bring blacks to the ·better schools, Wher
ever they are. Quite frankly, we as ardent 
students o! the civil rights struggle, have 
concluded that •this recent fervor 1n <the area 
of busing is nothing more than a thinly 
veiled attempt to sacrifice the rights of 
minority children to ra.clst pressure groups 
and political expedience. 

Dr. Kenneth Clark, the noted black 
psychologist and executive director of the 

Metropolitan .A!pplied Research Center
MARC-recently condemned the "polit
ical hyprocrisy of the antibusing-for
desegregation advocates." Dr. Clark con
tends that "all of the proposals for pro
hibiting the transportation of students 
for purposes of desegregation are racial
ly restrictive proposals" and he outlines 
various reasons for rejecting the anti
busing legislation. He states: 

In seeking to turn back the clock of racial 
progress in America, President Nixon and 
his advisors must be aware of the fact that 
he is threatening the constitutional protec
tions of all Americans-and that in doing so 
he is eroding the foundations of a constitu
tional government, substituting a govern
ment by the tyranny of whim and passion 
rather than a government of law. This is 
the very high price of racial prejudice and 
political expediency which he seeks to ex
tract from all the American people-white 
as well as black. 

Dr. Clark also discusses the reasons 
that some blacks oppose busing and 
school desegregation. He stresses that--

It is important to understand that black 
separatists emerged as a consequence of the 
slow pace of public school desegregation in 
the South and as a reaction to the subtle and 
insidious forms of evasion of desegregation 
of the de facto segregated schools in northern 
cities. 

Dr. Clark strongly rejects reliance on 
black separatists to support antibusing 
legislation: 

In this regard it might be significant to 
note that in seeking to justify his position, 
the President stated that some black sepa
ratists were in favor of antibusing legisla
tion. The fundamental constitutional ques
tions, however, are not answered by this di
version. Constitutional rights can no more 
be abrogated by the alleged desires of the 
victims of oppression than by those who 
would seek to oppress. In seeking to obtain 
control over all black schools and insisting 
upon racially segregated schools through 
their support of anti-busing-for-desegrega
tion legislation, black separatists are not 
only pursuing an impossible mirage but they 
are also, cynically or naively, giving aid and 
comfort to those who would use the laws of 
the Federal government to constrict the 
rights of Negroes-and to erode the demo
cratic rights of all American citizens. In this 
regard they are indistinguishable from racial 
reactionaries-and they are accessories to 
the crime of destroying the democratic safe
guards inherent in our constitutional gov
ernment of checks and balances. 

This bill is supported by those who say 
that the way to provide equal educational 
opportunities is not to desegregate 
through busing, but rather to improve 
the quality of schools attended by 
minority children. There are a number 
of defects in this line of argument. 

In the first place, most of the scientific 
studies of the question have reached the 
conclusion that spending more money in 
ghetto schools does not improve the edu
cational performance of children in those 
schools. The most massive study, the so
called Coleman report, financed by the 
Congress, clearly reached that conclu
sion. Evaluation of "compensatory edu-
cation" programs since then has gener
ally confirmed the results of the Coleman 
study. 

In any event, to fund compensatory 
programs throughout the country will 
obviously cost a great deal more than the 

$500 million which this bill would devote 
to that purpose. Those who truly be
lieve that compensatory education is the 
proper path to equal educational oppor
tunities should be prepared to support 
appropriations commensurate with the 
need. They must also face the fact that 
the cost per child of compensatory edu
cation is many times greater than the 
cost per child of busing. 

This bill would take $500 million away 
from programs authorized by the Emer
gency School Aid Act to assist in school 
desegregation and devote that sum in
stead to compensatory programs for chil
dren of low-income families. Of course, 
we already have ample authority to up
grade the education of poor children. 
Title I of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act authorizes appropriations 
of $6 billion annually for this purpose. 
This year, we appropriated only $1.8 bil
lion and our effort to increase education 
appropriations was vetoed by the Presi
dent--a President who supports the bill 
now before us. If we are serious about 
upgrading ghetto schools we would be 
supporting more adequate appropriations 
under title I of ESEA. $500 million taken 
from desegregation programs under the 
Emergency School Aid Act will not ex
pand educational appropriations for 
minority children. On the contrary, it will 
reduce these opportunities still further. 

Of course, even if compensatory edu
cation programs were successful in im
proving the test-scores of children
which is the usual measure of success in 
these matters-compensatory education 
cannot provide a key element in a child's 
learning and maturing process. We live 
in a diverse, heterogeneous society. There 
was a time when the "neighborhood 
school" reflected the entire community
the butcher, the baker, the candlestick 
maker, the lawyer, the doctor, and the 
banker all sent their children to the local 
public school. This was the meeting 
ground of children from all walks of life 
and social backgrounds. In the great 
metropolitan areas where most of our 
people now live, this is no longer true, 
and education has suffered as a result. 
Through desegregation, but not through 
compensatory programs, we can restore 
this traditional element, at least to a de
gree. If our children are to become good 
citizens of a multiracial society the place 
to start is in the public school. 

I have spoken today to show up this 
bill for what it is: A dangerous violation 
of the constitutional separation of pow
ers and an attempt to reverse the process 
of desegregation to which we have com
mitted our Government and ourselves. 

We have made progress since 1954. 
This bill would repeal it. 

We have offered hope. This bill would 
strangle it. 

We have moved toward an open and 
equal society. This bill would call us to 
retreat. 

I say, instead, we must advance, ad
vance in the hope that we can find bet-
ter answers, advance in the field of hous
ing, jobs, urban transportation, and all 
the other areas that can make our society 
whole and just. But if we refuse equal 
access to quality education for all chil
dren-as this legislation would ask us 
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to do-then we assure the failure of all 
our efforts. 

One hundred years after the Battle of 
Gettysburg, then Vice President Lyndon 
Johnson visited the battlefield and made 
a moving plea for justice that we need to 
hear again today: 

The Negro says, "Now." Others say, "Never." 
The voice of responsible Americans-the 
voice of those who died here and the great 
man who spoke here-their voices say, "To
gether." There is no other way. 

Until justice is blind to color, until educa
tion is unaware of race, until opportunity is 
unconcerned wtth the color of men's skins, 
emancipation wlll be a proclamation but not 
a fact. To the extent that the proclamation 
of emancipation is not fulfilled in fact, to 
that extent we shall have fallen short of as
suring freedom to the free. 

I ask the Senate today not to fall short 
of its principles. I ask for the defeat of 
this measure and for a renewal of the 
movement of responsible Americans go
ing forward together. There is no other 
way. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield very briefly? 

Mr. MUSKIE. I yield. 
Mr. HART. At the risk of embarrass

ing the Senator from Maine and ac
knowledging that we use the word "dis
tinguished" so frequently that we de
mean the coin, I would suggest, ha v1ng 
been present throughout the speech of 
the Senator from Maine, that, as he con
cluded by quoting a President, one with 
whom he and I served in this body, 
speaking at Gettysburg and describing 
another former President as a great man, 
that we in the Senate today heard a great 
speech by a great man. It was moving, 
it was eloquent, it was also factual; and 
I am sure that, as the country begins to 
develop an understanding of the concerns 
that have been voiced here, most partic
ularly by the Senator from Maine this 
afternoon, a measure of restraint will 
attach. Buses will become less ominous, 
even in the city where they are manu
factured. 

Mr. MUSKIE. I am grateful to my 
friend from Michigan. With all respect 
to my other colleagues, there is no Sena
tor whose approval means more to me, 
particularly in this field where his own 
efforts have been preeminent as a sym
bol of humanity, compassion, and dedi
cation to freedom for all our people. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF 
SENATOR SCOTT ON FRIDAY 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that on 
Friday, immediately following the re
marks by the distinguished Senator 
from Arizona <Mr. FANNIN) and preced
ing the remarks of the distinguished 

Senator from Iowa <Mr. HuGHES) , the 
distinguished Republican leader (Mr. 
ScoTT) be recognized for not to exceed 
15 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER FOR RECOGNY.ITON OF 
SENATOR HANSEN ON FRIDAY, 
OCTOBER 13, 1972 
Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent for an order for one
quarter hour on Friday morning, Octo
ber 13, 1972. This quarter hour's time 
would be devoted to paying tribute to 
our good friend and colleague, Senator 
LEN B. JORDAN, who will be retiring from 
this body. 

It is my understanding that Senators 
SCOTT, HARRY F. BYRD, JR., TALMADGE, 
STENNIS, and FANNIN wish to join with 
me in honoring the distinguished Sena
tor from Idaho. Senators CHURCH and 
HATFIELD will be out of town on Friday, 
but have expressed their interest in sub
mittin~ their tributes to Senator JoRDAN, 
and I ask unanimous consent that their 
statements be printed in the RECORD at 
that time. 

Further, if any other Senator is able 
to be present for this tribute, I would 
certainly welcome his participation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Wyoming? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. 

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF SEN
ATOR FANNIN ON FRIDAY, OCTO
BER 13, 1972 

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may be per
mitted to speak on Friday morning fol
lowing the remarks of the distinguished 
Senator from Wyoming to pay tribute to 
the distinguished Senator from Idaho 
(Mr. JoRDAN), who is leaving the Senate 
at the close of this session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT OF THE SOCKEYE 
SALMON FISHERIES ACT OF 1947 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi

dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
Committee on Commerce be discharged 
from the further consideration of H.R. 
16870, and that the Senate proceed to 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A blll (H.R. 16870) to amend the Sockeye 

Salmon and Pink Salmon Fisheries Act of 
1947. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from West Virginia? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on the third reading and passage 
of the bill. 

The bill (H.R. 16870) was read the 
third time and passed. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I ask unan-

imous consent that the action taken 
earlier today on S. 4037 be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I ask unan
imous consent that S. 4037 be indefinitely 
postponed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

EQUAL EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNI
TIES ACT OF 1972 

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of the bill (H.R. 13915) to fur
ther the achievement of equal education
al opportunities. 

Mr. GAMBRELL. Mr. President, in the 
absence of any further debate on the part 
of the opponents of the pending measure, 
I should like to take this opportunity to 
complete the record on a matter which 
I mentioned yesterday in the course of 
the discussion of the so-called antibusing 
bill. 

I mentioned yesterday that last Friday 
or last Thursday, the Fifth Circuit Court 
of Appeals, in New Orleans, had an
nounced a decision in the Atlanta School 
Board desegregation case, the latest 
round of court battles in that matter. I 
referred to the fact that, much to every
one's surprise and amazement the Fifth 
Circuit Court of Appeals issu~d a fairly 
brief order not containing any significant 
:findings of fact but ordering within 6 
weeks the implementation of what would 
have to be a large-scale plan of crosstown 
busing. 
. Mr. President, there is not a bill pend
mg for consideration, is there? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The un
finished business is before the Senate 
which the Senator is discussing. ' 

Mr. GAMBRELL. The Fifth Circuit 
Court's order, although it does not say 
anything about busing, says that there 
are a certain number of schools in certain 
sections of Atlanta which are substan
tially black in racial composition and 
that there are a certain number of 
schools in other sections of the city which 
are substantially white in racial composi
tion and that, for no reason contained in 
the opinion, that is apparently an in
tolerable situation, and that some plan 
for achieving some racial mix in those 
schools must be accomplished. It does 
not say they have to be desegregated. It 
simply says that something has to be 
done about having a racial mix in those 
schools. 

Incidentally, the Atlanta case has been 
going on for some 11 years, to my knowl
edge. The Atlanta school system has 
complied with every order. In fact it 
has anticipated most of the orders that 
have been issued and has done what 
we thought at various stages had been 
desegregation of the school system in 
Atlanta. 

The Federal district court, in July of 
1971, issued an order describing the his
tory of the Atlanta case, describing the 
fact that Atlanta has become a majority 
black city; that the school system 1s 
made up of a majority of black pupils; 
that, although the Atlanta School Board 
does not have a majority of black mem
bers, it has a number of black members, 
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and its president is none other than Dr. 
Benjamin Mays, the president of the 
predominantly black Morehouse College 
in Atlanta, :the same gentleman who 
delivered the funeral address at the fu
neral of Martin Luther King, Jr. 

The court mentions the fact that the 
Urban League of Atlanta, by majority 
vote, with no dissents, passed a resolu
tion praising the school board's efforts 
recommending against busing; and the 
Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare, as the court says, had long ago 
approved the court's desegregation plan. 
The court said: 

The remedy of mass busing under these 
circumstances is rejected. Atlanta's de jure 
status--that is, its previously segregated 
status--has long since been r-emoved by 
board action and by success! ve court decrees. 
Its present problems are entirely de facto. 

That is, the fact that there are sub
stantially all white and substantially all 
black schools is the result of housing pat
terns and other things not accomplished 
by legal requirements of the board or 
otherwise: 

There is absolutely no evidence of any 
s.ffirmative action by the board to increase 
segregation. To the contrary, all official ac
tions for many years have been to promote 
integration. It appears to be a unitary sys
tem. 

Then the court quotes from the Char
lotte case--

Within which no person is to be effectively 
excluded from any school because of rnce 
or color. 

On such basis, the Court says, Atlanta 
is entitled to a dismissal. 

The Court goes on to say: 
Insofar as one-race schools are concerned, 

the board has satisfied its burden of show
ing that their racial composition is not the 
result of present or past discriminatory ac
tion on their part. 

Mr. President, the Fifth Circuit Court 
takes notice of the finding that Atlanta 
has a unitary system; but, as I say, it 
goes on, pointing out the existence of 
these substantially one-race schools and 
requiring a new plan which would ac
complish some racial mix. It does not 
say that it has to achieve the 70-30 
black-white balance that the system as 
a whole has; but it seems to me that 
the requirement that anyone 'be placed 
in any school on the basis of his race is a 
requirement of achieving some racial 
balance, and irt is certainly a requirement 
that action be ·taken diametrically to the 
contrary of the Supreme court's decision 
in Brown against the Board of Educa
tion. 

Last spring, when we debated the so
called Griffin amendment in the Senate, 
I proposed an amendment which would 
impose a moratorium on busing until 
what amounted to 75 percent of all the 
school systems and of all the pupils in the 
United States had come Wlder plans 
which were approved by the Justice De
partment and the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare as being utterly 
free of discrimination. I believe ttJhe Sen
ator from Florida was a cosponsor of 
that proposal. That amendment was op
posed on the basis that this plan would 
require the integration of school systems 
which were possibly segregated by race 

in the sense of racial separation and iso
lation but which were the result of de 
facto segregation, so-called. 

That proposal was voted down by many 
of those who are opposing this bill, on 
the theory that it would be a wonderful 
thing if we could have national unanim
ity of desegregation practices, and that 
it would not be right-it would be un
constitutional, in fact-to have any mix
of races by court order where any seg
regation that existed was purely a mat
ter of de facto segregation. 

Here, Mr. President, is a situation in 
which a court has required integration 
of a school system that has been found 
to be nondiscriminatory, not segregated 
by law, unitary, whatever description you 
want to use for it and one in which ra
cial separation exists, yes, but it exists, 
as we say, de facto. · 

Now, what is more disturbing aside 
from the legal situation that we are look
ing at, is the practical situation. 

The district court added this comment: 
.Looking ahead, the court is compelled to 

note that the critical point for public educa
tion in the City of Atlanta and its environs 
has been reached. The situation calls for a 
sweeping examination of its relationship to 
housing, planning, finances, rapid transit and 
all the other external factors which vitally 
affect its role in the community. Apparently, 
no serious effort has been expended on the 
question of consolidation of the Atlanta sys
tem with the Fulton County system. In terms 
of efficiency, taxes and quality education, 
such consolidation normally produce long
range improvements. In terms of the cur
rent problem, such consolidation might well 
produce partial, even though not perfect 
solutions. Certainly for many reasons con
nected and unconnected with this case, this 
one aspect ought to be studied without delay. 
In any such investigation, the proper vehicle 
should be community-wide, crossing lines of 
industry, government, and transportation as 
well as educational. While the School Board 
should certainly participate, it cannot func
tion successfully alone. A special Mayor's 
Committee of both races might be appro
priate. The existing Biracial Committee 
might well be expanded to 20-30 members 
to undertake such a task. If so, the court 
would gladly entertain a motion by any party 
or the committee itself to add sufficient mem
bers to represent the other community 
aspects involved. Short of such critical re
evaluation, the Atlanta system faces a diffi
cult task in merely "hanging on" to its pres
ent position, awaiting the uncertain reversal 
of white flight from its limits. 

What the court is talking about is the 
result of a partial study made by a bi
racial committee, under a previous court 
order. of a search to discover ways and 
means of retention in the city of At
lanta of a biracial community living to
gether in peace. 

It is not the only place or the first 
place, as I understand the discussion, as 
the Richmond case is very similar. 

Just to give an example, in the past 3 
years my ad valorem tax rates on my 
residence in Atlanta have gone up by 
nearly 200 percent. About 85 percent of 
that increase is due to the increase in 
school taxes. 

The reason for that is that there has 
been a decline in property values in 
many areas of the city due to just exact
ly the problem we are talking about. 
That means that the assessment on all 
property in the city must be increased in 

order to raise the money that is neces
sary to continue operating the schools 
within the city. 

But some might say, "Why don't we 
just draw a bigger and bigger circle 
around Atlanta and desegregate it 
throughout the whole metropolitan area, 
as we have in Detroit, in Duluth, or in 
other areas, as the court has ordered in 
Richmond?" 

That might solve some of the problems 
of the so-called white flight, but actu
ally that still avoids the basic problem, 
and that is, the undermining and the 
destruction of important community in
stitutions within a metropolitan area. 

People live near the churches. People 
live near the clubs, and in lodge houses 
that they belong to. People live near the 
people that they like to associate with. 
The so-called ethnic groups live in com
munities that they choose for themselves. 
This is the sense of community that peo
ple have within our civilization that is 
to be encouraged and not discouraged. 

But this is what we are facing in 
Atlanta, a complete turnover in the 
racial composition of the entire com
munity and a destruction of the ability 
of the Atlanta Board of Education to 
finance education for whatever children 
are left there, black or white. 

Mr. President, this decision has caused 
a great deal of concern in Atlanta and 
in the area, and among the childre~ and 
the parents affected. 

I have taken some time and been at 
some pains in my brief tenure here in 
the f?enate to try to encourage, if not a 
turrung away from this, what has been 
found to be an unproductive, in fact, a 
C?unterproductive remedy for desegrega
tiOn, to find some means of equalizing it 
throughout the country, to be sure it is 
something that we all want. 

A.t one time or another, I have urged 
vanous measures to achieve equal de
segregation enforcement and equal pro
tection of the law in terms of desegrega
tion enforcement. I have called on the 
President a number of times to offer the 
school systems in Georgia the same kind 
of desegregation relief that has been of
fered in other areas of the country. But, 
I felt sufficiently concerned about the 
Atlanta case, and the fact that after 11 
or 12 years of trying, after 6 or 7 years 
of complying, and after doing everything 
that I think any reasonable person or 
group of people who had tried not only to 
give equal educational opportunities but 
to save our community, that we are now 
faced with something which, I think, 
borders on being a disaster for the com
munity. 

I mentioned yesterday that there are 
black areas in Atlanta--and when I say 
black areas I mean black communities-
where the homes and residences are of a 
quality not equaled in Washington. The 
schools in those commWlities are of a 
quality, also, that are not equaled by 
anything here in Washington. 

I might say that I have had a child 
attend probably what is one of the better 
public schools in the Washington, D.C., 
public school system. 

These people who live in the black 
communities are not interested in having 
their children transported out of those 
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communities. They are not interested in 
having anyone transported in, be they 
black or white. They see the destruction 
of their communities in this Court order 
and in many of the orders which have al- . 
ready taken place. Here, in a matter of 6 
weeks, after 11 or 12 years of complying, 
the Atlanta system is right in the middle 
of the school year and has got to come up 
and implement a plan on crosstown 
busing. . 

But, Mr. President, it so happens that 
President Nixon will be in Atlanta on 
Thursday of this week. I suppose his visit 
has something to do with politics al
though among other things he is to dedi
cate a municipal facility. It occurred to 
me that his visit was timely, insofar as 
this current question is concerned before 
the Senate and before the country. So I 
have written him a letter, which reads as 
follows: 

OCTOBER 10, 1972. 
DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: The people of At

lan ta will welcome you to ou r capital city 
on Thursday. I hope that you will be pre
pared to address yourself to a matter CU1'
rently weighing most heavily upon them. 
La.st week, thre Fifth Circuit Court of Ap
peals ordered the Atlanta Public School Sys
tem to prepare a student assignment plan 
which would require massive cross-town 
busing of school children beginning Novem
ber 27, 1972. I hope that you will declare 
Thursday that you are doing everything 
within your power as President of the United 
States to see that this order will not b_e 
implemented, and that you have inst ructed 
the Justice Department to intervene in the 
At lanta case seeking a stay of the busing or
der , as you have done in similar cases in 
Detroit, Michigan, Dallas, Tex., Richmond, 
Va., Oklahoma City; Okla., Las Vegas, Ne
vada, Nashville, Tenn. and others. 

To assist with your consideration of this 
matter, I am enclosing copies of the decisions 
of the Fifth Circuit ·Court of Appeals and 
the U.S. District Court for the Northern 
District of Georgia in the Atlanta case. As 
incredible as it must seem, the Court rec
ognizes the District Court's holding that 
Atlanta has, and has had, a unitary school 
system, ,but yet goes on to require massive 
busing aparently for the ·sole purpose of 
having some racial mix in all schools. 

The District Court, in its decision in July, 
1971, pointed out that the application of 
previous desegregation remedies had simply 
resulted in -housing and population shifts, 
and resegregation, and rejected the type 
remedy being ordered by the Court of Ap
peals, with the following observation: 

"Of pa.ramount significance, however, is the 
obvious result. Atlanta now stands on the 
brink of becoming an a.ll•black city. A fruit
basket turnover through busing to create a 
30 percent white-70 percent black uniform
ity throughout the system would unques
tionably cause such a result in a few months 
time. Intelligent black and white leader
ship in the community realizes and fears it. 
Responsible citizens both in and out of the 
school system are deeply concerned with 
preservation of the biracial identity of the 
city. Without it, the ultimate goal of equal
tty in all its aspects is doomed and At
lanta's position of leadership is· severely 
threatened." 

In other words, the Fifth Circuit Court 
held that regardless of the absence for many 
years of segregation by law or official policy, 
regardless of the absence of any Supreme 
Court decision requiring such a remedy, re
gardless of the fact that blacks are in the 
majority throughout the system, regardless 
of the fact that a 'black dominated school 
bo~~ord presided over by a leading black edu
cator, has urged against it, regardless of 
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the fact that it is opposed by an overwhelm
ing majority of both black and white com
munities in Atlanta, regardless of the fact 
that the effect of these orders has under
mined the biracia:l stability and ·financial se
curity of the City of Atlanta, and regard
less of the fact that black children may now 
elect to attend any majority white school 
of their choice in the city, nonetheless, the 
School Board must assign some students on 
the basis of race, against their wills, to 
schools at great distance from their own 
communities. This is assinine. 

The people of Atlanta deserve better than 
this. I will match Atlanta's progress toward 
achieving racial harmony with any commu
nity in the country. The paranoia of the Fed
eral judiciary in achieving a black-white 
ratio with white students fleeing in droves 
will soon produce a perfect ratio in At
lanta---100 percent 'black. What price suc
cess? 

I am doing everything in my power this 
week to secure positive action in the Sen
ate on the pending Equal Educational Op
portunities 'bill which would bring an end 
to forced busing. I call on you to do every
thing in your power to stop implementa
tion of the Atlanta busing order. 

With best regards, I am, 
Sincerely, 

DAVID H . GAMBRELL. 

Mr. President, I am sincere about that. 
We have had busing in every major city 
in Georgia. I think in every case that 
busing has been required if the district 
court finds that there had been a stub
born and obstinate resistance by the 
school board or by the community as a 
whole. This is not true in the case of At
lanta. Frankly, I think desegregation 
could be accomplished in the cities, and 
it has been accomplished in Atlanta, 
without the necessity of forced school 
busing across town. This is why I am in 
favor of the bill, because I think it is a 
very narrowminded person-in fact, it 
is a person who does not want to actually 
solve the problem~who says that we 
have to have forced school busing, as we 
have had it, in order to desegregate. 

I have heard a lot of talk here about 
the constitutional rights that are being 
deprived from little children. Of course, 
the Supreme Court in none of these cases 
that have been decided, and particularly 
in the Swann case, ever said that any
body had a constitutional right to have 
busing. And the Supreme Court has rec
ognized many other remedies for de
segregation. 

It is absolutely foolish to say that there 
is a constitutional right to a particular 
remedy when there are ·any number of 
other remedies available and when this 
remedy has been applied and has been 
proved to tbe a false educational premise, 
and that is that there is more gain to be 
achieved by transporting little children 
out of their own communities across town 
to other communities than would be 
gained by upgrading the quality of the 
education in their own communities. 

So there is nothing, essentially, to the 
argument of constitutionality or consti
tutional rights. There is a constitutional 
right not to be discriminated against. But 
there is no educational achievement in 
massive crosstown busing. And there is 
no constitutional right to have it. 

Mr. President, I am a little disap
pointed that, for all of the supposed 
cogent reasons that have been alleged to 

exist for putting this decision off or for 
voting it down, not one single amend
ment has been called up to this bill. For 
all we know, cloture may be invoked 
tomorrow, and any opportunity to pre
sent an amendment beyond those at the 
desk will have been missed. The opportu
nity for amending the bill with amend
ments that may not be considered ger
mane would have been missed. 

It seems to me that those who are 
opposed to this bill might as well get 
down to the proposition of saying, "Yes, 
we are against the bill in all its forms. 
And we are simply stalling until Friday 
or Saturday, whenever adjournment time 
comes. We have got a lot of reasons 
stacked up here, but we are not serious 
about them. We are just talking." 

Mr. President, I heard some noble 
speeches on the floor here today. I think 
it is fine to have noble sentiments and 
to express them in the U.S. Senate. How
ever, I would have to say that those 
noble speeches that were made were 
made, I think, primarily from a lack of 
exposure to this problem. 

I would have to observe that the Sen
ator from Michigan is the only Senator 
that I know of who is directly faced 
with this problem in his own home com
munity who has staunchly defended the 
practice, as he has. 

There may be other resolutions to this 
problem than that which has been of
fered. There might be some that I would 
prefer. I have proposed amendments of 
my own. However, we are getting down 
to the point where we are talking about 
whether we will have this one or not, 
because no one seems to be interested in 
proposing alternatives. 

I think the time for being noble is 
passed, because all we are doing is stall
ing. And frankly, I have heard some
thing about its being a political year 
and that something will be done about 
it next year. · 

I believe, though I will not be here 
next year, that the Members of the Con
gress who come back next year will be 
even more determined, because I have 
noticed that the more this spreads, the 
more vigorous people are in trying to do 
away with it. 

It may be that the opponents will be 
successful in putting it off until two
thirds of the membership of both Houses 
have assembled and acted against this 
practice and a constitutional amend
ment is passed. I would say that would be 
an· achievement on the part of the op
ponents of this legislation who have been 
so stubborn about the matter that they 
have brought down around their heads, 
their shoulders, and their principles, a 
constitutional amendment to put an end 
to it. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me without losing his 
right to the floor? 

Mr. GAMBRELL. I am happy to yield 
to the Senator from Michigan. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I . think the distin
guished Senator from Georgia is correct. 
I have made that assessment myself: 
Those who are blocking a vote on a legis
lative remedy in this session may well 
rue the day, because I foresee that, as 
this threat and reality of busing spreads 
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throughout the country, in the next ses
sion of Congress there will be an over
whelming demand not for legislative 
remedies but for a constitutional amend
ment. 

Unfortunately, and I say unfortunately 
because it is unfortunate, people are 
losing faith in the courts-at least inso
far as this particular issue is concerned. 

The Broomfield amendment was 
passed and the courts, through use of 
semantic differences, ignored the intent 
of Congress, even though it was very 
clearly stated in both Houses of Con
gress; and even though I am the sponsor 
of a constitutional amendment I have 
said on other occasions I would much 
rather deal with this problem legisla
tively. I do not want to clutter up the 
Constitution with additional amend
ments. 

But if we are going to be extended to 
the point that it will be necessary to get 
a two-thirds vote in order to have a vote 
on the merits of a legislative proposal, 
which is the situation we are in, we 
might just as well adopt the constitu
tional amendment, which is a sure-fire 
way to deal with it, and then we do not 
have to be concerned about whether the 
court is going to hold it to be constitu
tional. 

I agree with the Senator from Geor
gia; I think that in the next session of 
Congress there will be even more Sena
tors, as a result of the election, who will 
want to do something about this prob
lem, and they will want to do something 
that is effective. If we are going to be 
required to marshal and muster a two
thirds vote, we are very likely to have a 
constitutional amendment. 

Mr. GAMBRELL. I thank the junior 
Senator from Michigan for those re
marks. They are certainly apt and bring 
to mind another situation that has oc
curred to me. 

We have been criticized, and I do not 
recall all the various terms used, for 
tying the hands of the court, stretch
ing the powers of the court, undermining 
the courts, cutting down the balance of 
powers by pruning one of the three 
branches of government. 

Actually, I consider this type legisla
tion to be a matter of saving the court 
system for itself. We have a system, 
whether one wants to call it law enforce
ment, school administration, educational 
policy, what have you, that is obviously 
a controversial and highly emotional 
matter, which is being applied in a 
patchwork way, some here, some over 
there, some over here, and some down 
there; this sort of plan here, that sort of 
plan here, and another type plan over 
there. People in one community look over 
to the other community and say, "How 
come they are doing it that way and we 
have to do it this way?" They are told 
that they have a different judge over 
there, and that he looks at it in a differ
ent way. 

We have had this. situation in Georgia. 
I find it difficult to explain why we did 
not have busing in Atlanta and we did 
in every other community. Now we do, 
but for several years Atlanta wa.s said 
to have a unitary system and, "You do 
not have to have busing." The people do 

not understand the distinction between 
de facto and de jure. 

But beyond that Michigan, Georgia, 
and other States have widespread bus
ing, and other States have busing re
quirements. The people are indignant 
about this. They would accept it in 
Georgia and in Atlanta if they had it in 
every other city, and they do not, and the 
reason is that the court system does not 
apply uniformly throughout the coun
try. This is a legislative problem, not a 
judicial problem. That is what we are 
trying to do here. 

It may outrage a number of people, 
but I suggest that the opposition to this 
does not say, "We have a better plan and 
a different type plan." The opposition 
simply sits by and indulges in stalling. 
If the court system in this country col
lapses, and I say it is on the verge of 
collapse, and it will collapse if something 
is not done to regularize the forced bus
ing system throughout the country, 
either by doing away with it or setting 
up a uniform system, or giving everybody 
some of it, the courts share the respon
sibility for this type enforcement. 

I hear in political campaigns around 
the country of people calling for Fed
eral judges to be elected. In my opinion 
that would be a disaster, but that is the 
type thing that comes out of this type 
controversy where judges are required 
to attempt to administer something that 
is primarily a legislative problem. 

I say that if the opponents of this bill 
have some other solution to the overall 
problem, some way to save our commu
nities that want to be saved from Qeing 
destroyed through being undermined by 
this type so-called desegregation en
forcement, let them say so. It has gotten 
to the point where it is not desegregation 
anymore, it is plain integration, just in
tegration; something the parent would 
not agree to is being forced on children. 

Mr. President, I simply wanted to 
point out where this type of court en
forcement can lead. It can lead to what 
we have in Atlanta, which is what op
ponents of this legislation last spring 
said it would never come to: de facto 
type desegregation. It is there. I think 
it is important that the opponents of 
the legislation realize they are under
mining the court system, they are defeat
ing their own purposes, asking the people 
of this country to come back even harder 
and stronger than now, to make even 
harsher remedies. 

I ask the opponents of this legisla
tion to give serious consideration to offer
ing some alternatives, by letting us have 
an up and down vote on this problem be
fore Congress adjourns. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

PROGRAM 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

the program for tomorrow is as follows: 
The Senate will convene at 8:30 a.m. 
After the two leaders are recognized, 

the following Senators will be recognized 
for the times stated and in the order 
listed: 

Mr. YOUNG, 5 minutes. 
Mr. WEICKER, 15 minutes. 

Mr. MATHIAS, 10 minutes. 
Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR., 15 minutes. 
Mr. AmEN, 10 minutes. 
Mr. RANDOLPH, 10 minutes. 
Mr. HART, 10 minutes. 
Mr. SCOTT, 10 minutes. 
Mr. CAsE, 10 minutes. 
Mr. JAVITS, 10 m1nutes. 
Mr. STENNIS, 10 minutes. 
Mr. HUGHES, 15 minutes. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD, 15 minutes. 
In the event there is any remaining 

time, following the orders just mentioned 
and prior to 11 a.m., such remaining time 
will be utilized for the transaction of 
routine morning business, with the usual 
limitation on statements therein of 3 
minutes. 

In any event, at 11 a.m. the 1 hour 
of controlled deba,te under rule XXII on 
the motion to invoke cloture on H.R. 
13915, the equal educational opportuni
ties bill, wUl begin. 

At 12 o'clock noon, the mandatory 
quorum call will start, and as soon as a 
quorum is established, the yea-and-nay 
vote on the motion to invoke cloture will 
be automatic and should begin circa 
12:15 p.m. 

If cloture is invoked, the unfinished 
business will continue under considera
tion until finished. If cloture is not in
volved, another vote on a motion to in
voke cloture will occur on Thursday. 

As stated earlier today by the distin
guished majority leader, the Abrams 
nomination will be called up tomorrow 
afternoon in the event cloture is not 
invoked. 

The supplemental appropriations bill 
may be brought up, hopefully, by Thurs
day afternoon. 

The debt limitation will be ready by 
the latter part of the week: 

There will be lesser measures on the 
calendar, which may or may not be 
called up, depending upon the circum
stances. 

Conference reports may be called up 
at any time. 

Yea-and-nay votes are expected to 
occur daily from here on out through 
Saturday, October 14, the hoped-for sine 
die adjournment date. 

ADJOURNMENT TO 8:30 A.M. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

if there be no further business to come 
before the Senate, I move, in accordance 
with the previous order, that the Senate 
stand in adjournment until 8:30 a.m. 
tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and at 6:30 
p.m. the Senate adjourned until tomor
row, Wednesday, October 11, 1972, at 
8:30a.m. 

NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by the 

Senate October 10, 1972: 
U.S. NAVY 

Vice Adm. Dick H. Guinn, u.s. Navy, for 
appointment to the grade of vice admiral, 
when retired, pursuant to the provisions of 
tltle 10, United States Code, section 5233. 

Vice Adm. Fred G. Bennett, U.S. Navy, for 
appointment to the grade of vice admiral, 
when retired, pursuant to the provisions of 
title 10, United States Code, section 5233. 
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Vice A dm. G eorge E . Moore I I , S upply


C orps, U.S . N avy, for appointment to the


grade of vice admiral, when retired, pursuant


to the provisions of title 10, United S tates


Code, section 5233.


Vice A dm. R alph Weymouth, U.S . N avy,


for appointment to the grade of vice admiral,


when retired, pursuant to the provisions of


title 10, United States Code, section 5233.


IN THE ARMY


The following-named officers for promo-

tion in the R egular A rmy of the United


S tates, under the provisions of title 10,


United S tates Code, sections 3284 and 3299:


ARMY PROMOTION LIST


To be lieutenant colonel


Irkzarry-Toro, Enrique,            .


McC reary, John J., Jr.,            .


McDonnell, James E .            .


Spearing, James M.,            .


MEDICAL SERVICE CORPS


To be lieutenant colonel
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ARMY PROMOTION LIST


To be major


Banks, James H.,            .


Benson, William L., Jr.,            .


Cochran, Pinckney C.,            .


Evans, George 0., 

           .


Flesher, Dale D ., 

           .


G reen, Marvin R ., Jr.,            .


Rogers, James C .,            .


ARMY PROMOTION LIST
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Archebelle, Edwin B.,            .
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Van Fossan, James A.,            .


Van Horn, Jerry,            .


Viner, Tommy J.,            .


Wald, Ralph L.,            .


Whittier, Walter C.,            .


Williams, John J., 

           .


WOMEN'S ARMY CORPS


To be captain


McFarland, Alice J.,            .


MEDICAL CORPS


To be captain


Raines, David R. Jr.,            .


DENTAL CORPS


To be captain


Turner, Kenneth D.,            .


ARMY MEDICAL SPECIALIST CORPS


To be captain


Naranjo, Carmen J.,            .


Reid, Barbara C.,            .


T he following-named officers for promo-

tion in the R egular A rmy of the United


S tates, under the provisions of title 10,


United S tates Code, sections 3284 and 3298:


ARMY PROMOTION LIST


To be first lieutenant


Abbott, John P.,            


Abbott, Wayne E.,            .


Abney, Lincoln M.,            .


Abramovitz, Irwin J.,            .


Adams, Ernest C.,            .


Adams, Frank B.,            


Adams, James W.,            


Adams, Lonnie B., III,            .


Adams, Tommy M.,            .


Adamson, James C.,            .


Adinaro, Joseph T.,            .


Adkins, Charles E.,            .


Affeldt, John F.,            .


Aileo, William A.,            .


Albanese, Ernest L.,            .


Albrecht, George W.,            .


Albright, Paul S..            .


Allaire, Stephen D.,            .


Allanach, William C.,            .


Allen, James H.,            .


Allen, James M.,            .


Allen, James M.,            .


Allen, Robert W.,            .


Allen, Roy J.. Jr.,            .


Alley, Claude R.,            .


Alley, Richard F., Jr.,            .


Alvarez, Joel R.,            .


Ammon, Peter J.,            .


Anconetani, Anthony,        

    .


Anderson, Charles W.,            .


Anderson, Larry E.,            .


Anderson, Michael B.,            .


Anderson, Robert W.,            .


Anderson, Thomas M., 

           .
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Andrews, Zalph H., Jr.,            .
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           .


Bacon, Terry R.,            .


Bahr, William J., 

           .


Bailey, Alton P.,            .


Bailey, Edward L.,            .


Bailey, Ronald R.,            .


Bailey, Samuel H., II, 

           .


Bailey, Sedell,            .


Bailey, Thomas K.,            .


Bair, TracyR.,            .


Baker, David C.,            .


Baldwin, Robert H. J.,            .


Ball, Blaine S.,            .


Ball, James A.,            .


Ballenberger, Walte,            .


Ballenger, John P.,            .


Ballou, Justin 

G., II,            .


Balog, Roger P.,            .


Balough, Daniel C.,            .


Banks, John T.,            .


Barber, Dana Q.,            .


Barber, David S.,            .


Barclay, Robert P.,     

       .


Barnett, Forrest W.,            .


Barry, Charles L.,            .


Barstis, George A.,            .


Barszcz, Michael, Jr.,            .


Barth, Brent B.,            .


Bassett, Robert A.,            .


Bastey, Mark 

F.,            .


Bateman, William V.,            .


Bates, Donald R.,            .


Battjes, Henry,             .


Battles, Dennis 

0.,            .
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Becker, Robert J.,            .
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Bell, Burwell B., III,            .


Bell, Thomas A.,            .
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Bergh, Roger S.,            .


Berkson, Joseph M.,            .


Berwick, Christopher R.,            .


Besecker, Kenneth H.,            .


Best, Robert B.,            .


Bettencourt, Vernon,            .


Bevis, Kenneth M.,            .


Bewley, Robert S.,            .


Biasi, Peter M.,            .


Bible, Michael C.,            .


Bickel, John W.,            .


Bidwell, Alex L.,            .


Billingsley, Sidney,            .


Binder, Gregory C.,            .


Bird, Daniel C., Jr.,            .


Bischoff, Robert C.,            .


Bish, Gary A.,            .


Bishop, Robin M.,            .


Black, John J., Jr.,            .


Blackburn, Linwood,            .


Blaine, Richard C.,            .


Blake, David C., Jr.,            .


Blake, Thomas J.,            .


Blaney, Daniel J.,            .


Block, David J.,            .
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Braun, George F.,            .


Brechtel, Michael,            .
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Brennan, Thomas J.,            .
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Briggs, Walter J.,            .
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Brillante, Joseph R.,            .
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Brittenham, Billy F.,            .


Brosnan, Francis M.,            .
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Brower, Charles F.,    
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Brown, Chandler R.,            .


Brown, James 

D., 

           .
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Florine, James E.,            .


Ison, Constance G.,            .


Kray, Jerome G.,            .


Pelton, Richard P.,            .


Rennie, Donald S.,            .


IN THE NAVY


The following-named officers of the N aval


R eserve for perm anent promotion to the


grade of captain in the line and staff corps,


as indicated, subject to qualification there-

for as provided by law:


LINE


Abernathy, Roger E.


Achee, Emile W.


Adkins, Edward C.


Ahlborn, Gale


Aiello, Leonard


Alair, Gene L.


Alexander, Owens F.


A llen, Francis F., Jr.


A llen, Milton R.


Allen, Thomas E.


Amirault, Francis R .


Anderson, Burton M.


Anderson, Raymond Louis M.


Anderson, Roland C.


Anderson, Wilford D.


Anderson, Randall E.


Andrews, Wallace J.


Andrew, Martin J.


Appel, Robert L., Jr.


Ardis, Robert B.


Armstrong, Edward L.


Arnold, Alison M.


Aron, Linwood M.


Arveson, Donald F.


A schenbrenner, Frank A .


A tkinson, Bernard 0.


Aubry, Jacques D .


Avila, Andrew J.


Babbe, George M.


Bahr, Franklin E .


Bailey, Charles Streater, Jr.


Bajak, Sigmund F.


Baker, R ichard M., Jr.


Baldwin, William W.


Baldwin, George H.


Ballantyne, Douglas Cumings


Barker, G ilbert H.


Barnett, John S ., Jr.


Barnes, R ichard L .


Barnhill, Philip C .


Barros, Jack R .


Bartlett, Shirley C arnett J.


Barton, William B.


Barton, William J.


Baumann, Raphael F.


Beacham, Ernest P., Jr.


Beaumont, Robert T .


Beck, Clayton H.


Becker, David G.


Bellizio, Elgie L.


Benedetti, A ldo J.


Bennett, Harry Hoffman, Jr.


Bergesen, A lbert G .
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Berkemose, Paul H. 
Bertoldi, John B., Jr. 
Best, Guy A. 
Beveridge, John H. 
Biggart, Stephenson Robert 
Black, James B. 
Blackwell, Enoch D. 
Blakey, Blake V. 
Bla.m, Norman 
Blessing, Wilfred E. 
Block, Leo 
Blumenthal, Phillp Lee, Jr. 
Boelens, John H. 
Bohan, Walter A. 
Boles, Max G. 
Bollinger, Lawrence F., Jr. 
Bonney, John R. 
Boom, Glenn L. 
Bouldry, John M. 
Brad.beer, George B. 
Bra.tches, Harold F. 
Braue, John c. 
Bresla.u, Maxwell 
Bridge, Herbert M. 
Brodha.g, Donald James 
Brooks, Paul Robert Michael 
Brown, John N. 
Brown, Frank C. 
Bruce, Robert G. 
Brueckba.uer, Roger I. 
Budd, Thomas William, Jr. 
Buell, Lloyd Elmer 
Bunten, Richard c. 
Burns, Willia.m A. 
Burns, Willard A. 
Butler, Bethel Hardin 
Butler, Lloyd M., Jr. 
Butters, James A. 
Caldwell, Wllllam Frederick 
Calkins, Don R., Jr. 
Callahan, Francis Joseph, Jr. 
Calnan, Thomas J., Jr. 
Carl, Frederick D. 
Carlson, John E., Jr. 
Carroll, Marshall E. 
Casey, Francis J. 
Chamberlain, Edward Thoyt J. 
Chandler, Henry M., Jr. 
Chappell, William Venroe, Jr. 
Chase, Robert R. 
Chicas, Samuel A. 
Childs, Herbert C. 
Christoph, Edward C. 
Chwalek, Charles J. 
Cibula., Charles, Jr. 
Cllunga.n, Virgil 
Clark, Robert W. K. 
Clark, Kenneth B. 
Cla.ughton, James Calvin, Jr. 
Clegg, William H. 
Cements, Edward W. 
Clemensen, Owen N. 
Cl11ford, Charles Francis J. 
Cochran, Carl E. 
Cochran, Sam Victor, Jr. 
Cofer, Joseph Pleasant, Jr. 
Colburn, Daniel W. 
Coleman, Curtin R., II 
Collins, Paul H. 
Colwell, Delbert E. 
Cooper, Charles Simpson 
Cooper, Donald W. 
Copson, David A. 
Cormier, Warren G. 
Corrigan, Claud H. 
Coughlan, James Francis, III 
Cox, James L., Jr. 
Crawford, Burnett Hayden, Jr. 
Cronin, John W., Jr. 
Crotty, Leo J. 
Cucullu, Roy T. 
Cullen, Michael 
Culver, John A. 
Cummins, Samuel Amspoker 
Cunningham, Charles 
Curtis, Donald E. 
Cutler, Robert J. 
Daeger, Edward 
Da.llen, Robert D. 
Dalton, Richard C. 
Darezzo, Buddy T. 
Da.rrough, Paul G., Jr. 
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Daubin, Scott Crittenden 
Davenport, Stephen C. 
David, Marshall J. 
Davis, Charles R. 
Davison, Germain A. 
Davis, Charles F., Jr. 
Da.y, John E., Jr. 
Delaney, Da. vid P. 
Delaney, Robert F. 
Denny, James H. 
Denney, Robert. 
Derby, Lawrence Hedrick, Jr. 
Devito, George Michael 
Devoe, Sherman W. 
Dewey, Dudley 0., Jr. 
Dick, Robert D. 
Dill, William A. 
D1llon, MelVin ~. 
Dillon, Frank T., Jr. 
Dinger, John A., Jr. 
Dipaco, Gino. 
Dixon, Boyd R. 
Dodds, Robert D. 
Donnelly, Alton S. 
Dowd, John F. 
Dowling, George Elbert 
Drach, John H. 
Drennen, Grant A. 
Duby, Charles W., Jr. 
Dudzik, Donald M. 
Duff, John, Jr. 
Dunlap, James Arthur 
Duvall, Dale J. 
Dybens, Paul A. 
Easterling, Verlln R. 
Eastman, Latham Champion 
Eggleston, Ervin L. 
Eidson, Robert Ansel 
Ellickson, Leroy W. 
Elliott, Wtlliam H. 
Elmore, Lowell E. 
Elwood, Albert A. 
Engel, John H. 
Eppling, Frederic J. 
Ericson, Paul J. 
Evans, James L. 
Evans, Roy C. 
Evans, Charles R. Jr. 
Evetts, Robert Stanley 
Ewan, Thomas K. 
Fairhurst, Franklin Edison 
Falvey, Daniel J. Jr. 
Fason, Theodore 
Feldstein, Joel I. 
Ferber, Arthur H. 
Ferguson, James D. 
Ferrero, James Vercelli Jr. 
Fields, Victor 
Files, Henry C. Jr. 
Ftlipic, Allen J. 
Flaherty, Richard L. 
Fleming, Henry J. Jr. 
Fleming, Michael B. 
Flynn, William D. 
Foley, Brady 
Fonville, Amon 
Ford, Glenn 
Fortunato, Michael M. 
Fowler, Robert E. G. 
Fox, Charles E. 
Fra.ssrand, Michael A. 
Freeman, Peter Hampden 
Friede mann, Conrad J. 
Fritz, Wilbert 
Frost, John J. 
Frost, George R. 
Fry, Byron W. 
Gairing, Donald A. 
Galbut, Hyman P. 
Gallaway, John M. 
Gannon, Philip J. 
Garbler, Paul 
Gardner, Benjamin Hlll U 
Ga.rdow, Gordon A. 
Garrett, Theodore E. 
Garrett, Tom W. Jr. 
Garrick, Robert M. 
Gasser, Blaine E. 
Gaucher, John H. 
Gaventa, Lawrence K. 
George, Clark B. 

Gershkoff, Robert Stanley 
Gibbons, Thomas P. 
Gibbons, Hugh E. 
Gibney, Robert Alexander Jr. 
Gies, Richard C. 
Gilardi, Robert . c. 
Gllllam, Otis R. 
Gtlmore, William J. 
Gitlin, Allen R. 
Glass, William o. 
Glazier, Francis M. , 
Glenn, Eugene H. 
Goldsmith, Myron J. 
Goodenough, Robin W. 
Goodell, Horace G. 
Goodgame, Thomas H. 
Goodwin, James G. 
Graham, Robert F. 
Graham, John H. 
Grant, Ernest E., Jr. 
Gravitt, Thurl 0. 
Green, Thomas A. 
Greiner, Harold F. 
Grimsby, Alvin E. 
Gross, Mose 
Gryde, Stanley K. 
Guthrie, Gene E. 
Haag, William J. 
Hagen, Merle E., Jr. 
Hall, Aaron L. 
Hallquist, Ralph F. 
Hanley, Joseph Martin 
Hansen, Jul1a.n R. 
Hardy, Donald A. 
Harned, Charles C. 
Harrison, Robert C. 
Harrison, Curtis B. 
Harrington, Wayne B. 
Harshman, Sterling R. 
Hartmann, Frederick Howard 
Harvey, Robert W. 
Hathaway, Samuel H. 
Hayes, Louis Joseph, Jr. 
Hedin, Dan E. 
Helm, John L. 
Helmick, Richard R. 
Hendricks, Gordon E. 
Herrink, Louis S., Jr. 
Hersch, John. 
Hess, Paul W. 
Hessey, John Hamilton, IV 
Heyer, Nelson 0. 
ffigglns, Eugene P. 
mn, Dexter B., Jr. 
Hill, Frederick A., m 
Hirsch, Robert G. 
Hobbs, Edward H. 
Hobrock, Howard H. 
Hoctor, John M. 
Hoff, John R. 
Hoffmeyer, John T. 
Hogan, Richard R. 
Hogan, Donald A. 
Holmgren, Allan F. 
Holstrom, Robert William P. 
Holton, Abner L., Jr. 
Hook, Byron J. 
Horan, Thomas F. 
Horn, Elford W. 
Hornberger, Lalon D. 
Houlihan, James E. 
Housia.ux, John E. 
Howe, Clement W. 
Howland, Daniel 
Hudgins, John J. 
Hudson, Floyd E. 
Hughes, Donald E. 
Hummel, Paul L. 
Hutton, Harry B. 
Ingram, Samuel P. 
Irwin, John J. 
Jackson, Warren E. 
Jameson, Davis E. 
Jancsy, Henry P. 
Janson, Nils F. 
Jasper, Richard E. 
Jenkins, William, Jr. 
Jensen, Carl P. 
Jewett, David M. 
Johnston, Charles R. 
Johnson, Clarence Einer, Jr. 
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Johnson, Fredrick E. 
Johnson, Bruce A. 
Jones, John C. 
Jones, Malcolm Stephen, Jr. 
Jones, Alfred W., Jr. 
Jones, Robert L. 
Joy, Charles Turner, Jr. 
Justus, James s. 
Kadison, Herbert 
Kaelin, Joseph 
Kallman, Robert E. 
Keast, Kenneth M. 
Keeley, Wesley M. 
Kell1ck, William L. 
Kelly, Robert N. 
Ketcham, Raymond. 
Kincaid, Harry G. 
King, Richard G. 
King, Stanley R. 
King, Benny G. 
King, Arthur Robert, Jr. 
Kirkwood, Kenneth S. 
Kitchel, Donald v. 
Kleinhenz, William A. 
Klotz, Alfred A., Jr. 
Kluge, Rolland H. 
Knudsen, Russell D. 
Kolander, Jerome M. 
Kopchak, George. 
Kovach, Eugene G. 
Kraft, Frank Aloysius, Jr. 
Krstich, Walter J. 
Lambert, George Samuel, Jr. 
Landry, Robert A. 
Lane, Frederick S. 
Lang, William W., Jr. 
Lang, James Talley. 
Lawson, Melvin J. 
Lazar, James T., Jr. 
Leary, Charles C. 
Lee, John P. 
Leeper, Wesley Roy. 
Lefon, Carroll Fairfax. 
Lelacheur, Arthur Joseph, Jr. 
Lepetich, Joseph E. 
Lesslle, W1lliam H. 
Leute, George M., Jr. 
Lewis, W1111am C. 
Lewis, Harvin R. 
Libby, Richards. 
Lindsay, Johnathan w. 
Litton, Donald L. 
Lockwood, William L. 
Lockwood, George Willls 
Loehnert, John T. 
Loeppert, Henry V. 
Loes, Ph111p A. 
Logan, Edwin M. 
Lomas, Charles W. 
Longwell, Robert A. 
Lotzenhiser, George W1lllam 
Loughran, Joseph Louis. 
Lowe, Dean V. 
Lowry, Wayne L. 
Lubar, Charles 
Lucas, Fielding G. 
Luckenbach, Edgar F., Jr. 
Lungren, Charles Robert 
Luppino, Rocco, Jr. 
Lutz, George J., Jr. 
Lynch, William c., Jr. 
Lyon, Horace L. 
Lyon, Richard 
MacDonald, John B . 
Macinnes, James 
MacLeod, Thomas Lebreton, Jr. 
Maddock, Herbert J. 
Maginn, Charles Ernest, Jr. 
!!ahoney,FrancffiX. 
Mair, Donald R. 
Malehorn, Merlin K. 
Manfredi, Dominick 
Mann, James A. 
Maple, Thomas S., Jr. 
Marklo1f, Raymond. 
Marshall, Robert Logan 
Martin, LeoN. 
Martin, Cletus 0. 
Masterson, Paul F. 
Mate, Hubert E. 
Mathias, Charles McCurdy, Jr. 
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Matson, Jack B. 
Matthews, Robert Allison, Jr. 
Mattson, Kenneth 
Maw, Herbert w. 
Mayfield, Carl. 
McCall, James A. 
McCambridge, Clarence P., Jr. 
McCarthy, James L. 
McConnaughey, W11liam Eugen 
McConkey, Frank V., Jr. 
McCorkle, Richard K. 
McCrave, Byran 
McCrea, William E. 
McDonald, Harry G. 
McDonald, Clyde W. 
McDonnell, James J. 
McFarlane, William D., Jr. 
McGillivray, Duncan P1.ymond 
McGraw, Doonan D. 
Mclvaine, James William 
McMillan, Howard A. 
McMorrffi, Armstrong Cliffor 
McMurdo, Robert Bryce 
McNamara, Michael F. 
McSweeney, Eugene Sutton, Jr. 
McWhorter, Hezzie Boyd 
Mearig, Hebert C. 
Medd, JohnS., Jr. 
Messe,Harold 
Mehmel, Charles H., Jr. 
Merenda, Peter F. 
Merrill, Philip R. 
Messner, Russel John, Jr. 
Metzger, John M. 
Meyers, Edward W. 
Michel, Eugene W. 
Michon, Edward J. 
Miles, John Lindsey, Jr. 
Miller, Robert W. 
M1ller, Maynard M. 
Miller, Willlam James 
Miller, Frederick A. 
Miller, John J. 
Milloy, Robert D. 
Mills, Barton D. 
M1lls, Alfred P. 
Mobley, Charles Andrew, Jr. 
Moehring, Bruce H. 
Moeller, Gerald H. 
Molfino, Ted A. 
Mooney, Thomas B. 
Moore, John P. 
Moore, Charles B. 
Moore, Robert W. 
Moose, James M., Jr. 
Moro, Joseph A. 
Morris, Joel D. 
Morrison, James E. 
Morrffi, Thomas E. 
Moser, Raymond V., Jr. 
Murphy, John F. 
Murphy, William, Jr. 
Myers, Joseph H. 
Naas, David D., Jr. 
Nall, Julian C. 
Nash, Bernard Elbert 
Nelick, Franklin Charles 
Nestlerode, William Austin 
Neth, Wlllls J., Jr. 
Nickel, Kenneth W. 
Nicolls, Keith K. 
Nielson, Thomas William 
Nleznay, Walter M. 
Noetzel, Ewald R. 
Norman, Raymond E. 
Northcraft, Julian 0. 
Norton, Wallace E. 
O'Connell, Robert F. 
O'Connell, George Aloysius J. 
O'Keefe, Andrew V. 
Oldford, Allister W. 
Olinder, Everett J. 
Olffi, Andrew F. 
Olson, David 0., Jr. 
O'Neil, John J., Jr. 
O'Re1lly, Robert W. 
Or ley, WUllam J. 
O'Shea, Jeremiah Francis 
O'Shea, John T. 
O'Such, Eugene B. 
O'Toole, John F., Jr. 

Overman, Harold S., Jr. 
Pabst, Richard J. 
Paden, Jack G. 
Palmatier, Harry Caleb 
Paradiso, Angelo E. 
Parks, W1lllam T. 
Paulson, Jean D. 
Peck, Albert D. 
Perles, Benjamin M. 
Perry, George W. 
Peschke, Jerome M. 
Peterson, John E. 
Peterson, Arthur Paul, Jr. 
Peterson, Carl V. 
Peters, Robert L. 
Petrusek, Benjamin J. 
Pineau, Roger 
Pitts, Theodore Robert 
Planton, David N. 
Poehler, Allen 
Polglase, W1lllam Malone 
Poll, Harry F. 
Pope, Robert G. 
Portz, Matthew H. 
Prentice, Robert W. 
Prestwich, Horace L. 
Quigley, Stephen T. 
Quigley, Kenneth L. 
Rappeport, Myron H. 
Rau, Charles E. 
Rechnitzer, Andreas Buchwald 
Rector, Hartman, Jr. 
Redd, J. c. 
Reclgate, Laurence K. 
Reed, Willis E. 
Reichard, Edmund c. 
Reiff, Glenn Austin 
Reiser, Leroy Franklin, Jr. 
Reit, Ronald 0. 
Rice, Hallle P. 
Rich, William L. 
Reigger, William J. 
Ritter, Robert A. 
Roach, Philip H., Jr. 
Robbins, Frank Faulkner 
Robertson, Hugh A. 
Robin, Clinton G., Jr. 
Robinson, Jack W. 
Rock, Calvin Charles 
Rodgers, Robert L. 
Roebuck, Robert Jackson 
Rodgers, Julian L. 
Rohleder, John R. 
Roland, Robert P. 
Rome, Richard M. 
Rosenblum, Everett A. 
Ross, William H. 
Ross, Jesse G. 
Rowe, Charles s. 
Rowe, Earl L. 
Royce, Frederick Spargo 
Rozsypal, Edward J. 
Rudin, Sidney 
Runge, Robert W. 
Rusbosln, Vincent 
Russell, Donald Ernest 
Rust, Robert D. 
Saarela, Victor R. 
Sadler, Frederick T. 
Sandberg, Emanuel Wilson, Jr. 
Sander, George Richard 
Sapinsky, Joseph C. 
Saul, Thomas J. 
Sawyer, Kenneth Elmore, Jr. 
Schade, Walter B., Jr. 
Schemenauer, Loyd G. 
Schoenig, Arthur F. 
Schottke, Lorry S. 
Schriber, Raymond J. 
Schroeder, Joseph Herman 
Schulz, Charles James 
Schuler, Lawrence E. 
Schumann, Otho D. 
Schwartz, Benjamin 
Schweppe, Joseph L. 
Selden, Armistead, Jr. 
Semcken, Duane 
Sguros, Peter L. 
Sharp, Charles Edgar, Jr. 
Shelly, Wlllard M. 
Sheppard, James A., Jr. 
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Shlrikia.n, Stephen P. 
Shriver, Mark 0. 
Simes, Robert F. 
Simmelink, Lawrence T. 
Simpson, Samuel Willia.m 
Sims, James H. 
Sing, Calvin Y. 
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Slepicka., Irvin M., Jr. 
Sloan, Frank K. 
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Smith, Horton 
Smith, Hugh R., Jr. 
Smith, Kenneth A. 
Smith, Paul R., Jr. 
Smith, Philip L. 
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Smith, Samuel Theodore, Jr. 
Smith, Wllla.rd W. 
Smouse, Ramon L. 
Soltes, Aaron S. 
Spengler, Louis J. J. 
Speros, Peter J. 
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Tiedemann, Albert William J. 
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Vanosdol, Jack 
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Watson, John C., Jr. 
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Weber, John G. 
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Young, Joseph J., Jr. 
Young, Charles E. 
Young, David C. 
Ziesmer, Raymond, Jr. 
Zift'rin, Norman R. 
Zumwalt, Wtlllam T. 

MEDICAL CORPS 

Adamson, Nathaniel E., Jr. 
Barnes, Kirk K. 
Bartkowski, Joseph E. 
Bond, Victor P. 
Bradfield, James Y. 
Briggs, Leon Royden, Jr. 
Brooks, Frank P. 
Callaway, Guy D., Jr. 
Conn, Julian H. 
Councill, Wil!ord A. H., Jr. 
Crue, Benjamin Lane, Jr. 
Ecker, Paul G. 
Edwards, Wlllia.m M., Jr. 
Ferguson, Emmet F., Jr. 
Fleetwood, Joseph A., Jr. 
Frost, Dwight M. 
Galen, Robert S. 
Garcia, Joseph I., Jr. 
Gillen, Howard W. 
Grice, Paul F. 
Hastedt, Robert Coleman 
Havron, James B. 
Henner, Charles Mason 
Herlihy, Charles Edward 
Hirsch, Joe E. 
Holt, Waldo S. 
Howard, David Snow 
Jenkins, Louie Boyd 
Jones, Willla.m R., Jr. 
Kellogg, Huston G. 
Kha.irallah, Philip A. 
Krepp, Martin W., Jr. 
Kuhlman, William K. 
Kurtzke, John P. 
La.!oret, Eugene G. 
Lasher, Robert L. 
Lewis, Jack J. 
Ligon, Champ. 
Lindberg, John H. 
Livingston, Norloso B., Jr. 
Lofgren, Karl A. 
Lykins, Robert W. 
Lyons, Thomas G. 
Malkinson, Frederick David. 
Marks, John Roy. 
McCoy, Herbert I. 
McDonald, Khlar E. 
Meredith, Charles E. 
Metzger, Paul St. Clair. 
Mills, William James, Jr. 
Moore, Floy J. 
Morgan, Frank J., Jr. 
Mulder, Donald W. 
Nesbitt, Kenneth Alexander. 
Neville, James B. 

O'Ha.nla.n, Joseph T. 
O'Meara., Mark T. 
Ricks, Henry c., Jr. 
Robertson, James S. 
Rogers, Fred B. 
Sarver, Richard Boss. 
Scott, Wllliam C. 
Senha.user, Donald A. 
Shreeve, Walton W. 
Stein, Robert B. 
Stuckey, Walter J., Jr. 
Swenson, Edward W. 
Ta.quino, Maurice A. 
Volk, Herbert. 
Waldmann, Edward B. 
Walker, William W. 
Weese, Winston H. 
Werner, Dean F. 
Willis, Park W ., III. 
Wulsln, John H. 

SUPPLY CORPS 

Anderson, Edward E. 
Armstrong, William A. 
Ashe, James H. · 
Bienvenu, Bernard J. 
Boyles, Harry V., Jr. 
Browning, Bernard S. 
Cochran, Thomas Rodney. 
Cofer, Fred L., Jr. 
Corry, Daniel J. 
Crouse, Harold U. 
Da.um, Richard 0. 
Drake, Sherman F. 
Farrell, Joseph M. 
Force, William W., Jr. 
Frasure, Wlllia.m W. 
Gage, James R. 
Gay, William W., Jr. 
Gieseke, Willard c. 
Gra!, Bayard M. 
Griggs, Austin C. 
Hartman, Don A. 
Hellstrom, Ralph E. 
Hermann, Frederick W. 
Ihlanfeldt, William J. 
James, Robert G. 
Johnson, Bernard A. 
Jones, William R. 
Kavanagh, James L. G. 
Kay, James, Jr. 
Knight, Roy E. 
Kurtonick, Nicholas, Jr. 
Lemay, J. W., Jr. 
Lentz, Malcolm L. 
Loudon, Donald J. 
Lunde, Walter A. 
Lyons, Charles V. 
Macban, Michael F. B. 
Madden, John J. 
Maloney, Richard P. 
Martin, James M. 
Mayfield, Charles H. 
McDonald, Raymond Oswald, Jr. · 
McGlothlin, James H. 
Meyer, Sam 
Nelson, George P., Jr. 
Notch, Maurice A. 
Olson, Cecil E. 
Pruis, John J. 
Purdy, Delbert C. 
Quinn, Gerard J. 
Schoman, Charles M., Jr. 
Schwendima.n, Fred A. 
Seller, Dean B. 
Smith, Joseph P. 
Stromquist, James T. 
Thomas, NeilS., Jr. 
Thompson, Robert W. 
White, Francis H. 
Wilcox, Howard E. 

CHAPLAIN CORPS 

Ditmer, MerUn A., Jr. 
Edwards, Thomas V. 
Garman, Quentin P. 
Megee, Robert E., Jr. 
Nordby, Walter H. 
Peeters, Richard T. 
Smith, Taylor C. 
Thomas, John R. 
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CIVIL ENGINEER CORPS 

Alberts, Carl D. 
Benson, Fred J. 
Berbower, Raymond F. 
Biege, Ray R. Jr. 
Cahill, Harold Philip Jr. 
Cusack, John. _ 
Dibble, Benjamin Tolman. 
Ellingson, Harold G. 
Englert, Eugene R. 
Fichter, William F. 
Hamilton, Rolland Morris. 
Harkness, Ralph C. 
Jackson, Robert G. 
Keller, Samuel H. 
King, Philip V. 
Lee, James J. 
Looper, .Joseph Henry. 
Love, Gerald D. 
McCarran, Francis H. 
Richards, Max Lewis Jr. 
Richardson, James E. 
Riley, Bill~ W. 
Roberts, William A. 
Schmidt, Joseph. 
Thalheimer, John Coolidge J. 
Tillman, Donald C. 
Wakefield, Maunsell Clark J. 
Zehrt, William H. 

JUDGE ADVOCATE GENERAL'S CORPS 

Albright, Penrose L. 
Barrow, Charles W. 
Blackmon,JackR. 
Conaway, Robert E. 
Hervey, Robert W. 
Low, William H. 
Mattson, Leroy H. 
Odenbrett, Harvey G. 
Poisson, Louis J. Jr. 
Rollins, Clyde T. 
Stahl, Robert J. Jr. 
Tabb, Linwood B. Jr. 
Vandyck, Charles Douglas Jr. 
Witherspoon, Joseph Parker. 

DENTAL CORPS 

Barr, William S. 
Burnett, James V. 
Carara, Charles Edward 
Ca.ssalia, Peter T. 
Cassidy, Joseph M. 
Culotta, Anthony P. 
Donnenfeld, Oscar Walter 
Eckbolm, Roger H. 
Foote, Charles J. 
Gay, Glenn D. 
Hansen, John 
Hill, Clem J. 
Holliday, Joseph E. 
Howard, William W. 
Jackson, Robert F. 
Kaplan, Herman. 
Kline, William R. 
Landis, Robert L. 
Laskowski, Edward Stanley 
Linz, Andrew M. 
Lessman, Clifford Kaye 
Maze, Aurelius H., Jr. 
McDaniel, William L. 
Meikle, Wallace M. 
Miller, Lester Joseph 
Patchin, Robert E. 
Paulsen, Albert G: 
Pejko, Walter M. 
Reding, Curtis C. 
Rice, Orland L. 
Schaad, Thomas D. 
Smith, Vernon Day 
Standish, Samuel M. 
Tharp, Robert John 
Tolen, William 
Wasley, James C., Jr. 
Weaver, Edwin F., III 
Wilson, John 0., Jr. 
Wintersteen, Leroy H. 
Zerden, Edward. 

MEDICAL SERVICE CORPS 

Alpen, Edward L. 
Baker, Rollin H. 

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 
Close, Perry 
Mensh, Ivan N. 
Roessler, William G. 
Sherwood, Warren W. 
Smith, Pierre F. 
Tidwell, William L. 
Watts, Daniel T. 
Widner, William R. 

NURSE CORPS 

Cole, Ruth E. 
Gabig, Mary G. 
Macewicz, Edna M. 
The following named captains of the Naval 

Reserve for permanent promotion to the grade 
of commander in the line and staff corps, as 
indicated, subject to qualification therefor 
as provided by law: 

LINE 

Abel, Robert W. 
Abernathy, Roger E. 
Abraham, George 
Adkins, Edward C. 
Aine, Harry E. 
Allen, Glenn L., Jr. 
Anderson, Bruce E. 
Aubry, Jacques, D. 
Austin, Amory E., Jr. 
Ayars, Charles 0. 
Baker, Carlos, P., Jr. 
Barrons, John C. 
Barton, William J. 
Bauer, Lynton, G. 
Beacham, Ernest P., Jr. 
Beaumont, Robert T. 
Beck, Alan E. 
Berkemose, Paul H. 
Bertoldi, John B., Jr. 
Bixby, Ezra L. 
Blam, Norman 
Blank, Billy D. 
Blumenthal, Philip Lee, Jr. 
Bohan, Walter A. 
Boles, Max G. 
Bollinger, Lawrence F., Jr. 
Bolt, Leland E. 
Bolte, Carl E., Jr. 
Baroody, Joseph 
Bouchey, Stuart H., Jr. 
Bowman, James E. 
Boyd, Lon V. 
Bratches, Harold F. 
Brewer, Robert M. 
Broadaway, Richard S. 
Burton, Marion B. 
Butz, Clarence E. 
Caldwell, William Porter 
Calkins, Don R., Jr. 
Canter, Herbert M. 
Carl, Frederick D. 
Carlyon, Willirun H. 
Carpenter, Edwin B. 
Casad, Richard D. 
Chandler, Leroy 
Chase, Robert R. 
Chevallay, Leon Charles, Jr. 
Clemensen, Owen N. 
Cofer, Joseph Pleasant, Jr. 
Corrigan, Donald T. 
Coughlan, James Francis, III 
Cragon,StephenD. 
Crawford, John D. 
Crawley, Stanley W. 
Criez, Louis R. 
Cullen, Michael 
Culver, John A. 
Daeger, Edward 
Dallen, Robert D. 
Dalton, Richard C. 
Davis, Charles R. 
Davison, Germain A. 
Davis, Charles F., Jr. 
Debaun, Gerard B. 
Decarlo, Michael A. 
Delaney, Robert F. 
Demeo, Julian, Jr. 
Derby, Lawrence Hedrick, Jr. 
Deveau, Thomas A. 
DeVito, George Michael 
Dewey, Dudley o., Jr. 

Dicken, Wesley C., Jr. 
Dillan, Johan A., Jr. 
Dillon, Frank T., Jr. 
Dipace, Gino 
Donoho, Cecil C. 
Duane, Rodman F. 
Duvall, Dale J. 
Dybens, Paul A. 
Eastman, Latham Champion 
Elliott, Richard G. 
Elwood, Albert A. 
Engel, John H. 
Ervin, Harry C., Jr. 
Eynatten, Robert J. 
Falvey, Daniel J., Jr. 
Ferber, Arthur H. 
Files, Henry C., Jr. 
Fitzgerald, James Gerald 
Flaherty, Richard L. 
Floyd, William B. 
Fowler, William M. 
Fox, Charles D .. III 
Francis, James A. 
Froiland, Rudolf Gerald 
Galbut, Hyman P. 
Gallagher, Thomas E. 
Gallaway, John M. 
Gamble, Francis Trevor. 
Gardner, Benjamin Hill, II 
Garrison, Charles Parker, Jr. 
Garrick, Robert M. 
Garvin, Robert G. 
Gawrys, Joseph A. 
Gearhart, Donald C. 
Gershkoff, Robert Stanley 
Gibbons, Hugh E. 
Gilbert, Charles Russell 
Glllespie, Robert W. 
Gilliland, Frank Marshall J. 
Gleason, Thomas A. 
Goodman, Vernon L. 
Goodwin, Jack C. 
Green, Robert Louis 
Green, Samuel G., Jr. 
Green, Roland B. 
Green, Rex R. 
Green, Thomas A. 
Hall, Aaron L. 
Hannan, William T. 
Hansen, JuHan R. 
Hardy, Donald A. 
Harper, Rollin Hlll, Jr. 
Harra, Joseph Shirley 
Harrington, Wayne B. 
Hartmann, Frederick Howard 
Hartung, Francis Conrad, Jr. 
Hayes, Louis Joseph, Jr. 
Herder, Louis B. 
Herrink, Louis S., Jr. 
Hersch, John 
Hill, Frederick A., m 
Hofl'erbert, Louis E., Jr. 
Hoffmeyer, John T. 
Hogan, Richard R. 
Hogan, Donald A. 
Holman, Bud G. 
Holst, William P., Jr. 
Hornberger, Lalon D. 
Hoyer, Carl I. 
Huey, William Edwa.rd, Jr. 
Husmann, Donald 
Ingle, Hugh C., Jr. 
Isaacson, Leroy V. 
Jackson, Brian R. 
Jackson, Warren E. 
Jacobs, Stuart K. 
Jancsy, Henry P. 
Janson, Nils F. 
Jasper, Richard E. 
Johnson, Daren W. 
Johnston, Donald B. 
John.Son, MUton E., Jr. 
Johnston, Albert 
Joiner, Wyatt E. 
Jones, Arthur V. 
Jones, Robert L. 
Jorgensen, Robert W. 
Joslin, Robert S. 
Kahler, John H., nr· 
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Ka.rstrom, John 0., Jr. 
Kaunelis, Edwa.rd A. 
Kendall, Jackson Warner, Jr. 
Kerr, David Joseph 
Killian, Michael J. 
Kinghorn, Allen M. 
Kittler, James P. 
Knight, Robert K. 
~hler, Elenry c. 
Kudlacek, Robert B. 

. Landry, Robert A. 
Lane, Frederick S. 
Lang, James Talley 
Laulor, Richard J. 
Lazar, James T., Jr. 
Leisz, George W. 
Leonard, Colvin T ., Jr. 
Lesslie, William E£. 
Lewis, Elarvin R. 
Libby, Richard S. 
Liberato, Frank Antonio 
Llbhart, Wayne P. 
L1llegraven, Benjamin Trygv 
Lindsey, John M. 
Linton, James A. 
Litton, Donald L. 
Loes, Philip A. 
Loesel, Richard 0. 
Longwell, Robert A. 
Lowe, Beverly James 
Lubar, Charles 
Luce, Edgar A. 
Lundgren, Charles Robert 
McLane, Donald L. 
Mahoney, J. Edward 
Mahoney, John W. 
Mair, Donald R. 
Maneatis, George Arthur 
Manter, John Robert 
Maple, Thomas S., Jr. 
Martin, Richard G. 
Math~s. Jerome L. 
M&~tson, Jack B. 
Mattson, Kenneth 
McCambridge, Clarence P., Jr. 
McCrave, Bryan 
Mcllvaine, James William 
Mcinnis, Malcolm A. 
McMurdo, Robert Bryce 
McNamara, Mich&~el P. 
Merrill, Philip R. 
Meyer, John D. 
Meyers, Edward W. 
Miles, John Lindsey, Jr. 
Miller, Raleigh, Jr. 
Miller, Jerry J. 
M11ler, Thomas R., Jr. 
Miller, William C. 
Miller, Frederick A. 
Miller, John J. 
Minor, David M. 
Moose, James M., Jr. 
Morrison, James E. 
Morris, Thomas E. 
Mufatti, William F. 
Murphy, John L., Jr. 
Myers, Joseph E£. 
Nabors, Thomas Dewey, Jr. 
Nelson, Rolland G. 
Newman, James L. 
Norton, Wallace E. 
Outland, George Faulkner 
Palmatier, Harry Caleb 
Pappas, James P. 
Paul, Richard L. 
Peters, Robert L. 
Pitts, Theodore Robert 
Poehler, Allen 
Pope, Robert G. 
Prestwich, Horace L. 
Prusleckt, John J. 
Pusch, Robert A. 
Quigley, Kenneth L. 
Reade, RichardS., Jr. 
Reed, W1111s E. 
Reichard; Edmund C. 
Reinertsen, Stephen P. 
Reiser, Leroy Franklin Jr. 
Rice, Hallie P. 
Rich, William L. 
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Riegger, William J. 
Rising, Richard P. 
Robertson, Hugh A. 
Rodgers, Robert L. 
Rogers, Julian L. 
Rohlfing, Frederick William 
Roland, Robert F. 
Rosenberger, John E. 
Ross, Jesse G. 
Rowe, Earl L. 
Rozsypal, Edward J . 
Sandberg, Emanuel Wilson, Jr. 
Sapinsky, Joseph c. 
Saul, Thomas J. 
Sawyer, Kenneth Elmore, Jr. 
Schaded, Edmond W. 
Schemenauer, Loyd G. 
Schriber, Raymond J. 
Schroeder, Joseph Herman 
Schuler, LawreD£e E. 
Secord, William J. 
Shirley, Thomas W. 
Simpson, Samuel William 
Sing, Calvin Y. 
Slepicka, Irvin M., Jr. 
Smith, Thomas P. 
Smith, Barnaby F. 
Smith, Douglas J. 
Smith, Edmund Arthur, Jr. 
Smith, Horton 
Smouse, Ramon L. 
Sorenson, Glenn Peter 
Spence, Floyd D. 
Spring, W1lliam B. 
Stein, Robert J. 
Stombler, Eugene H. 
Stupar Branko 
Sunok, Stanley I. 
Snuter, Vane E. 
Swan, Ua.vid E. 
Swank, Paul B. 
Swenson, Craig J. 
Tanner, Dawn Dean 
Tate, Robert H. 
Tiedemann, Albert William J. 
Tinsman, Stewart H. W. 
Trainor, Joseph F. 
Tredinnick, Robert Wesley 
Trejo, Paul Edgar 
Tucker, RobertS. 
Udd, Elmer 
Ulum, James C. 
Underwood, George D., Jr. 
Usher, Frederic L. 
Valencia, Wallace 
Veale, William Richard 
Verlin, James A. 
Vinton, Benjamin, Jr. 
Walker, Douglas B. 
Walters, Charles 
Watson, John C., Jr. 
Wells, Raymond Anthon~ 
Welmaker, Forrest N. 
Wendler, Henry C. 
Wilken, Leon D., Jr. 
Williams, James Ellsworth 
Wilson, Harold E. 
Wilson, Raymond G. 
Winter, Joseph P. 
Wise, Robert W. 
Witt, Dean E. 
Wren, Harold G. 
Wright, Edwin S. 
Young, David C. 

MEDICAL CORPS 

Alexander, Angelo C. 
Austin, James Albert 
Bartlett, Richard James 
Beary, Franklin David 
Edmondson, Henry Turner, Jr. 
Em.ory, Em.erson 
Keith, Robert E. 
Kurtzke, John F. 
La!oret, Eugene G. 
Lyman, Frank L. 
Mann, Morris Bernard 
Matson, James E. 
McDonald, Khlar E. 
Mertz, George H. 
Miller, Joseph Hardy 

Nesbitt, Kenneth Alexander 
Owen, John A., Jr. 
Sandler, Harold 
Senhauser, Donald A. 
Sh1lling, Charles Utley 
Summitt, Robert Layman 
Taquino, Maurice A. 
Toll, Giles D. 
Vanlyith, Paul 
Werner, Dean F. 
Woellner, Richard C. 
Wood..~n. Riley Donald 

SUPPLY CORPS 

Adams, BUly J. 
Allston, Frank James, Jr. 
Anderson, Edward E. 
Ashe, James E£. 
Balint, William Stephen, Jr. 
Becker, William C. 
Bresee, Miles H., Jr. 
Burris, Thomas E. 
Cannan, Harry E. 
CUrriden, Charles David 
Gieseke, Wlllard C. 
Griggs, Austin C. 
Hankins, Paul w. 
Hawkins, Frederick Case, Jr. 
Howard, Lowen B. 
Jackson, Alexander, m 
Johnson, Bernard A. 
Kane, John B. 
Knight, Roy E. 
Kuhn, George W. 
Lazo, Leo M. 
Olson, Cecil E. 
Roemer, Ernest A., Jr. 
Roettger, Norman C., Jr. 
Seller, Dean B. 
Stierer, RichardT. 
Wallln, William R. 
Whitacre, Robert G. 

CHAPLAIN CORPS 

Albers, Arthur L. 
Kokoszka, William J. 
McManus, Harold L. 
Opsal, Bernt C. 

CIVIL ENGINEER CORPS 

Bobkoff, Kenneth B. 
Brown, Peter R. 
Dunlap, Roy L. 
Hernandez, John W., Jr. 
Kirtland, John A. 
Lee, James J. 
Looper, Joseph Henry 
Love, Gerald D. 
McCarran, Francis H. 
Parker, John V. 

JUDGE ADVOCATE GENERAL'S CORPS 

Bowling, John M. 
Bradshaw, Donald R. 
Dempsey, Thomas J. 
Gaudio, John J. 
Ledbetter, Jack W. 
Mattson, Leroy H. 
Stahl, Robert J., Jr. 

DENTAL CORPS 

Burnett, James V. 
Camp, Sumter D. L. 
Dages, Robert W. 
Donohoo, Stanley F. 
Eckblom, Roger H. 
Gentile, Joseph R. 
Hlll, Clem J. 
Kaplan, Herman 
McDaniel, WUliam L. 
Nauman, Clarence 0. 
Richardson, Emmett Wesley J. 
Seigel, Sigmund L. 
Terpin.as, Thomas Michael 
Tharp, Robert John 
Tolen, Wllliam 
Vaughn, William James Hughe 

MEDICAL SERVICE COBPS 

Close, Perry 
McGuire, Frederick Lynch 
Tidwell, William L. 
Widner, William R. 

~· 
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N'O'BSE CORPS 

Cole, Ruth E. 
The following-named oftlcers of the Naval 

Reserve for permanent promotion to the 
grade of commander in the line and staff 
corps, as indicated, subject to qualification 
therefor as provided by law: 

LINE 

Aanstoos, Edward Robinson 
Abbey, Alfred E. 
Abert, James Goodear 
Abramson, Harvey 
Acosta, William 
Acton, James Barnes 
Adams, Walter P., Jr. 
Adams, James Alan 
Adams, Albert 
Adams, Alfred H. 
Adams, Donald T. 
Adams, William Harry 
Adams, David D. 
Adams, Harry R. 
Adams, David E. 
Adema, Henry Thomas 
Adkins, Roy E. 
Adofl', Charles Sanford 
Aggson, Ronald B. 
Agman, Robert S. 
Ahlberg, Arnold E. 
Ahlenius, William Matheson 
Aikins, Lou1s R. 
Akre, Robert C. 
Alaimo,, Afonso F. 
Abertson, Richard C. 
Aberty, Owen Nelson 
Albert, Charles E., Jr. 
Alberternst, Kenneth John 
Albin, Harold Cornelius, Jr. 
Alden, Raynor F. 
Alecxih, Peter Charles 
Alexander, Jaime Paul 
Alexander, Thomas Williams 
Alfteri, Donal John 
Allan, Richard E. 
Allan, Gayord T. 
Allen, George Millard, Jr. 
Allen, Craig R. 
Allen, Douglas G. 
Allen, Raymond Clifl'ord 
Allen, Richard M. 
Allen, Richard Franklin 
Allen, Forrest M. 
Allison, Leroy M., Jr. 
Allmon, William B. 
Althouse, John H. 
Ammon, Peter C. 
Anderson, Andrew G. 
Andes, Paul Gowdy 
Anderson, Richard Wood 
Anderson, Don R. 
Anderson, Thomas Y. 
Anderson, Samuel A. 
Anderson, Albert Carl, Jr. 
Andersen, Charles W. 
Anderson, William Thomas 
Anderson, Akins B. 
Anderson, George W. 
Anderson, Coe M. 
Anderson, William Junior 
Anders, Isaac W. 
Anderson, Samuel Bert 
Andrews, Frederick Clitford 
Andrews, Marshall Henry, Jr. 
Andrews, Donald 
Andrews, Reece Lillard 
Angell, Abe Louis, Jr. 
Anselmo, Guy, Jr. 
Anson, Harry Calvin 
Anthony, Benjamin Allen, Jr. 
Anthuls, John W., Jr. 
Antkowiak, Edward T. 
Anzliotti, Vincent J., Jr. 
Arado, Joseph E. 
Archibald, Robert T. 
Archer, John Joseph 
Arment, Duane R. 
Armstrong, George Albert, Jr. 
Armstrong, Lloyd Roy 
Armstrong, John Ellis 
Armstrong, W1111am D. 

Armstrong, Richard E. 
Arnold, Edward Robert 
Arrigo, Arthur Robert 
Arris, Daniel Jay 
Arrington, Robert Anthony 
Aschan, Harry R. 
Ash, Roy F., Jr. 
Ash, John Morgan, IV 
Ashleigh, Robert F. 
Ashworth, Winthrop F. 
Asmus, Rodger W. 
Asquith, Leslie W. 
Aster, George Harry 
Atwater, Donald Edgar 
Auerbach, Richard Carlton 
Ause, Orval L. 
Austin, Wills G. 
Austin, Russell A., Jr. 
Austin, Tom A. 
Avedon, BurtS. 
Avellar, George Lawrence, Jr. 
Azer, Thomas B. 
Babcock, Clifford Shreve, Jr. 
Baber, Charles A., Jr. 
Babigian, George Robert 
Bach, Lester E. 
Bacon, Walter L. 
Bader, W1lliam Banks 
Bader, John Parker, Jr. 
Baecht, Warren E. 
Baer, Carl J. 
Baguhn, Norman E. 
Baguley, Norman A. 
Bailey, Fredric Nelson 
Bailey, Robert C. 
Bailes, James V. 
Baines, Richard S. 
Baird, Robert M. 
Baird, John M. 
Baker, Joseph W. 
Baker, Sidney J. 
Baker, Robert Paul 
Baker, Donald L. 
Baker, David Everett 
Baker, John H. 
Baker, Norman L. 
Baker, John L. 
Baldridge, Paul E., Jr. 
Baldry, George Kendall 
Balfour, David N. 
Ballow, Robert E. 
Ball, Derwin R. 
Ballard, Gaylord Bernard 
Ball, Robert 0. 
Balo, Harold A. 
Bambo, Gregory Bautista, Jr. 
Bancroft, William H. 
Band, Hans E. 
Banfield, Thomas Vincent, II. 
Bangma, John J. 
Banks, William C. 
Banks, Walter Dickson, Jr. 
Bannecker, William Ra.ndolt 
Bannister, William W. 
Barboro, Alfred John, Jr. 
Bardell, William E. 
Bare1k1s, Robert P. 
Bare, Leland D. 
Barham, Don R. 
Ba.rham, Charles D., Jr. 
Barilla, Louis J. 
Barker, Lowen Reed 
Barksdale, James C. 
Barker, Thomas C. 
Barnett, Robert c. 
Barnes, Donald J. 
Barnes, John B. 
Barnett, William M . 
Barron, John S. 
Barry David C. 
Bartram, Francis Joseph, Jr. 
Bartels, Wilhelm Friedrich 
Bartholomew, Ronald Lee 
Bartz. W1111am A. 
Barton, Furman Wyche 
Barthelenghi, George H., Jr. 
Bassanello, Adolph C. 
Bassett, James Spencer 
Bastin, Carl Alan 
Batchelor, Norinan G. 
Batchelor, Kenneth F. 

Batchelor, James Browder 
Bates, John Ezra Barr 
Battersby, Cowan B . 
Batthauer, Byron E .' 
Baumann, Gerard Robert 
Bausback, Richard F. 
Baxter, Robert Hampton, ill 
Bazer, Alvan T. 
Beahm, William J. 
Beal, Norman Tull 
Bean, Irving J. 
Bean, Edward Wesley, Jr. 
Beard, Joseph James 
Beard, James W. 
Bechard, Paul F. 
Becker, John c., Jr. 
Beckmann, Paul A., Jr. 
Becklund, Robert K. 
Beckmann, Archibald Baker J. 
Becker, Marvin J. 
Beck, Benjamin L. 
Becker, Wllllam Hans 
Becotte, Robert c. 
Bedenbaugh, William Howard 
Beemer, William F. 
Beer, Dean R . 
Befl'el, Ernest J. 
Bell, Ross Kay 
Bell, Lawrence D. 
Bell, Charles E., Jr. 
Bellone, Elmer A. 
Bell, Carney R. 
Bell, Gershom Rodes 
Bendel, John E. 
Benford, William Rameden, Jr. 
Benjamin, Herbert Sam, Jr. 
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Giblett, David R. 
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Gilbert, Ralph L. 
Gilbert, Robert Northcutt J. 
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La.itala., Leilan M. 
Lalicker, Robert G. 
Lalley, Richard P. 
Lamers, John Peter 
Lamorte, James Francis, Jr. 
Lampson, Matty E. 
Lancaster, James Otto, Jr. 
Landon, John Robert 
Landau, Steven Andrew 
Landis, David Harvey 
Lando, Robert E. 
Langley, Rolland Ament, Jr. 
Langeller, Robert A. 
Lanphear, Robert M. 
Lapham, Arthur E. 
Larkin, Will M. 
Larkin, William James, III 
Laroux, Harold 
Larson, Howard James 
Lasher, David Lowery, III 
Latka, Robert A. 
Laughea.d, Robert Reuel 
La.ughon, James H. 

Lavan, Robert E. 
Laverty, Howard Keith 
Law, William G. 
Lawless, Joseph Thomas, III 
Lawless, John H. 
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Frank, Robert L. 
Frommer, Herbert H. 
Funaro, Vincent Michael 
Gaines, Ben P ., Jr. 
Gentry, Jesse Thomas 
Giglia, James V. 
Gilbert, Hugh B. 
Glenn, George C., Jr. 
Gould, John Cleveland, Jr. 
Graff, Howard T. 
Graham, James E., Jr. 
Gravallese, Joseph Angelo 
Greenlee. William Howard 
Gresens, Ronald Clifford 
Grieco, Michael Francis, Jr. 
Grimm, Oliver G. 
Hall, Hugh D. 
Halstead, Charles L. 
Hands, Dale Franklin 
Hardiman, Joseph Michael, Jr. 
Harff, George Donald 
Hatzeson, Thomas Athas 
Hazard, James A. 
Henderson, Lewis Sewal, Jr. 
Herold, James Lanty 
Hickman, Warren Justin 
Hill, Jay Ward 
Hogeland, John H., II 
Hooley, James Robert 
Horton, Leland C. 
Hudson, Frank J. 
Iandolo, Albert Gerald 
Inscoe, Ashby Gerald 
Jackson, Clyde Raymond 
Jayne, John Harris 
Johnson, James A. 
Johnson, David A. 
Kaplan, Louis D. 
Ke11ly, Henry V. P. 
Keller, Robert E. 
Kennedy, William Gordon, Jr. 
Kessler, W111iam B. 
Kimball, Kenneth Robert 
Klttleman, Willis Virgil, Jr. 
Klein, Robert Neil 
Klob, Robert A., Jr. 
Kornblue, Edwin B. 
Kruse, James_ H. 
Large, Nelson D. 
Lattner, Richard Alfred 
Laws, Robert K. 
Lawler, John K. 
Layton, Curtis L. 
Leidich, Ray N. 
Lepper, Richard W. 
Lester, Robert 
Lindblom, Fenner P. 
MacDonell, Walter Edgar 
Mahler, Harold Edwin J. 
Mastan~ea, Carmine A. 
Mayo, Jacque L. 
McAuley, Frank C. 
McClelland, Richard Lee 

McClain, Jimmy H. 
McCann, B111y Westmoreland 
McGrath, Philip S. 
McKay, James R. 
Meyer, Gene P. 
Miller, David L. 
M111, David D. 
Miller, Barry G. 
Miller, Mahlon Samuel, Jr. 
Miller, Arthur Simard, Jr. 
Mitchell, Paul M. 
Mallis, Chis A. 
Molle, William Harris 
Morris, Ernest C. 
Mosier, Russell Benfield, Jr. 
Nash, Larry Lee 
Nelson, Donald W. 
Nielsen, Theodore Christian 
Obrien, Argyle Q. 
O'Connell, Christopher J .• Jr. 
Ohlson, Paul H. 
Olson, Donald C. 
Oshea, Edward John, Jr. 
Packard, Edward E. 
Page, Roy Christopher 
Parrish, W111iam G. 
Peeler, Lackey B. 
Perlitsh, Max Joseph 
Peters, Ray F. 
Peterson, Robert V. 
Pezzopane, Bernard 
Pool, William L. 
Porter, William Joseph 
Porter, Myron Richard 
Potter, Edgar M. 
Primomo, Peter V. 
Ranalli, Frank A. 
Ray, R. Richard 
Reeve, Charles M. 
Reed, Darwin Miles 
Reichel, Richard L. 
Reynolds, John A. S. 
Riesner, Neal R. 
Riley, George F. 
Rini, Charles S. 
Roberts, Dennis R. 
Robinson, Homer Jean 
Rosenthal, Arnold M. 
Russo, Raphael M. 
Russell, David Terry 
Rusche, John P. 
Ryan, James H. 
Salander, Samuel 
Salyer, Thonaas P. 
Sather, Andrew Orlin 
Schraishuhn, Robert Edwin 
Shea, Richard 0. Jr. 
Sheridan, Robert J. 
Shupala, Robert John 
Shulman, Jeremy 
Sluder, Troy Bunyon, Jr. 
Small, Gilbert S. 
Smith, Jerome Anthony 
Snyder, David E. 
Sommers, James H. 
Spector, Richard 
Stetzel, Robert M. 
Stewart, B111y Ashley 
Stilley, John W. L. 
Stock, Feron R. 
Streeter, Elwood J. 
Stucky, Milo M. 
Stucker, Willlam E. 
Studdard, Jerry M. 
Tanner, Thomas P. 
Taubman, Arthur Irvin 
Taylor, Ray P. 
Thomas, Robert James . 
Tomlin, Donald G. · 
Toyias, James P. 
Toy, Kenneth L. 
Valaurt, Augustus J. 
Vanort, David Paul 
Vanzandt, William R. '3 

Vandyke, James Albert ' 
Veal, Samuel J. 



October 10, 1972 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — 

SENATE 

34581


Vonberg, Donald R .


Wallace, Donald C linton


Wallace, Robert C larke


Watson, David H.


Watkins, E rnest Charles


Watson, Cyral G .


Watts, John R .


Weston, Philip Marlowe


Williams, C laude R .


Wilson, Dwight R ., Jr.


Wilson, N athan E .


Winters, John R .


Winger, G aydon E lliott


Wood, Matthew Thomas


Worden, Jeremy F.


Yamanouchi, Haruto W.


York, Joe T hurman


Zambito, Raymond F.


Zimmerman, Ronald


Zimmerman, Gerald


MEDICAL SERVICE CORPS


Becker, Bruce C .


Besch, Emerson L .


Brownson, Robert Henry


C annicott, R ichard G .


Capps, Daniel William


Deming, R ichard W.


Easterday, O tho D .


Edwards, Earl A .


Goolkshian, Harold A .


Hansen, Peter C .


Hargrave, Charles William


Harvey, Tommy L.


Hawkinson, John R .


Hendler, Edwin


James, Howard A .


Kepchar, John H.


Laubach, Robert E .


Lautenschlager, Edward W.


Long, S terling K.


Lytle, R alph I.


Penn, Washington K., III


Phelps, Henry W.


Pred, Gordon David


Ross, Sherman


Schwartz, Marvin


Seale, Leonard Mervin


Secrest, John P.


Seelinger, Phillip E .


Shimberg, Edmund


S trem, Bruce E .


Thomas, Walter D ., Jr.


Walwick, Earle R ichard


Wirth, Edward C .


Woodward, Donald P.


Yanders, A rmon Frederick


NURSE CORPS


Barlow, Phyllis L.


Best, Mildred E.


Bielecki, Loretta F.


Blanke, Lovetta D ixon


Brice, Karolla


Casey, Donnabelle Anne


Cheleen, Kathlene I.


Crouch, Madge L.


D avis, E lizabeth J.


D eSita, Josephine R .


D inardo, Mary T .


Dunne, E llen T .


English, Mildred I.


Foltz, Frances C atherine


Gaydos, Irene M.


Georgi, Stella R .


G illiland, Jane G race


Gochis, Bessie


G rushinski, Jeanne E .


Hall, May B.


Hoyem, Mary Kelly


Jacobs, Roberta L .


Kellams, Hazel J.


Koehler, Eunice E .


Lesoganich, Mary Kathryn


Lutterell, Mary A .


Madsen, Carol I.
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Markut, Laura E . 

May, Dorothy Margaret 

McLaughlin, Margaret Irene 

Mellish, Mildred Weeks 

Moe, Helen A. 

Morgan, Dolores A. 

O 'Brien, Ann B. 

O 'Neill, Mary F. 

Rambo, Beverly Jean 

R ichardson, Margery Augusta 

R ichardson, Eunice E . 

Ross, Marjorie T rendell


Santeiu, Betty M.


Snedeker, Mary Carmickle


Snyder, Anne Bork


Stagg, Nancy L.


Steffens G loria Mead


S tein, Rochelle E sther


Williamson, Helen Roberts


Yohanan, Barbara Jane


Young, Jacqueline T . E .


The following-named officers of the United 

S tates N avy, for temporary promotion to the 

grade of lieutenant in the various staff corps, 

subject to qualification therefor as provided 

by law: 

SUPPLY CORPS 

Anthony, Henry W., III 

Archer, Raymond A., III 

Barnes, Jerry D . 

Bobulinski, Robert A . 

Burgess, Roy H. 

Byers, Terrance L. 

Carney, David G . 

Cobb, Francis R . 

Dase, James R. 

Delhamer, James M. 

Diller, Daniel H. 

Edgemon, Jack L. 

Fowler, George 0., III 

Gibbs, David M. 

G ilbart, G ordon J. 

Harder, Larry I).


Harris, Craig S.


Hawxhurst, Jack M.


Hempson, Donald A ., Jr. 

Ishman, Michael D . 

Kiefer, Roy W. 

Lamb, James H. 

Lengkeek, Dale R. 

Marquez, Ernest B.


McCarthy, Justin D .


Mitchell, Colonus, Jr.


Nolan, R ichard T . 

Pierce, Randall L . 

Rogers, Robert W. 

Solli, R ichard E. 

Spencer, R ichard A . 

Sutton, Morris L . 

Watson, Michael A. 

White, Thomas M. 

Zachowski, Thaddeus F. 

CIVIL ENGINEER CORPS 

Braddock, Robert L ., Jr. 

Butler, Jerry B.


Ching, Clayton Y. K.


Edickson, Stephen F. 

Fehlig, Charles J. 

Filson, James V. 

Fincher, Thomas 0. 

Hart, S tephen L . 

Huddleston, Geoffrey E. 

Jones, John E . 

Kennedy, Ronald K. 

Larsen, Thomas A . 

Leineweber,. Michael J. 

Parker, Robert V.


Rushing, E rnest C ., Jr.


Wowak, William E.


JUDGE ADVOCATE GENERAL'S CORPS


Mattson, Michael V. 

MEDICAL SERVICE CORPS 

Guilliams, Lewis W. 

NURSE CORPS


Burns, Jesse P., Jr.


Chick, Carole L.


Devney, Anne M.


Lyons, Doris A.


Marostica, Marilyn K.


Parrotte, D avid F.


Poland, Edith A .


T rump, Patricia A .


T ynan, James F., Jr.


Wright, Joe A .


D avid J. Knight and Michael P. Vining,


United S tates N avy, for transfer to and ap-

pointment in the S upply C orps in the per-

manent grade of ensign.


R ichard W. Kirtley and A llan G . T aylor,


Jr., United S tates N avy, for transfer to and


appointment in the Supply C orps in the per-

manent grade of lieutenant ( junior grade)


and the temporary grade of lieutenant.


L ieutenant C ommander Walter A . R eister,


United S tates N avy and L ieutenant C om-

mander John A . Young, Jr., C ivil E ngineer


Corps, United States Navy, for temporary pro-

motion to the grade of commander pursuant


to T itle 1 0, United States Code, Section 5 78 7,


while serving in, or ordered to, billets for


which the grade of commander is authorized


and for unrestricted appoin tm ent to the


grade of commander when eligible pursuant


to law and regulation subject to qualifi-

cation therefor as provided by law.


A ndrew J. Hill, United S tates N avy, for


permanent promotion to the grade of lieu-

tenant subject to qualification therefor as


provided by law.


William W. Wyckoff, II, United States Navy,


for temporary promotion to the grade of lieu-

tenant subject to qualification therefor as


provided by law.


The following named officers of the United


S tates N avy for permanent promotion to the


grade of lieutenant ( junior grade) in the line


and staff corps, as indicated, subject to quali-

fication therefor as provided by law:


LINE


Bardsley, George P.


Brown, Michael E.


G ibson, E than J.


Henson, Lovell K.


Jones, John E .


S ingleton, Jerry B.


Wyckoff, William W., II


SUPPLY CORPS


Carney, David G .


D ase, James R .


C ommander Jacob V. E skenazi, United


S tates N aval R eserve, for transfer to and ap-

pointment in the Judge A dvocate G eneral's


C orps in the temporary grade of commander.


IN THE AIR FORCE


T he following named A ir N ational G uard


of the United S tates officers for promotion


in the R eserve of the A ir Force, under the


appropriate provisions of section 5 93  (a) , title


1 0, United S tates C ode, as amended.


Major to lieutenant colonel


L ine of the A ir Force


Philip J. Blank,            .


Kenneth S. Dugan,            .


Donald W. Easley,            .


James W. Freston,            .


Edgar J. Holt,            .


Thomas R. Jennings,            .


Alfred E. Krc,            .


Curtis A. Madson,            .


James R. Mercer,            .


Earl W. Rose, Jr.,            .


James E. Sahr,            .


Joseph J. Sannella,            .


Kenneth G . Stasiewicz,            .


John H. Stennis,            .


Byron J. Warder,            .


Charles W. Taylor, Jr.,            .
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xxx-xx-xxxx
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xxx-xx-xxxx
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xxx-xx-xxxx
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Tuesday, October 10, 1972 
The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Edward G. Latch, 

D.D., offered the following prayer: 
Let the words of my mouth and the 

meditation of my heart be acceptable in 
Thy sight, 0 Lord, my strength and my 
redeemer.-Psalms 19: 14. 

0 Thou infinite and eternal God, as 
we enter the portal of a new day inspire 
us with the consciousness of Thy :Pres
ence and instill in us a confidence in Thy 
power for daily living. Increase our fit
ness for the difficult duties of these de
manding days and make us ready for the 
responsibilities of these high hours. Let 
us not allow our faith to grow dim when 
men speak in fear and frustration in
stead of using the language of freedom 
and friendship. 

By Thy spirit may we go forward with 
courage keeping our trust in the ultimate 
triumph of great principles upon which 
our Nation was founded and by which we 
can be more than a match for the move
ments of this modern life, for Thine is 
the kingdom, the power and the glory 
forever. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam

ined the Journal of the last day's pro
ceedings and announces to the House his 
approval thereof. 

Without objection, the Journal stands 
approved. 

There was no objection. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. Ar

rington, one of its clerks, announced that 
the Senate had passed without amend
ment a bill of the House of the follow
ing title: 

H.R. 13825. An act to extend the time for 
commencing actions on behalf of an Indian 
tribe, band, or group. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed with an amendment 
in which the concurrence of the House 
is requested, a bill of the House of the 
following title: 

H.R. 12674. An act to amend title 38 of 
the United States Code in order to establish 
a national cemetery system within the Vet
erans' Administration, and for other pur
poses. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate disagrees to the amendment of 
the House to the bill (S. 3939) entitled 
"An act to authorize appropriations for 
the construction of certain highways in 
accordance with title 23 of the United 
States Code, and for other purposes," 
agrees to a conference with the House 
on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
thereon, and appoints Mr. RANDOLPH, Mr. 
MONTOYA, Mr. GRAVEL, Mr. MUSKIE, Mr. 
BENTSEN, Mr. COOPER, Mr. BOGGS, Mr. 
BAKER, and Mr. BUCKLEY to be the con
ferees on the part of the Senate. 

The message also announced that Mr. 
WILLIAMS, Mr. PROXMIRE, and Mr. BROOKE 
be appointed as additional conferees on 
the bill <S. 3939) entitled "An act to au-

thorize appropriations for the construc
tion of certain highways in accordance 
with title 23 of the United States Code, 
and for other purposes." 

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

S. 1524. An act to amend title 12, District 
of Columbia Code, to provide a. limitation of 
actions for actions arising out of death or 
injury caused by a defective or unsafe im
provement to real property; 

S. 1928. An act to amend the Wild and 
Scenic Rivers Act by designating a segment 
of the St. Croix River, Minn. and Wis., as a 
component of the national wild and scenic 
rivers system; 

S. 3627. An act to authorize the Secretary 
of the Interior to sell certain mineral rights 
in certain lands located in Utah to the record 
owner thereof; 

S. 3930. An act to provide for the convey
ance of certain mineral rights in and under 
lands in Onslow County, N.C.; and 

S. 4059. An act to provide that any person 
operating a motor vehicle within the District 
of Columbia shall be deemed to have given 
his consent to a chemical test of his blood, 
breath, or urine, for the purpose of deter
mining the blood alcohol content. 

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON 
H.R. 16754, MILITARY CONSTRUC
TION APPROPRIATIONS FOR 1973 

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to take from the Speaker's 
table the bill <H.R. 16754) making appro
priations for military construction for the 
Department of Defense for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1973, and for other pur
poses, with Senate amendments thereto, 
disagree to the Senate amendments, and 
request a conference with the Senate 
thereon. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Flor
ida? The Chair hears none, and appoints 
the following conferees: Messrs. SIKES, 
PATTEN, LONG Of Maryland, Mrs. HANSEN 
of Washington, Messrs. McKAY, MAHON, 
CEDERBERG, JONAS, TALCOTT, and Bow. 

PERMISSION FOR COMMI'ITEE ON 
APPROPRIATIONS TO FILE PRIV
ILEGED REPORT 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent that the Committee on 
Appropriations may have until midnight 
to file a privileged report on the bill mak
ing supplemental appropriations for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1973, and for 
other purposes. 

Mr. JONAS reserved all points of or
der on the bill. 

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

There was no objection. 

PERMISSION TO FILE CONFERENCE 
REPORT ON H.R. 16593, DEPART-
MENT OF DEFENSE APPROPRIA
TIONS, 1973 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent that the managers may 
have until midnight tonight to file a con-

ference report on the bill (H.R. 16593) 
making appro;>riations for the Depart
ment of Defense for the fiscal year end
ing June 30, 1973, and for other pur
poses. 

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

There was no objection. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr .. MILLS of.Arkansas. Mr. Speaker, 
a parliamentary mquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker, 
have the papers in connection with H.R. 
1 been returned to the House by the 
Senate? 

The SPEAKER. They have. 

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON 
H.R. 1, SOCIAL SECURITY ACT 
AMENDMENTS 

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's table the bill <H.R. 1) to 
amend the Social Security Act to increase 
benefits and improve eligibility and com
putation methods under the OASDI pro
gram, to make improvements in the 
medicare, medicaid, and maternal and 
child health programs with emphasis on 
improvements in their operating effec
tiveness, to replace the existing Federal
State public assistance programs with a 
Federal program of adult assistance and 
a Federal program of benefits to low-in
come families with children with incen
tives and requirements for employment 
and training to improve the capacity for 
employment of members of such families, 
and for other purposes, with Senate 
amendments thereto, disagree to the Sen
ate amendments, and agree to the con
ference asked by the Senate. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ar
kansas? The Chair hears none, and ap
points the following conferees: Messrs. 
MILLS of Arkansas, ULLMAN, BURKE of 
Massachusetts, Mrs. GRIFFITHS, Messrs. 
BYRNES of Wisconsin, BETTS, and 
SCHNEEBELI. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 
Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, a parlia

mentary inquiry. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 

state it. 
Mr. PATMAN. I understand that cer

tain changes have been made in the cal
endar for today and that we will take 
up the debt limit bill right off. I wonder 
if the other part of the calendar will re
main as it is and be called up consecu
tively as it is on the calendar. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair has re
ceived information that the Committee 
on Rules would not call up the two spe
cial resolutions, which are privileged, at 
this time, so it is the Chair's understand
ing, after checking with the chairman of 
the committee, that those two resolutions 
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will be taken off and the debt limit bill 
will precede them. 

Mr. PATMAN. Then, the 14 unani
mous-consent request bills will be taken 
up after the debt limit has been disposed 
of? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair has no 
knowledge. Permission has been granted 
or an announcement has been made that 
those bills may be brought up at some 
time under unanimous consent. It would 
be the Chair's intention to try to get the 
bills that must go to the Senate, like the 
debt limit bill, out of the way, of course, 
and unanimous-consent requests can be 
called up at any time. 

COMMUNICATION FROM THE CLERK 
OF THE HOUSE 

The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following communication from the 
Clerk of the House of Representatives: 

WASHINGTON, D.C., 
October 6, 1972. 

Hon. CARL ALBERT, 
The Speaker, 
House of Representatives. 

DEAR Sm: The Clerk of the U.S. House of 
Representatives received on this date from 
the U.S. Marshall by certified mail (138444) 
an unattested copy of the attached Amending 
and Supplemental Petition in the case of 
Jules W. Hillery, (Class Action) v. Carl Albert, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives of 

• the United States of America, William M. 
Colmer, the Chairman of the Rules Cominit
tee of the House of Representatives of the 
United States of America, and the House of 
Representatives of the United States of Amer
ica, in Civil Action File No. 72-1126, Section 
H, in the United States District Court for the 
Eastern District of Louisiana. The Amending 
and Supplemental Petition adds W. Pat Jen
nings, Clerk of the House of Representatives 
of the United States and Kenneth R. Hard
ing, Sergeant at Arms of the United States 
House of Representatives as defendants to 
this action. 

It is my purpose by this letter to inform 
you that I have this date under 2 USC 118 re
quested the U.S. Attorney for the Eastern 
District of Louisiana to take appropriate ac
tion, as deemed necessary, under the super
vision and direction of the Attorney General 
in defense of this suit against the Clerk of 
the U.S. House of Representatives. 

Sincerely, 
w. PAT JENNINGS, 

Clerk, House of Representatives. 

WASHINGTON, D.C., 
October 6, 1972. 

Hon. GERALD J. GALLINGHOUSE, 
U .S. Attorney for the Eastern District of 

Louisiana, New Orleans, La. 
DEAR MR. GALLINGHOUSE: I am attaching 

a copy of the Amending and Supplemental 
Petition in Civil Action No. 72-1126, Section 
H in the United States District Court for the 
Eastern District of Louisiana adding me in 
my official capacity as Clerk of the U.S. 
House of Representatives as a defendent in 
this civil action and served on me this date 
from the U.S. Marshall by certified mail 
(138444). 

In accordance with the provision of 2 USC 
118, I respectfully request that you take 
appropriate action, as deemed necessary, 
under the supervision and direction of the 
Attorney General in defense of this suit 
against the Clerk of the U.S. House of Rep
resentatives. I am also sending you a copy 
of the letter I forwarded this date to the 
4ttorney General of the United States. 

Sincerely, 
w. PAT JENNINGS, 

Clerk, House of Representatives. 

WASHINGTON, D.C., 
October 6, 1972. 

Hon. RICHARD G. KLEINDIENST, 
Attorney General of the United States, De

partment of Justice, Washington, D .C. 
DEAR MR. KLEINDIENST: I was this day 

served with the attached copy of an Amend
ing and Supplemental Petition in Civil Ac
tion No. 72-1126, Section H in the United 
States District Court for the Eastern District 
of Louisiana. 

In accordance with the provisions of 2 
USC 118, I have sent a copy of the com
plaint in this action to the U.S. Attorney 
for the Eastern District of Louisiana re
questing that he take appropriate action 
under the supervision and direction ,of the 
Attorney General. I am also sending you a 
copy of the letter I forwarded this date to 
the U.S. Attorney. 

Sincerely, 
w. PAT JENNINGS, 

Clerk, House of Representatives. 

WASHINGTON, D.C., 
. October 6, 1972. 

Hon. GERALD J. GALLINGHOUSE, 
U.S. Attorney tor the Eastern District of 

Louisiana, New Orleans, La. 
DEAR MR. GALLINGHOUSE: The Clerk of the 

U.S. House of Representatives has this date 
sent you a copy of the Amending and Sup
plemental Petition in Civil Action No. 72-
1126, Section H in the United States Dis
trict Court for the Eastern District of Lou
isiana adding me in my official capacity as 
Sergeant at Arms of the U.S. House of Rep
resentatives as a defendant in this civil ac
tion and served on the Clerk of the U.S . 
House of Representatives this date from the 
U.S. Marshall by certified mail (138444). 

In accordance with the provision of 2 
USC 118, I respectfully request that you .take 
appropriate action, as deemed necessary, un
der the supervision and direction of the At
torney General in defense of this suit against 
the Clerk of the U.S. House of Representa
tives. I am also sending you a copy of the 
letter I forwarded this date to the Attorney 
General of the United States. 

Sincerely, 
KENNETH R. HARDING, 

Sergeant at Arms. 

WASHINGTON, D.C., 
October 10, 1972. 

Hon. RICHARD G. KLEINDIENST, 
Attorney General of the United States, De

partment of Justice, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR MR. KLEINDIENST: The Clerk of the 

U.S. House of Representatives was served on 
October 6, 1972, a copy of an Amending and 
Supplemental Petition in Civil Action No. 
72-1126, Section H, in the United States Dis
trict Court far the Eastern District of Lou
isiana. 

In accordance with the provisions of 2 
USC 118, the Clerk of the House has sent 
a copy of the complaint in this action to 
the U.S. Attorney for the Eastern District 
of Louisiana requesting that he take appro
priate action under the supervision and di
rection of the Attorney General. I am also 
sending you a copy of the letter I have for
warded this date to the U.S. Attorney. 

Sincerely, 
KENNETH R. HARDING, 

Sergeant at Arms. 

PRESIDENT NIXON'S PROMISE TO 
END THE WAR IN SOUTHEAST 
ASIA MADE 4 YEARS AGO 
<Mr. O'NEILL aslced and was given 

permisssion to address the House for 1 
minute, and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, yesterday 
marked the fourth anniversary of a cam
paign speech in which President Nixon 

stated those who "could not produce 
peace, should not be given another 
chance." 

Since that statement was made, more 
than 20,000 American boys have lost their 
lives, untold numbers of Vietnamese men, 
women, and children have been killed or 
maimed, and no American POW's have 
been returned through the efforts of the 
Nixon administration. And still there is 
no end in sight. I do not believe we are 
closer to peace today than when Mr. 
Nixon assumed office. 

PRESIDENT NIXON IS WINDING 
DOWN THE WAR 

(Mr. GERALD R. FORD asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute, and to revise and ex
tend his remarks.) 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
I am somewhat shocked by the obser
vations and comments of my friend, the 
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
O'NEILL) . The gentleman from Massa
chusetts has said that we are no closer 
to peace than we were 4 years ago. At 
this time the facts are that 510,000 fewer 
Americans are engaged in combat duties 
in South Vietnam. 

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. If the gentle
man will let me continue my remarks, 
then I will yield. · - · 

The facts are that casualties are down 
literally to zero. The facts are that we are 
negotiating almost around the clock to 
end the war. I believe that the President 
is making a maximum effort, and getting 
practically the kind of results that the
American people want him to achieve to 
end the war. We are going to get our pris
oners of war back, and we are not going 
to sacrifice our principles in the process. 

Now I yield to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts. 

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, may I say 
at this time to the gentleman from Mich
igan that the entire complexion of the 
war has changed. There are presently 
over 150,000 military personnel in Laos 
Cambodia, and Thailand. It is true that 
thousands of American boys are not 
dying in the combat fields of Vietnam, 
but thousands of American boys are in
volved in air bombing missions over 
North Vietnam, and thousands of Ameri
can boys are involved in naval mining 
operations off the coast of Haiphong. I 
wholeheartedly believe we are no closer 
to peace today than we were 4 years ago 
when President Nixon made his state
ment. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen
tleman from Michigan has expired. 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 16810, PUBLIC DEBT LIMI
TATION 

Mr. YOUNG of Texas. Mr. Speaker by 
direction of the Committee on Rules, ~d 
on behalf of the gentleman from Mis
sissippi (Mr. CoLMER), I call up House 
Resolution 1149 and ask for its immedi
ate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution as fol
lows: 
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Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 
resolution it shall be in order to move that 
the House resolve itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the Union 
for the consideration of the bill (H.R. 16810) 
to provide for a temporary increase in the 
public debt limit and to place a limitation 
on expenditures and net lending for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1973, and all points of 
order against said bill are hereby waived. 
After general debate, which shall be confined 
to the bill and shall continue not to exceed 
four hours, to be equally divided and con
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor
ity member of the Committee on Ways and 
Means, the bill shall be considered as having 
been read for amendment. No amendment 
shall be in order to said bill except ( 1) 
amendments offered by direction of the Com
mittee on Ways and Means to title I of the 
bill; (2) an amendment containing the text 
or a portion of the text of H. Con. Res. 713 
if offered as an amendment in the nature of 
a substitute to title II of the bill H.R. 16810; 
and ( 3) an amendment proposing to strike 
out title III of the bill; and said amend
ments shall be in order, any rule of the 
}Iouse to the contrary notwithstanding, but 
;Shall not be subject to amendment. At the 
.conclusion of the consideration of the bill 
·for amendment, the Committee shall rise 
and report the bill to the House with such 
amendments as may have been adopted, and 
the previous question shall be considered as 
ordered on the bill and amendments thereto 
-to final passage without intervening motion 
.except one motion to recommit. 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 
Mr. ROUSH. Mr. Speaker, I make the 

point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is 
not present. 

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

A call of the House was ordered. 
The Clerk called the roll, and the fol

lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 

Abourezk 
Anderson, 

Tenn. 
Dadillo 
Baring 
Bell 
Biaggi 
Blanton 
Blatnik 
Bow 
Brooks 
Brown, Ohio 
Buchanan 
Burke, Fla. 
Byrne, Pa. 
Catiery 
Carey, N.Y. 
Celler 
Chappell 
Chisholm 
Clark 
Clausen, 

Don H. 
Clay 
Cotter 
Denholm 
Diggs 
Dorn 
Dow 
Dowdy 

(Roll No. 417] 
Dulski 
duPont 
Dwyer 
Edmondson 
Evans, Colo. 
Evins, Tenn. 
Fish 
Fraser 
Gallfianakis 
Gallagher 
Goldwater 
Green, Oreg. 
Gross 
Haley 
Halpern 
Hanley 
Harsha 
Hathaway 
Hebert 
Helstoski 
Henderson 
Hungate 
Hunt 
Jarman 
Lent 
Link 
Lloyd 
McClure 
McKinney 
Martin 

Matsunaga 
Metcalfe 
Mikva 
Mills, Md. 
Mink 
Murphy, Ill. 
Murphy, N.Y. 
Pelly 
Powell 
Purcell 
Reid 
Roberts 
Roncallo 
Rooney, N.Y. 
Rosenthal 
Roybal 
Scherle 
Scheuer 
Schmitz 
Scott 
Shipley 
Snyder 
Steed 
Stuckey 
Sullivan 
Symington 
Terry 
Thompson Ga. 
VanderJagt 
Young, Fla. 

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 342 
Members have answered to their names, 
a. quorum. 

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

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 16810, PUBLIC DEBT LIMI
TATION 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 

Mississippi is recognized for 1 hour. 
Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 

minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
<Mr. YOUNG) a member of the Commit
tee on Rules. 

Mr. YOUNG of Texas. Mr. Speaker 
nothing is more vital to -;;he Nation tha~ 
a sound fiscal policy-a policy that must 
meet the needs of the country and be 
consonant with our national resources. 
For this reason the issue of fiscal respon
sibility has become so political in its na
ture as to lend itself to outright dema
gogy. The matter before us must be ex
amined in this light. 

This is by no means the first time this 
Nation has been confronted with crisis 
fiscal and otherwise. Always before w~ 
have been able to meet the critical situa
tions and solve them within constitu
tional and legal provisions. Certainly be
fore, no suggestion has been made that 
Congress abdicate its constitutional au
thority and responsibility to placate the 
cries of those who have contributed so 
mightily to the problems at hand. In this 
respect, it is shocking and astounding 
that the same administration and the 
same committee of the Congress that 
brought us this very session the two 
greatest budget-busting and ceiling
blowing measures ever to be presented 
in the history of this Nation or, in fact, 
in the history of the world, now cry about 
fiscal responsibility. 

I refer, of course, to the guaranteed 
minimum income and the so-called reve
nue sharing bills-the spending under 
which would be limitless. And yet as in
credible as it is, the same administra
tion and the same committee of the Con
gress that brought out these gems are 
now hitting the panic button and saying 
the Congress must abdicate its authority 
and responsibility to them if this country 
is to be saved financially. Why? So we 
can have an even greater guaranteed in
come? So we can share more of the reve
nue the country does not have? So we 
can have more deficit spending? 

On the subject of deficit spending, bear 
in mind that this administration during 
its 3 years-plus tenure has accounted 
for a more than $100 billion deficit-
more than one-fourth the total national 
debt of the Nation. Fiscal responsibility 
is needed, but the credentials of this ad
ministration are most unimpressive. The 
record of Congress generally has been 
none too good, but it is no worse than 
the administration; and in one respect 
it has been quite good. 

The Appropriations Committee has 
consistently and constantly reduced the 
President's budget requests to the amount 
of several billion dollars. Where we get 
into trouble is in the area of conflict be
tween the authority of the various com
mittees. If those of us on the Rules Com
mittee had refused to let come to the 
floor any legislation infringing one com
mittee on the others, we would not have 
permitted Ways and Means, for instance, 
to circumvent the Appropriations Com
mittee with the revenue sharing bill-a 

bill that would not have received 25 
votes under a secret ballot or free of the 
pressures of the State and local subdivi
sions. So, Congress can do something to 
stop the spending--either in the Rules 
Committee or on the floor. 

Also, more rigid and uniform appli
cation of the economic controls the 
Congress has given to the President could 
accomplish the curb on spending and 
inflation without abdicating to one-man 
government. 

One-man government should be of 
extreme to the American people because 
the one man's decision is the course of 
the Nation. How the President would de
cide to spend the $250 billion would dic
tate the course of the Nation in defense 
welfare, education, l~ealth, and so forth: 
If the presidential election polls were re
versed, how many of the proponents 
would still support the legislation? Prob
bly none. And yet it would be a mistake 
to think you are going to have a Repub
lican President forever. 

The President already has the author
ity to control spending by either veto or 
by freezing funds. What he does not 
have is authority to change the law
that is, spend money appropriated for 
one ourpose to another. For example, 
money voted for national defense could 
be directed for foreign aid: or welfare 
programs could be channeled only to 
large cities, and so forth. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I yield the 
usual and customary 30 minutes to the 
very able and distinguished ranking 
member of the minority on the Commit
tee on Rules, the gentleman from Cali
fornia (Mr. SMITH). 

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speaker 
I yield myself such time as I may con~ 
sume. 

(Mr. SMITH of California asked and 
was given permission to revise and ex
tend his remarks.) 

Mr. Speaker, the bill which we will be 
considering shortly, H.R. 16810, contains 
three separate titles. The first title has to 
do with increasing the debt ceiling. The 
present permanent debt ceiling of $400 
billion is retained. The present tempo
rary debt ceiling of $450 billion is in
creased by title I to $465 billion, an in
crease of $15 billion effective through 
June 30 of next year. 

Title II is a little different approach 
than we have had before in a debt in
crease bill. It is an effort to place a lim
itation on the spending through the bal
ance of fiscal1973. As we all know we are 
now into the fourth month of fis~al 1973 
at the present time. 

Title II will permit the President to 
cut spending in various programs so that 
the overall limit of spending in fiscal1973 
will not exceed $250 billion. 

Title III sets up another unique situ
ation. It will set up a special committee 
consisting, I believe, of 30 individuals, 
seven members from the Committee on 
Appropriations of the House, seven mem
bers from the Committee on Ways and 
Means of the House, seven members 
from the Committees on Finance and Ap
propriations in the Senate, and with one 
additional Member appointed by tbe 
Speaker and one additional Member ap-
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pointed by the President of the Senate. 
They will report back to the House of 
Representatives and to the Senate not 
later than February 15, 1973, on any sug
gestions that they have as to the fiscal 
operation and the costs and expendi
tures and such relating to the operation 
of the Congress. 

House Resolution 1149 contains 
another rather peculiar rule, and we 
have brought a lot of them before the 
House this year, but we are trying to 
place a rule before the House that can 
be adopted and under which we can pro
ceed to consider the bill H.R. 16810. 

The first thing it does is to waive all 
points of order, and that goes back to 
the Liberty Loan, again, where it orig
inally waived points of order at that 
time, and in addition the Secretary of 
the Treasury has to pay interest on the 
bonds, and that is in order to get around 
the situation so that he can do so. That 
is why we waive the points of order. 

The debate will be for 4 hours, con
trolled equally by the chairman of the 
Committee on Ways and Means and the 
ranking minority member of that com
mittee. 

Usually these come in under a closed 
rule, but in this instance it is not en
tirely closed. Amendments will be in 
order offered by the Committee on Ways 
and Means to title I of the bill. As to 
title II of the bill, we made a special rule 
on that so that one amendment can be 
made, and that amendment will be in the 
nature of a substitute, and according to 
the rule it can be the complete text or 
a portion of the text of House Concur
rent Resolution 713. 

I do not know what the gentleman 
from Texas will offer, whether he will 
offer the entire text or not, but copies, I 
believe, are available on both respective 
desks. That will be voted on. The way 
that is handled is that when that is of
fered in the nature of a substitute the 
rule will provide 5 minutes for and 
against, and then a vote on that particu
lar amendment. 

In addition to that, the rule will pro
vide for one amendment to srtike out all 
of title III from the bill. 

Neither of these two amendments are 
subject to amendment themselves and 
they will have to be voted up or down on 
the basis of the language therein. 

As to this House Concurrent Resolu
tion 713, I did not have a copy of it before 
the Rules Committee. However, I received 
a copy of the suggested langauge that 
the gentleman from Texas proposed to 
be included in his title II. if title II is 
stricken, and his language is placed 
therein. 

It seems to me that the statement of 
the gentleman from Texas is correct, 
from the standpoint of politics. I happen 
to be on the other side of the aisle be
cause I do not see how the Congress can 
operate and be effective in any way if the 
Mahon substitute is adopted because of 
the language in the amendment. 

In the Mahon proposal there are a 
number of "whereas" clauses. I do not 
ever recall legislating on "whereas" 
clauses in laws. If we have a "whereas" 
clause to pay tribute to somebody in a 
State legislature or the like, we preface 

them with "whereas" clauses, but there 
are two pages here of "whereas" clauses 
for or against things one way or another. 

I would suggest that you all read these 
"whereas" clauses because I do not think 
they should be in any legislation. 

Now when we get down to the resolv
ing clauses, it says: 

Resolved by the House of Representatives 
(the Senate concurring), That the President 
is hereby respectfully requested to advise the 
Congress not later than January 2, 1973, of 
the specific reductions in budget authority 
and budget outlays (by appropriation or 
fund) , and changes in existing law atrecting 
same, that in his judgment may best be 
made in order to limit budget outlays for 
the fiscal year 1973 to not more than $250,-
000,000,000; and that it is the sense of the 
Congress that, upon receipt of the list of such 
specific reductions and modifications, the 
Congress shall consider legislation dealing 
with the President's recommendations. 

That I fail to understand. I do not 
know what the Congress is going to do. 

Is the Government Operations Com
mittee going to come in and say: We 
approve or disapprove of the President's 
suggestion? Can the Committee on Ways 
and Means initiate legislation to approve 
or disapprove; or can the Committee on 
Appropriations or the Committee on 
Rules do that? I have no understanding 
of how that can be handled. Half of the 
fiscal year will be over by the time we 
get them and the effect, in my opinion, 
will be that no cuts will be made what
soever. 

If there are no cuts and the spending 
continues and the deficit goes up by the 
end of 1973 to $15 billion or $20 billion 
or some such amount, the first thing 
that will have to happen next year, early 
in the session, will be that there will have 
to be a large tax increase and in addi
tion to that there will be more infiation. 

At least, in my opinion, that is what 
will happen. 

So far as I personally am concerned, I 
would answer the distinguished gentle
man from Texas and say that I would 
support the Committee on Ways and 
Means language in their bill, if a Demo
crat were President or whoever were the 
President, because so far as I am con
cerned, I do not think any of us, either 
the Executive or the Congress, has really 
done the best job we possibly could in 
limiting expenses. We are going to have 
a big deficit if we go on, and that is go
~g to be kind of hard on the taxpayers, 
m my opinion. 

In any event, I am in support of the 
rule and in support of the committee 
provisions in title II, and I am opposed to 
the Mahon proposal. I hope the majority 
of the Members will support the position 
of the Committee on Ways and Means, 
particularly as to title II. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished chairman 
of the Committee on Banking and Cur:.. 
rency, the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
PATMAN). 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am not 
going to vote for this rule nor for the 
bill-because $70 billion of our national 
debt has been already paid once-and 
there is no question about that---but the 
debt has not been canceled and that $70 
billion is improperly included in the debt 
ceiling which you want to raise today. 

If the Committee on Ways and Means 
would study the matter of the $70 billion 
the committee would find that the infor~ 
mation I have given is absolutely true. 
It has been documented and nobody can 
deny it. 

How should we feel-to vote for a 
bill that has $70 billion padded in the 
bill? This is not an idle statement 
that I am making. I have studied and 
known this over the years. I have insisted 
on doing something about it. But, of 
course, the people who are affected just 
refuse to say anything about this argu
ment---but this is $70 billion that will 
have to be paid again if the Committee 
on Ways and Means does not perform 
its duty and make sure that the $70 
billion debt is canceled. 

If it is not canceled, we will need a 
debt limit raise each time the debt in
creases. However, if we do cancel the 
$70 billion indebtedness, it will be several 
years before we will need an increase in 
the debt limitation ceiling again. 

A PRIMER FOR REDUCING THE DEBT OF THE 

UNITED STATES 

Mr. Speaker, in connection with the 
legislation to raise the debt limitation 
under consideration today, I would like 
to point out that we might not be 
called upon today and at other times 
to periodically raise the debt limitation 

· 1f Congress acted to have canceled the 
$70 billion worth of bonds which are 
held by the Federal Reserve System 
through its Federal Open Market Com
mittee. 

I do not know if many of you realize 
how significant a portion of the U.S. 
debt is represented by these $70 bil
lion of outstanding obligations. Please 
think about the following facts for a mo
ment-these $70 billion of outstanding 
indebtedness represent a full 17 percent 
of the U.S. debt. That is right, 17 per
cent. Moreover, the annual interest paid 
by the United States on these obligations 
is $4 billion. To me, these are astonishing 
statistics. At a time when the Congress is 
being asked to raise the debt limitation 
at a time when the President is asking 
the Congress to grant him wholesale au
thority to limit the spending Congress 
has determined necessary for a sound and 
prosperous United States, at a time when 
a massive increase in taxes appears to be 
a distinct possibility in order that this 
country might finance its enormous defi
cits, at a time when our economy is so 
fragile and the problem of deficit spend
ing so important-at such a time a full 
17 percent of the public debt could be 
canceled and it is not, and as much as 
$4 billion in annual interest payments 
could be eliminated and they are not. 
The $70 billion has been paid by the 
United States but it has not been can
celed, and the United States continues 
to pay $4 billion in interest annually. 

In my view, the most financially re
sponsible action the Congress could un
dertake at this time of economic uncer
tainty would be to undertake to under
stand the nature of the $70 billion of out
standing indebtedness held by the Fed
eral Reserve System and to act so as to 
cancel that indebtedness, and along with 
it a healthy portion of our national debt. 

For those of you who have little back-
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ground on this matter, let me briefly re
view some of the more important facts 
surrounding these outstanding obliga
tions. 

At the end of April of this year, the 
Federal Reserve System held $70 billion 
in U.S. obligations in the portfolio of 
the Federal Open Market Committee in 
the New York Federal Reserve Bank. 
These $70 billion worth of bonds are nec
essarily carried as a debt of the United 
States, and as I have already pointed out, 
at this point in time they represent a full 
17 percent of the total U.S. debt. The fact 
of the matter is, however, that these 
bonds should not be held as outstanding 
debt of the United States since they have 
already been paid for once with the mon
ey or credit of the United States. The ob
ligations should simply be canceled. 

As a professor in law school once said, 
where the obligor and the obligee un
der a contract are the same person, the 
contract is effectively canceled. This is 
the same situation with the $70 billion in 
bonds. The Federal Government is both 
the obligor and the obligee. 

In my view, it is regrettable that time 
and again the Ways and Means Com
mittee reports to the House legislation 
to raise the debt limitation and never 
does it give consideration to the $70 bil
lion bond portfolio and the opportunity 
on the part of Congress to cancel these 
obligations. 

With respect to the interest paid on 
these bonds, the Federal Reserve Sys
tem is paid almost $4 billion annually in 
interest by virtue of its possession of 
these bonds, and now the Fed insists the 
bonds belong to the Fed. It is like a 
trustee of an estate who buys with the 
estate funds and claim the funds to 
be his own. That means of course that 
a full $4 billion worth of U.S. debt is ex
pended each year simply to finance the 
$70 billion bond portfolio of the Federal 
Reserve System. 

Imagine it, the taxpayers of this coun
try turn over $4 billion each year of their 
hard-earned tax dollars to the Federal 
Reserve System-a Government agen
cy created by the Congress to serve in 
the public interest. But what has hap
pened? What is the public interest that 
is being served? I am afraid there is 
none. Is the $4 billion in interest being 
used to improve our cities? Is it being 
used to provide safe and sound housing 
for every American? Is it being used to 
eliminate pollution and make our en
vironment the grandeur and the beau
ty that it once was? Is it being used to 
repair our torn and tattered cities? To 
all the questions the answer is a re
sounding "No." The $4 billion in annual 
interest payment-a payment which 
continues to add to our spiraling debt
is used by the Federal Reserve System 
for whatever it desires. 

The Appropriations Committees of the 
Congress have not acted to exercise their 
authority to either review or to control 
these expenditures in any manner. The 
funds are not audited by the General 
Accounting Office, and the Federal Re
serve Board has engaged in a well-fi
nanced campaign to lock the GAO out 
of the entire Federal Reserve System. 
The Federal Reserve System, with the 

subsidy of $4 billion annually of tax
payers' money, is free to spend like a 
child in a candy store with a year's al
lowance in his pocket. 

Moreover, with little or no control over 
the financial activity of the Federal Re
serve System, the Congress is almost 
wholly without the ability to affect in 
any meaningful way the administrative 
and other operations of one of the most 
important independent agencies in the 
Government. While the Federal Reserve 
Board acts like it assumes responsibility 
for a sound and stable economy, infla
tion knaws away at the paychecks of our 
Nation's workers, the Federal Govern
ment falls deeper and deeper into debt, 
the dollar suffers assault in the interna
tional money markets, and the stock 
market sidesteps from one crisis of eco
nomic confidence to another. 

Mr. Speaker, at a time such as now 
when we consider again the extent to 
which we are going to permit this Nation 
to add to its debt, I think the Congress 
would do well to resolve that before it 
again permits an increase in the debt 
ceiling and again gives its blessing to 
more and greater debt, it carefully con
sider the unparalleled opportunity it has 
to cancel 17 percent of the national debt 
and provide for the redirection of $4 bil
lion of annual would-be interest pay
ments into programs which will provide 
worthwhile benefits to the people of the 
United States. 

<Mr. PATMAN asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re
marks and include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speak
er, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. ANDERSON). 

Mr. ANDERSON of lllinois. Mr. Speak
er, I do not think there is any question in 
the minds of any of us this afternoon in 
what we all hope are the closing days of 
this second session of the 92d Congress 
that we are faced with a very crucial 
vote. 

I have had some very, very thoughtful 
Members of this body on both sides of the 
aisle come to me as recently as just be
fore the time that we convened at noon 
today and confess to me some of the mis
givings that they have. I listened with 
great interest to the remarks of my re
spected colleague on the Committee on 
Rules, the gentleman from Texas <Mr. 
YouNG). I suppose it is inevitable, given 
the season of the year that we are in, that 
there lurks in the minds of some the sus
picion that we are somehow engaged in 
merely a political exercise here today. 
Yet I think there is a far more funda
mental issue confronting this House, that 
is, are we going to display to the country 
the ability to act incisively and with 
determination and with effect on a very 
critical and important issue; or are we 
going to in effect by adopting the sub
stitute of the distinguished chairman of 
the Appropriations Committee, simply 
once again demonstrate a penchant for 
passing the buck to somebody else? 

The Members to whom I referred 
earlier as voicing concern about this is
sue did so on the ground that we may 
perhaps be surrendering a vital legisla
tive and constitutional prerogative; that 
we may, by the adoption of the commit-

tee bill r~ported out on a bipartisan basis 
by Mr. MILLS' committee, somehow be 
demeaning and further diminishing the 
role of the Congress. 

Ladies and gentlemen, let me say that 
1 will not take second place to anyone in 
my regard and affection for the preroga
tives of this body and in my very real 
concern that over the years we have seen 
a diminution of our authority. 

Any poll that we consult will indicate 
that th~re is diminished regard and re
spect for the Congress as an institution 
from the standpoint of ·>ur ability to deal 
responsibly, and responsively with the 
Nation's problems. 

I would submit that if we adopt the 
substitute to the committee bill, if we 
content ourselves with language that, 
after a long series of rather unusual 
.. Whereas" clauses including-and I am 
quoting from Mr. MAHoN's language: 

Whereas the Congress is concerned about 
the fiscal plight of the country, especially 
in view of continued and mounting budget 
deficits and inflationary pressures; 

If we accept that "Whereas" clause, 
and then go on and adopt a "Resolving" 
clause that means absolutely nothing, 
then this Congress will adjourn sine die 
and go home without having demon
strated its ability to the country that we 
can in a time of crisis deal effectively 
with the problem. Then I submit we have 
really lost esteem. Them I submit we have 
truly surrendered our prerogatives in the 
face of a difficult problem. 

I would suggest that it was with great 
wisdom that they put a limit on this 
authority in the committee bill. 

They said it will expire 8 months 
hence, on the 30th of June, 1973. More
over, in title III they, in a very valuable 
and worthwhile provision of this bill, 
provided for the creation of a special and 
a new and a joint committee that can 
review the whole manner in which we 
have attempted ineffectively to deal with 
the fiscal problem in recent years. With
out title ill, very frankly, I would not 
be as solidly in support of this legislation 
as I am this afternoon, but I think if 
we adopt it, this is essentially legislating 
congressional reform. It is going to show 
the country that we recognize the de
ficiency in the present system of deal
ing on a piecemeal basis with the budget. 

This is no criticism of the gentleman 
from Texas. This is no criticism of the 
great Appropriations Committee of this 
Congress. It is rather a recognition of the 
fact that with the growth of the Federal 
budget, with the growth of the complex
ity of the Government we simply have to 
have a new and better way of dealing 
with this very difficult problem. 

I want to plead with those Members 
on both sides of the aisle who may be as 
yet, as of this moment, undecided as to 
the course they will follow, that by adopt
ing the committee bill they are voting 
for congressional reform. They are tell
ing the country that we can deal effec
tively with this problem. 

Mr. Speaker, I have not the time now 
and I shall ask permission in the exten
sion of my remarks to put in some very 
good tables to demonstrate to my liberal 
friends on this side of the aisle who may 
have listened to the charge that was made 
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recently that the spending ceiling, and 
I am quoting, "offers the administration 
a convenient way to eliminate or cripple 
programs relating to human needs with
out risking a politically unpopular fron
tal · assault"-that this charge is without 
foundation. 

If Members will look at the record and 
at what has happened between fiscal year 
1969 and 1973, if they will look at what 
I am going to put into the RECORD they 
will see that on a detailed program by 
program basis, reductions of about 18.3 
percent in constant 1973 dollars have oc
curred in national defense. They will see 
that there has been a 36.7-percent reduc
tion in constant 1973 dollars over 1969 in 
expenditures for space. They w1ll see 
on the other hand, again expressed in 
constant dollars, that we have gone up 
16 percent in education, 30.5 percent in 
health, 170 percent in pollution control, 
and 103 percent in community develop
ment and in housing. 

We are not going to starve these pro
grams. We have not starved them the 
last 4 years, and by a spending ceiling $18 
billion over what we spent in fiscal year 
1972 we are not going to be able to go 
out and convince anyone in the country 
that by enacting this ceiling we are some
how neglect ing the very important-and 
I concede they are important-human 
resource programs in our Federal budget. 
I suggest Members take notice of what 
we have been doing and the manner in 
which we have reestablished new 
priorities within the Federal budget so 
they can see we are not going to harm 
these very important social programs if 
we vote responsibly as we should for a 
spending ceiling today. 

Opponents of the $250 billion fiscal 
year 1973 spending ceiling called for by 
President Nixon have charged that it is 

designed merely to provide a pretext for 
cutting social spending and human re
source programs. Senator HUMPHREY, for 
example, has charged, "It is clear that 
the spending ceiling offer::; the adminis
tration a convenient way to eliminate or 
cripple programs relating to human 
needs without leading a politically un
popular frontal assault on them." While 
some of these programs may undoubtedly 
be held in check or trimmed back if the 
spending ceiling is approved by Congress, 
it would be erroneous to hastily conclude 
that these programs are of low priority 
simply on the basis of short-term adjust
ments that may be made during there
maining 9 months of this fiscal year. 
The only proper basis for judging Nixon 
administration priorities is to examine 
budget trends for the entire fiscal years 
1969-73 period. 

The reason for this is simply that pro
grams which have been growing at ex
traordinarily rapid rates are likely to be 
good candidates for a slowdown or cut
back, while those which have grown very 
slowly or have actually experienced re
ductions will be quite difficult to cut even 
further. For example, if expenditures 
for program X have increased by 100 per
cent during the past 4 years and expendi
tures for program Y have actually de
clined by 10 percent, it could hardly be 
concluded that program Y has greater 
priority than program X if the latter is 
slightly reduced and the former is not in 
an effort to keep expenditures within the 
$250 billion ceiling. Thus, the longer term 
budget context is a far more appropriate 
and valid guide for judging priorities 
than a mere comparison of the marginal 
dollar amount reductions that may be 
made in various program areas during 
the remainder of the fiscal year. 

In order to provide this longer term 

budget context, expenditure levels for 
various program areas have been com
pared for the fiscal years 1969-73 period. 
The former year represents the last 
Johnson administration budget and the 
set of spending priorities which that ad
ministration pursued. By comparing ex
penditure levels for that year with the 
levels recommended in the fiscal year 
1973 budget; a fairly accurate measure 
of Nixon administration spending priori
ties can be obtained. In order to facili
tate the analysis, all fiscal year 1969 
budget figures w.ere translated into fiscal 
year 1973 dollars in order to eliminate 
the effects of in:ftation. As is shown be
low, the Nixon administration has pro
duced quite sweeping changes in the al
location of Federal expenditures. 

The first table below divides various 
budget program areas into three broad 
categories: Those which have experi
enced actual reductions in real expendi
ture levels as measured by constant fis
cal year 1973 dollars, those which have 
increased slightly slower or slightly 
faster than the overall real budget 
growth of 13.5 percent during the 4-year 
period, and those which have experi
enced very rapid rates of increase, some 
more than 100 percent. 

Two conclusions are readily apparent 
from the table: First, expenditures for 
national defense, international affairs, 
space, natural resources-other than 
pollution control-and aid to agriculture 
have been reduced substantially in terms 
of constant dollars of purchasing power; 
second, most of these reallocated funds 
plus the new funds available due to real 
economic growth have been devoted to 
the broad area of human resources, espe
cially community development, man
power training and employment', income 
security, and general revenue sharing. 

TABLE I.- FEDERAL BUDGET CHANGES, FISCAL YEAR 1969-73 IN CONSTANT DOLLARS 

[All figures in fi scal year 1973 dollars) 

Fi scal~~~~ 
Budget category (bi llions) 

Reductions: 
National defense ___________ $96.37 
International affairs _________ 4. 06 
Space _____ • _____ • _________ 5. 04 
Natural resources ____ • __ ... 1. 94 
Farm prices and agricultural 

aid ___ . ________ . ________ 6. 79 

Subtotal _____ • ____ ._. __ 114. 20 

Moderate growth: 
Education ___ • ___________ ._ 5. 47 
Hea lth _ .. __ . ______ .• _______ 13. 88 
Veterans' benefits __________ 8. 72 
Debt service _______________ 18. 73 
Commerce and transporta-

9.38 t ion ___ • ___________ __ ____ 

Fiscal r~~~ 
(bi llions) 

$78. 30 
3.83 
3. 19 
. 90 

6. 70 

92.92 

6. 36 
18.12 
12.04 
21.16 

11.34 

Expenditure change, fiscal 
year 1969-73 

Amount 
(bi llions) Percent 

-$18.07 -18.3 
-.23 -5.7 

-1.85 -36. 7 
-1.00 -53.6 

- . 09 -1.3 

-21. 2!! -18. 6 

.89 16.3 
4. 24 30.5 
3. 32 38.1 
2. 43 13.0 

1. 96 21.9 

Fiscal~~~~ 
Budget category (bil lions) 

General government_ _____ __ $2. 78 

SubtotaL ___ _ . _---- ---- - - 58. 96 

Rapid growth : 
Pollution controL _________ _ . 57 
Community development 

and housing __________ ___ 2. 86 
Manpower training and 

employment__ ------- - -- - 2. 37 
Income security _____ ______ _ 45.12 
General revenue sharing ___ __ 0 
Law enforcement_ __________ • 63 

SubtotaL __ ---------- --- 50.92 

Total budget change ______ 217. 18 

Fiscal r~~~ 
(bi llions) 

$3. 99 

73. 01 

1. 54 

5. 82 

4. 31 
69. 67 
5.00 
1. 54 

87.75 

246. 46 

Expenditure change , fiscal 
year 1969- 73 

Amount 
(billions) Percent 

$1.21 43.5 

14. 05 23.8 

. 97 170.0 

2. 96 103.0 

1 94 120.0 
24. 55 54. 4 
5. 00 ---- ----- -- -- -
. 91 144.4 

36. 33 71.3 

29.28 13.5 

Source : The budget of the U.S. Government, fiscal years 1969 and 1973. All figures represent und istributed intergovernmental payments not shown. 
outlays. Category subtotals do not exactly equal totals on bottom !ine because adjustments for 

NIXON ADMINISTRATION REORDERING OF 
EXPENDITURE PRIORITIES 

While the above table gives some indi
cation of the expenditure shifts from de
fense, international affairs and economic 
development programs to the broad do
mestic reform and social welfare area 
that have occurred under the Nixon ad
ministration, it does not tell the entire 

story. In many of the budget categories 
listed in the table, a considerable portion 
of the ex.l:-'enditure increase is attributa
ble to program outlays that are relatively 
uncontrollable. For instance, more than 
half of the expenditures in the com
merce and transportation category are 
for airway and highway development 
financed out of trust funds, and the pre-

dominant share of those in the income
security category are attributable to so
cial security, public assistance, and other 
income transfer payment programs. 
Since most of these expenditures are 
fixed by law or geared roughly to the 
level of trust fund receipts, the admin
istration in power at any time has little 
direct control over the magnitude of out-
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lays. Thus, in order to indicate the 
program areas over which the Nixon ad
ministration has exercised some real 
measure of discretion, these uncon trol
lable expenditures have been eliminated 
from each budget category. 

As is shown in table 2 below, total 
Federal expenditures in constant dollars 
increased by slightly over $30 billion dur
ing the fiscal years 1963-73 period. When 
the expenditure reductions for national 
defense and the other areas indicated in 
table 1 are added in, a total of nearly 
$52 billion became available for new ex
penditures in domestic program areas. 
However, $32.6 billion of this amount was 
claimed by more or less uncontrollable 
increases in the five categories indicated 
in the table, leaving a net amount of $188 
billion for real discretionary expenditure 
increases. 
TABLE 2.-Derivation of discretionary ex

penditure increase 
[All figures in fiscal year 1973 dollars] 

Change fiscal 
Program category: years 1969-7 3 

Gross funds available for expendi-
ture increases: 

Net expenditure growth __________ $30, 180 
Expenditure reductions__________ 21, 280 

Subtotal -------------------

Minus relatively uncontrollable in-
creases: 

Transfer payments _____________ _ 

Medicare/ medicaid ----- ---------
Highways, airports, post office ___ _ 
Debt service _____ _______________ _ 
Veterans benefits _______________ _ 

51,460 

22,540 
3,440 

890 
2,430 
3,320 

Subtotal 2------------------ 32,620 

Net funds available for dis
cretionary expenditure: 
Subtotal 1 minus subtotal 

2 ---------------------- 18,840 

Table 3 below shows the manner in 
which these increases were allocated 
during the 4 years of the Nixon adminis
tration. The largest share of these funds, 
34.3 percent, were devoted to human re
source programs, principally a vastly in
creased level of expenditure for the food 
stamp and nutrition programs, and a 
similar large increase for employment 
and manpower. These expenditure in
creases provide tangible demonstration 
of the administration's commitment to 
end hunger and malnutrition and to 
equip those without jobs for gainful em
ployment. 

An additional 27.9 percent of the dis
cretionary increases were allocated to 
the general area of community develop
ment. While the increases in each of the 
program areas in this category are mod
est in relationship to ~he total, they all 
represent very substantial growth from 
the fiscal year 1969 base, including a 
170-percent increase for pollution abate
ment, a 101-percent increase for low
and moderate-income housing assist
ance a 144-percent increase for law en
forcement and a 310-percent increase for 
highway safety and rapid transit. Fi
nally, nearly 27 percent of the available 
discretionary expenditure increase was 
earmarked for general revenue sharing 
to implement the administration's com
mitment to return decisionmaking pow
er and expenditure :flexibility to State 

and local units of government. This left 
only 6.4 percent of the remaining funds 
to cover the increased costs of govern
ment overhead, and less than 5 percent 
for the economic development and busi
ness assistance and promotion programs 
carried out by the Departments of Com
merce and Transportation. 

Another way of viewing these figures 
is that all of the normal increase in ex
penditures resulting from economic 
growth during this period was claimed 
by relatively uncontrollable items like 
transfer payments, medicare/ medicaid 
and various trust-fund-financed activi
ties. Thus, only by substantially decreas
ing the level of real expenditures for de
fense, international affairs, space and 
the like, was it possible to produce the 
very rapid large expansion of outlays 
for pollution control, community devel
opment and human resources programs 
shown below. Had not this reallocation 
of budget priorities been made, these 
latter programs would have experienced 
almost no growth in real dollar terms. 

TABLE 3.-DISTRI BUTION OF DISCRETIONARY EXPENDITURE 
INCREASES 

[All figures in fiscal yea 1973 dollars] 

Program category 

Human resources: 

Amount 

Share of 
total 

(percent) 

Food and nutrition __________________ $2, 290 12.2 
Manpower training and employment __ 1, 940 10. 3 
Education __________________________ 890 4. 7 
Health delivery, manpower and en-

vironmental health ___ _ •.•.......•. 750 4. 0 
Welfare and rehabilitation services.. 490 4. 6 
Health research and construction. ... . 100 . 5 

- -----
Total, human resources____ _______ 6, 460 34.3 

Community Development: ====== 
Urban and rural facilities and 

redevelopment. ____________ ·-··-- 1, 940 10. 2 
Low and moderate income housing____ 1, 040 5. 5 
Pollution controL__ ________________ 970 5.1 
Law enforcement.. ................. 910 4.8 
Rapidtransitand highway safety _____ 440 2.3 

------
Total, community development__ ___ 5, 280 27.9 

General revenue sharing: = ===== 
Total, general revenue sharing_ ____ $5, 000 26.5 

Other: 
General Government. _______________ 1,21G 6.4 
Economic development and business 

aids__ _________________________ 890 4. 7 
------

Total, other. _____________________ 2, 100 11.1 
====== 

Grand totaL_ ____________________ 18,840 11!0.0 

COMPARATIVE OVERALL BUDGET GROWTH TRENDS: 
NIXON ADMINISTRATION AND JOHNSON YEARS 

While expenditures have grown quite 
rapidly for efforts like pollution control 
and for many programs in the human re
sources area during the Nixon admin
istration, it must be emphasized that this 
was accomplished more by reallocation 
of priorities within the budget, as was 
shown in the previous section, than 
through rapidly increased overall Federal 
expenditures. As the table shows, in 
terms of constant dollars of purchasing 
power, budget growth during the Nixon 
administration has been reduced to al
most one-third of the average annual 
growth during the fiscal years 1965-69 
period. 

Even more significantly, the overall 
budget growth rate has been brought 
nearly into line with the growth rate for 
real GNP during the last 4 years. By con-

trast, during the Johnson "guns and 
butter" years, the budget growth rate 
averaged almost twice the growth rate 
for GNP. The obvious implication of this 
trend is that the Federal sector was tak
ing a larger and larger slice of total na
tional income each year. During the last 
4 years, however, this process has been 
reversed so that currently the budget is 
growing actually somewhat less rapidly 
than GNP: 
BUDGET AND GNP GROWTH IN CONSTANT DOLLARS, FISCAL 

YEARS 196~9 AND FISCAL YEARS 1969- 73 

(In percent) 

Average 
real budget 

Period growth 

Fiscal years 196~9- .... .. _. _. 9. 3 
Fiscal years 1969-73... ...... .. 3. 4 

Source : Economic Report of the President, 1972. 

Average 
real GNP 

groNth 

As a result of this much lower budget 
growth rate, the Nixon administration 
has been able to keep its budgets within 
the discipline of a full-employment bal
ance. This contrasts sharply with fiscal 
years 1965-69 periods in which a cumu
lative total of $39.8 billion in full-em
ployment deficits were incurred during a 
period when the economy was operating 
at near full capacity, and thus played an 
important role in the buildup of demand 
pressures that resulted in 6 percent-plus 
inflation rates during 1968-69. 

As submitted in January, the fiscal 
year 1973 budget was calculated to pro
duce a small $800 million surplus, an 
appropriate target during a period of 
rapid economic expansion. However, up
ward revisions due to congressional leg
islative and appropriations actions and 
unexpected increased in existing pro
grams could now turn this small surplus 
into a $11.7 billion deficit if a spending 
ceiling is not imposed. Obviously, a full
employment deficit of this magnitude 
would be in the same range as the John
son full-employment deficits shown be
low. While the spending ceiling proposed 
by the President would not entirely elim
inate this deficit, it would certainly bring 
it back into a more manageable and less 
in:tlationary range. 

Full-employment budgets, fiscal years 
1965-69 and 1969-73 
(Billions of dollars] 

1965 ------------------------------
1966 ------------------------------
1967 ------------------------------
1968 ------------------------------
1969 ------------------------------
1970 ------------------------------
1971 -- ----------------------------
1972 ------------------------------1973 January estimate __________ ___ _ 
Current estimate __________________ _ 
$250 ceiling _____________________ _ _ 

+2.8 
-6.2 

-10.7 
-25.3 
-0.4 
+3.1 
+4.9 
-3. 1 

+.8 
-11.3 
-4.5 

Source: The Budget of the United States 
Government, Fiscal Year 1973. 
THE FISCAL YEAR BUDGET: SOURCES OF UPWARD 

REVISION 

The budget submitted by President 
Nixon in January projected $246.3 bil
lion in outlays, $220.8 billion in revenues, 
and, consequently, a $25.5 billion unified 
budget deficit during the current fiscal 
year. On a full employment budget basis, 
a slight $800 million surplus was ex-
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pected. Under conditions of a strongly 
reviving economy expected to be head
ing toward the full-employment range 
by the end of the fiscal year--June 1973-
this deficit was believed by the admin
istration to be sufficiently stimulative, 
but at the same time constrained by the 
discipline of a small full-employment 
surplus. 

Since January, however, these budget 
projections have been revised substan
tially upward due to various appropria
tions and legislative actions by Congress, 
unexpected increases in outlays, and 
revenue revisions. As of October 1, the 
budget picture for fiscal year 1973 on the 
basis of measures already enacted or 
certain to be enacted is as follows: Out
lays are now expected to reach $256.8 
billion in the absence of a ceiling, rev
enues have been revised upward to $225 
billion due to more rapid than expected 
recovery of the economy, and the unified 
budget deficit is now projected to be $31.8 
billion, nearly a 25 percent increase from 
the level projected in January. Even 
more significantly, these outlay increases 
and tax law changes in combination are 
expected to produce a full employment 
deficit of $11.3 billion. During only one 
other year in the entire post-war period
fiscal year 1968-has the Federal 
budget incurred a larger full-employ
ment deficit. The result of that large fis
cal year 1968 full-employment deficit, in 
the context of a strongly expanding 
economy, was an inflation level of nearly 
6 percent that took more than 3 years 
to corl'ect. 

In addition, measures with more than 
$4.9 billion in added outlays for fiscal 
year 1973 have passed either one House, 
both Houses, or are pending in confer
ence. These programs were not included 
in the above projection because enact
ment before the preelection adjournment 
is still questionable. However, should 
they be approved in a postelection ses
sion or next year, Federal outlays would 
fu.crease to almost $262 billion, with a 
unified budget deficit of $36.7 billion and 
a full-employment deficit of $16.7 billion. 
The table below shows the sources of 
these upward revisions in the fiscal year 
1973 budget. 

CHANGES IN FISCAL YEAR 1973 BUDGET ESTIMATES 

Outlays 
Receipts 

(billions) Deficit 

January budget__ ___________ $246.3 $220.8 $25.5 
Net appropriations changes __ -.2 --- - ---- - - -.2 
Legislative changes ____ _____ 5. 0 -1.6 6.6 
Revenue sharing deferral_ ___ 2.3 --- - -- - - - - 2.3 
Estimate revisions _____ _____ 3. 4 5.8 -2.4 
Unified budget outlook : 

Programs enacted or 
certain of enactment__ 256.8 225.0 31.8 

Potential addition~ •----- 261.7 225.0 36.7 
Full employment budget 

outlook: 
Programs enacted or 

certain CJf enactment__ 254.8 243.5 11.3 
Potential additions . ____ _ 259.7 243.5 16.7 

Outlook with 
350,000,000,000 spending 
ceiling: 

Unified budget_ ___ ____ _ 250.0 225.0 $25.0 
Full employment budget_ 2 248.0 243.5 4.5 

t Approved by either 1 House, both Houses, or pending in 
conference. 

2 Less than actual outlays because full employ,nent would 
involve smaller unemployment benefits and ·other income sup
port expenditures. 

CXVIII--2180-Part 26 

Breakdown of changes in budget to date 
[In billions of dollars] 

Receipts: 
Social security tax reductions____ -1. 6 
Revision of tax yield estimates___ 5. 8 

---
Total_______________________ ~4.2 

Outlays: 
Appropriations: 
Defense ----------------------
Agriculture, environment and 

consumer protection ________ _ 
Relief ------------------------Foreign aid __________________ _ 
Labor and Health, Education, 

and Welfare ________________ _ 

Miscellaneous ----------------

Subtotal -------------------

Legislative (nonappropriation): 
School lunch program ________ _ 
Black lung benefits ___________ _ 
Revenue sharing _____________ _ 
20% Social Security increase __ _ 
Veterans compensation _______ _ 
Disaster relief (SBA) ---------
RR retirement benefits in-

crease ----------------------
Increase in social service ex-

penditures ----------------
Miscellaneous (net)----------
Legislative inaction of miscel

laneous spending reductions 
proposed in budget ___________ _ 

Subtotal--------------------

Other: 
Revenue sharing postponed from 

fiscal year 1972-------------
Revision of estimates contained in budget __________________ _ 

Subtotal -------------------

Total outlay change _________ _ 

1 House passed version. 

- 1 1.50 

0.95 
0.11 

-0.11 

ll 0. 25 
0.08 

-0.22 

0.20 
0.97 
1.00 
2.10 
0.11 
0.05 

0.07 

81.00 
0.03 

-0.49 

5.04 

2.25 

3.43 

5.68 

10.50 

2 House passed version. Senate bill has 
much larger increase. 

3 Difference between January estimate of 
$1.5 billion and $2.5 billion ceiling included 
in the revenue sharing bill. 

THE LONGER TERM BUDGET OUTLOOK 

The imperative need to curtail the 
momentum of Federal spending growth 
was recently highlighted by a study is
sued by the American Enterprise Insti
tute. On the basis of programs currently 
in the books plus the new expenditures 
for general revenue sharing, special 
revenue sharing, and welfare and health 
care reform included in the administra
tion's fiscal year 1973 budget, the study 
projected a full-employment deficit of 
$21.5 billion during the calendar year 
1975. And this estimate assumes that no 
new programs would be added during the 
next 2 years and that larger than normal 
increases would not be made in existing 
programs. Yet a full-employment deficit 
of this magnitude, in the context of a 
full-employment economy, would almost 
certainly touch off a virulent new round 
of infLation similar to that initiated by 
the large Johnson full-employment defi
cits of fiscal year 1967-68. 

If this expenditure momentum is not 
slowed down, the AEI study projects that 
an 11-percent surtax--on all individual 
and corporate taxpayers-would have to 
be levied in order to bring the budget 
into full-employment balance. For a 

family of four earning $12,000-which 
would be about the median income in 
1975-an 11-percent surtax would mean 
a $150 tax increase. Moreover, the study 
indicates that even as late as 1977 ex
penditures for current programs would 
exceed revenues by $5.6 billion. Yet, con
sidering the rate at which new programs 
and expenditures have been added to the 
budget in the last 10 years it hardly 
seems likely that 5 years could lapse 
without an additional penny being added 
to the budget, so the figure for 1977 must 
be taken as a bare minimum estimate of 
the size of the deficit absent tax increases. 

The table below indicates the AEI 
projections for full-employment expend
itures, revenues, and deficits for the 1975-
77 period, as well as the surtax rates that 
would be needed to bring the budget into 
balance and avoid inflation, if current 
expenditure growth rates are not reduced. 
FEDERAL BUDGET GROWTH AT CURRENT PROGRAM LEVELS 

1975-77 

1975 1976 1977 

Total revenues _____________ $292.0 $315.3 $339.7 
Total expenditures _____ __ ___ 313.5 328.1 345.3 
Full employment deficit__ __ __ -21.5 -12.8 -5.6 

Surtax needed to bring the 
Budget into Balance 
(percent) _________ _______ 11 3 

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from New Mexico <Mr. 
LUJAN). 

Mr. LUJAN. Mr. Speaker, I returned 
to Washington today specifically to vote 
ir1 favor of setting a spending limit of 
$250 billion. 

I believe, Mr. Speaker, that we should 
go further. We should limit the amount 
of spending to the amount of income. In 
other words, Mr. Speaker, I believe we 
should live within our income and not 
pass spending programs that we cannot 
afford. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the very able and distin
guished gentleman from the Appropria
tions Committee, my good friend and 
neighbor, the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. MAHON). 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, we are all 
for responsible government and we are 
not opposed to congressional reform. To 
the contrary, we want to strengthen the 
arm of Congress. Most of us in my judg
ment, however, do not believe that it 
would constitute congressional reform to 
delegate to the executive branch author
ity to write law. That authority and re
sponsibility is vested in the legislative 
branch under the Constitution. I do not 
see why we should delegate legislative 
responsibility for a moment, certainly not 
for 8 months. 

I have supported expenditure ceilings 
in the past and expect to support expend
iture ceilings in the future, but the one 
before us today is a different animal. The 
bill says that we will establish by law an 
expenditure ceiling of $250 billion. It also 
says, in effect, to the President, "You 
change existing law in about any way you 
desire in order to achieve that objective." 

That is the point that is involved here. 
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Shall we, in addition to departing from 
the traditional expenditure limitation 
concept say, as we do in this legislation 
beginning on line 20, page 2, "The 
amount available for obligation-as de
termined by the President-shall be sub
stituted for the amount appropriated or 
otherwise made available in the applica
tion of the formula." 

There are no exemptions in the ceiling 
proposed and we do not tell the Presi
dent not to change present law in regard 
to many programs. For example, in vet
erans' benefits, in revenue sharing, in aid 
to impacted areas, the law makes certain 
provision as to how the money shall be 
spent, but we say in this bill, in this pro
posed law, that the amounts available for 
obligation as determined by the President 
shall be substituted for the amounts ap
propriated or otherwise made available 
by the application of the formula. There 
is no saving clause with respect to the 
so-called mandatory programs. 

I think that some of the spending 
programs ought to be restructured. I 
would like to see some restructured, but 
under this proposal, in the impacted aid 
program for instance, the President 
could say, "I do not want any of this 
money going to category B. I want it all 
to go to category A." 

Changing the law in this manner is 
not the type of authority which should 
be delegated to any President. That is 
my major objection to the proposal 
which is before us today. 

The President will have a veto on 1-
year funds as the result of such a ceiling 
and there are tens of billions of dollars 
involved in such funds. He can change 
the basic law with respect to many pro
grams. 

This is where I draw the line. Other
wise, I can support expenditure limita
tions and I have in the part. But the 
proposal which I make would require 
the President, if he wants to change the 
law, to submit to Congress what changes 
he recommends be made, and then the 
Congress can consider the whole matter 
in the light of the President's recom
mendations. 

I do not wish to demean the Congress. 
We have not done an althogether bad 
job during this session or in previous 
sessions. Generally speaking, we do not 
exceed the total of the recommenda
tions of the President. And certainly we 
have been nnder the budget in the ag
gregate in appropriation bills. 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAHON. I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
this week the House will probably pass a 
conference report for an education bill 
for Vietnam veterans amounting to about 
$430 million. 

Under this, what can the President do? 
Mr. MAHON. The President would 

have the decision to substitute his au
thority as to how much shall be spent 
rather than the authority which would 
be carried in the legislation to which the 
gentleman refers. 

In other words, if the executive branch 
is not satisfied with the real, or unreal, 
amount, it can impound money and can 

also change the law by changing the 
application of the formula for expendi
ture. 

Reverting again to the subject of what 
we have done in this session, we will 
have cut spending in appropriation bills 
at this session by about $1.5 billion-a 
major sum. It is true that in revenue
sharing, in social security, in the black 
lnng program and in other fields we are 
above the budget. But the proposal be
fore the House today is not the answer 
to the fiscal problem confronting th·e 
conn try. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the distinguished majority 
leader, Mr. BOGGS. 

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, some of the 
most difiicult tasks which I have faced 
here, both as a longtime member of the 
great Ways and Means Committee and 
as majority whip, and now as majority 
leader, have been to obtain a majority for 
the many extensions of the debt ceiling 
that we have had to pass in the last sev
eral years. 

First let me say I do not consider my
self in any conflict with the distin
guished chairman of the Ways and 
Means Committee. The gentleman from 
Arkansas (Mr. MILLS) and I served to
gether on the Ways and Means Commit
tee for 22 years. That service was very 
valuable to me, and I hope was of some 
help to the Nation. 

But I find myself today in total dis
agreement with what this legislation 
seeks to accomplish in writing in an ex
penditure ceiling of $250 billion, which 
is a direct grant of absolute authority 
to the President of the United States on 
the control of the purse and the ulti
mate control of the legislative enact
ments of the Congress itself. 

The Mahon amendment is a very rea
sonable amendment. It says, in effect, 
to the President, "Mr. President, send 
us down your recommendations, and we 
will look at them and we will consider 
them fully and we will vote on them as we 
should under the usual legislative pro
cedures." 

If the Mahon amendment is not 
adopted, speaking as the majority lead
er, and for the majority whip and for the 
Speaker and for the leadership, we in
tend to vote against the debt ceiling bill 
here today. 

I am not impressed with the political 
arguments that have been made here. I 
am not impressed with this business I 
have been hearing in paid political broad
casts by the President about the so-called 
spendthrift Congress. In appropriated 
items we have reduced Mr. Nixon's budget 
requests by almost $15 billion in the 4 
years he has sent up requests. But he 
nevertheless has succeeded in building 
up the largest deficit of any President 
since the deficits that were necessary in 
World War II. He has built more deficits 
than all the Presidents of the United 
States put together up to the time of 
Franklin Roosevelt. He has built more 
deficits than Eisenhower, Kennedy, and 
Johnson all put together. 

So talk about fiscal responsibility 
should not be coming from the White 
House, it should be addressd to it. 

Where will the President cut if he gets 

this authority? Well, the only way to 
judge a man's future is what he has 
done in the past. Let me just recite a list 
of his vetoes. 

January 1970: Appropriations for 
Health, Education, and Welfare. 

June 1970: Hospital construction. 
August 1970: Office of Education ap

propriations. 
August 1970: Housing and Urban De

velopment appropriations. 
January 1971: Federal employees haz

ardous occupations. 
December 1970: Public health, family 

medicine. 
December 16: Unemployment, low in

come, and nnemployed persons. 
Jnne 29, 1971: Antipoverty program. 
December 1971: Economic opportu

nity, or antipoverty. 
August 1972: Labor, health, and edu

cation. 
Just last week: Railroad retirement. 
That is where the cuts will come. And, 

just as the distinguished chairman of the 
Committee on Appropriations said, in 
making these cuts, he in effect changes 
the law. He not only reduces the budget. 
The impacted schools money is a very 
good example. When he makes those cuts, 
he changes the formula. In changing the 
formula, he changes the enactment of 
the Congress of the United States. 

I have followed the progress of this 
proposal with a great deal of interest, 
Mr. Speaker, and I have concluded that 
never in my career has a single piece of 
legislation deserved defeat on quite so 
many gronnds. 

We are told that the fires of inflation 
are consuming the living wages of our 
people, and this is true. Rising prices
particularly food prices-are licking at 
the peels of Americans of every economic 
level. Each month the statistics tell us of 
lost wages, lost savings, and eroded pen
sions. Consumer prices have risen 18 
points since the beginning of 1969-more 
than in the previous 8 years com
bined-and there are few signs of their 
abating. Meat and poultry prices are up 
23 percent. Hospital care is up 35.5 per
cent. 

The Nixon deficits are a primary cause 
of inflation, and this, no doubt, is true. 
In the past 4 years, as I have said, budget 
deficits have exceeded the total deficits 
of the 16 years of the Eisenhower, Ken
nedy, and Johnson administrations com
bined. 

We are told that these nnprecedented 
budget deficits are the result of wanton, 
reckless spending by the Congress, but 
this, Mr. Speaker, is not true. It is part 
of a cynical, election year scheme to 
escape responsibility for the worst eco
nomic failure in 40 years. Where there 
was a clear national need for fnnds-as 
in health, in education, in programs to 
protect the environment--Congress has 
met the President's requests and often 
exceeded them. 

All of this, of course, was conspicuous
ly absent in the President's presentation 
on Saturday-a presentation which was 
made on an altogether appropriate 
forum, a paid political broadcast. 

In this paid political broadcast, the 
administration, which is the biggest def
icit spender in American history, was 
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cloaked in the shopworn Republican 
costume of fiscal responsibility. The 
President, who bears responsibility for 
one-quarter of the national debt, told the 
American people that he was remaining 
in Washington to "hold the line" against 
a spendthrift Congress. He said that if 
Congress does not adopt this legislation
if Congress does not surrender its power 
over outlays--then the Congress will be 
responsible for compelling a tax increase. 

The truth is--and this is supported by 
reputable economists within and with
out the administration-if a tax increase 
is inevitable, it is because of this ad
ministration's mismanagement of the 
economy. 

The truth is, this legislation is part 
and parcel of an elaborate scheme to lay 
the blame for economic failure upon the 
Congress. 

Now it is proposed that the Congress 
surrender its power over outlays. A $250 
billion expenditure ceiling will necessi
tate an estimated $12 billion budget 
slash which, under this legislation, would 
be carried out solely by the executive 
branch, without the least review of con
sideration by the Congress. 

We are asked to include in debt ceiling 
legislation a spending ceiling of $250 
billion and to delegate to the President 
power to determine where the cuts are 
to be made. We are asked to turn over 
to the executive branch the power to 
control budget outlays. The power of the 
purse, the power to determine national 
priorities, would be turned over to some 
nameless bureaucrat in the Office of 
Management and Budget--an individual, 
I might add, who is unelected and totally 
unresponsive to the electorate. Congress 
would be reduced to a debating society. 
There would be very little point to the 
annual debate over appropriations if our 
decision is subject to review by the OMB. 

It has become very fashionable to speak 
of Congress declining power. Ralph 
Nader now speaks of Congress as the 
"broken branch." I do not subscribe to 
that point of view, but if this legislation 
is enacted, we will be lending credence 
to their allegations. 

If there are to be further cuts in the 
Federal budget let it be people's repre
sentatives who decide when, where, ru.1d 
how much. This is our responsibility and 
duty under article I of the Constitution. 
We cannot abdicate it. 

This President told a press conference 
on October 5, that he felt it was im
portant for him to stay in Washington 
this fall and "fight the battle against 
bigger spending." Well, I suggest he start 
by taking a hard look at his own budget 
proposals. The very $250-billion debt 
ceiling he seeks includes a $32.4-billion 
deficit and an $18-billion increase in 
Federal spending over 1972. 

Since the $250-billion spending ceiling 
the President seeks includes an increase 
of $18 billion over the last fiscal year
and I emphasize that this is $18 billion 
which the President's own budget esti
mate embraces-then obviously the 
President must either raise taxes or ac· 
cept a chronic deficit. 

Since he has said he will not raise 
taxes, why has he neglected to inform 
the American people that he now appar-

ently accepts the idea of chronic, grow
ing, staggering national debt? 

The President cannot have it both 
ways. If he himself accepts a $18 billion 
deficit this year the only explanation for 
his announcement that there will be no 
tax increase is that he favors running 
this country even deeper into debt. 

Why all this Nixonian rhetoric about 
a spendthrift Congress? Clearly the Pres
ident is looking for a scapegoat for some 
of the lliost serious economic failures in 
American history. 

Consider the fact that he has managed 
to produce: 

The highest inflation in 20 years; 
The highest unemployment in 10 

years; 
The worst trade deficit in 40 years; 
The highest interest rates in 100 years; 

and 
The most certain prospects for a sag

ging economy since Herbert Hoover. 
Let us hear what others have said 

about this Nixon power grab: 
Our distinguished colleague, the gen

tleman from Massachusetts <Mr. BuRKE) 
has pointed out to this body that the 
President already enjoys ample power
the power of budget requests, budget 
amendments, and the veto--to assert 
himself very effectively on the matter of 
Federal spending. 

Senator HuMPHREY told the Senate on 
October 4 very correctly that this Nixon 
power play could "prove to be the domes
tic equivalent. of the Gulf of Tonkin 
resolution-a license for the administra
tion to attack and make war on health, 
education and other programs benefit
ing the average citizen without congres
sional approval." 

Treasury Secretary Schultz, Nixon's 
own chief fiscal adviser, is on record as 
saying that a spending device of the type 
the administration is now seeking would 
lead to "chaotic reductions in essential 
programs." 

Hobart Rowen, respected financial col
umnist for the Washington Post, has de
tected that the White House attempt to 
fix blame on Congress for irresponsible 
spending requiring tax increases was a 
"phony issue" and that the administra
tion "ought to quit playing politics." 

Are we, in the twilight of the 93d Con
gress witlessly about to undo that for 
which our spiritual forebears of the 
Continental Congress risked their lives 
and liberty? 

The Declaration of Independence cries 
down to us through nearly two centuries 
against "repeated injuries and usurpa
tions, all having in direct object the es
tablishment of an absolute tyranny over 
the States." 

And the very first charge leveled 
against the King of Gre91t Britain in 
that historic document is this: 

He has refused his assent to laws, the most 
wholesome and necessary for the public 
good. 

This is an old and venerable Chamber. 
It has known great moments. Few, in 
my opinion, are as memorable as that 
moment when Alexander Hamilton in
dicated the House Chamber and an
nounced to a visiting foreign guest, 
"Here, sir, the people govern." Passage 
of this infamous abdication-of-power leg-

islation would make a mockery of the 
great truth Hamilton spoke. It could then 
accurately be said that here, in this 
House, the representatives of the people 
gave over to the Chief Executive the un
hampered and exclusive power to decide 
how the people's moneys were to be spent. 
Mr. Speaker, this is no less "taxation 
without representation" than the insult
ing levies which inspired the Boston Tea 
Party, and fired our Founding Fathers to 
move against the British Crown. 

The impoundment device alone has en
abled the Nixon administration to refuse 
expenditure of some $25 billion as di
rected by the Congress over the last 2 
years. And it is nonsense to think that 
this represents a $25 billion "savings" to 
the taxpaying public. The fact of the 
matter is that through accounting gim ... 
mickry and budgetary sleight-of-hand 
the administration can and does divert 
funds from their intended purpose to 
expenditure for items which would not 
have congressional support if considered 
on their merits by the Congress. 

Some 185 years ago, James Madison 
writing in "The Federalist," warned that 
when "the whole power of one depart
ment is exercised by the same hands 
which possess the whole power of an
other department, the fundamental 
principles of a free Constitution are sub
verted." 

What Richard Nixon has proposed, 
Mr. Speaker, is nothing short of funda
mental altering of the constitutional 
balance of powers. He would reduce the 
U.S. Congress to political impotency. 

Throughout American history, our 
democracy has been vulnerable to the 
aggregation of excessive powers in the 
executive. Once again, we may turn to 
Madison for a clear understanding and 
exposition of this danger. He said: 

Power "is of an encroaching nature, 
and ... it ought to be effectually restrained 
from passing the limits assigned to it. After 
discriminating, therefore, in theory, the sev
eral classes of power, as they may in their 
nature be legislative, executive, or judiciary; 
the next and most difficult task is to provide 
some practical security for each, against the 
invasion of the others." 

James Madison served in this body in 
1798, Mr. Speaker. Is there any doubt 
that today he would cast his vote and 
raise his voice against this Presidential 
assault on the constitutional powers of 
the U.S. Congress? 

This issue is as clearcut and as im
portant as that. This business of won
dering about tax increases and dollar 
expenditure amounts pales before the 
constitutional issue involved here. 

Now, let me turn to the concurrent 
resolution. It is clearly and demonstra
bly an intelligent and responsible alter
native, and it deserves our unqualified 
support. 

This resolution recognizes that both 
Congress and the Executive must give 
the closest attention to mounting Fed
eral spending. 

It provides a mechanism for sensible 
cooperation between the Congress and 
the President in keeping spending within 
proper limits. 

The resolution contemplates a spend
ing ceiling of $250 billion for the current 
fiscal year. But since a ceiling at this 
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level will require very substantial cuts 
1n Federal expenditures, the resolution 
rightly demands that the President in
dicate specifically to the Congress just 
where he would make those cuts. 

Are we going to put the fate of those 
in poverty, those who are sick and can
not pay the bill, those who are out of 
work, those whose education, and hous
ing are inferior, and whose environment 
is corroding-are we going to put the 
interest of these Americans in the hands 
of an administration which has shown 
itself incapable of solving their prob
lems because it is too busy servng the 
interests of the wheat speculators and 
the corporate conglomerates? 

Mr. Speaker, we are greatly indebted 
to the distinguished chairman of the 
Committee on Appropriations. He has 
formulated in the concurrent resolution 
a mechanism which permits the Presi
dent to analyze and recommend whatever 
spending cuts he believes necessary. His 
resolution rightfully preserves in the 
Congress, however, the power-and the 
responsibility-for spending reductions 
and modifications. 

It should not be necessary to add that 
I oppose H.R. 16810 regardless of which 
party occupies the White House in Jan
uary. For Members of this body the issue 
should not be one of partisanship. 

So, Mr. Speaker, it is with great re
gret that I have to say this. I repeat, Mr. 
Speaker, that regretfully it is my inten
tion to vote against this bill if the Manon 
amendment is not adopted. 

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

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speaker, 
I have no further requests for time. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Ohio <Mr. 
HAYS). 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I just want to say that 
I was back in my district over the week
end, and the only criticism that grew 
out of the widespread Nader publicity 
with respect to Congress, the only 
publicity that took hold of the people 
back there was when he charged the 
Congress with the abdication of its 
power to the President. 

I say to the Members that on this 
bill today-and I have voted for it every 
time the President asked to raise the 
debt ceiling-! will not vote for it today 
unless the Mahon amendment is in there. 

If this passes without the Mahon 
amendment, it will be the most abject 
abdication of power in the history of 
this Republic, and no Member of Con
gress can go home and say, "Well, the 
Congress is doing its job"; we can just 
go home and say, "We have turned it 
over to the Exf'cutive." 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentle
man has expired. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 10 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, as far as I know, and 
hopefully so, this may be my swan song. 
I say, "hopefully," because I am very 
much in hopes that this House will carry 
out the target date for adjourning this 
Congress on this weekend. 

Mr. Speaker, I am sorry that I must 

find myself in disagreement with some 
of my very closest friends in this House. 
I hate to find myself in disagreement 
with the gentleman who sits in the chair 
up there, the distinguished Speaker of 
the House, the majority leader, and the 
very able gentleman, the very close friend 
and neighbor of mine who has his office 
across the hall from me, the gentleman 
from Texas <Mr. MAHoN). 

Mr. Speaker, if I did not support the 
bill, and particularly that provision of 
the bill drawn up by the distinguished 
gentleman from Arkansas, the chairman 
of the Committee on Ways and Means 
<Mr. MILLS), I would certainly be out of 
cast, and I am sure that there would be 
eyebrows raised around here, because of 
the many times that I have appeared in 
the well of this House for the past 25 
years arguing that we had to curtail 
spending, that we had to retrench, we 
had to tighten our belts, and that we 
had to get some sense of fiscal responsi
bility in the operation of this Govern
ment or everything was going down the 
drain. 

I recall that back in those early days 
when I was hoisting the danger :fiag of 
in:fiation, I made the remark that I was 
not concerned so much about the future 
of the Democratic Party or of the Re
publican Party as I was about the future 
of the Communist Party or the man, the 
strong man on the horse, who would take 
over when we had destroyed this country 
from within and the wheels of industry 
had become silent, when· jobs were not 
here and the credit of the country had 
gone. 

It was then that the siren song of the 
Communists would sound very pleasant 
to the hungry bellies that existed in this 
country. 

Mr. Speaker, I mention these things 
not for self-serving purposes, I hope, but 
again to remind you that I am running 
true to form here when I support this 
provision that would give the President 
of the United States the power-yes, 
delegate to him the power-let me say 
to my friend from Texas, to control ex
J:enditures to a limit of $250 billion. How 
much? $250 billion. 

Yes, it is a delegation of authority; 
it is a temJ;:orary delegation of authority. 
Some J:eorle my that it would make a 
dictator out of the President. Well, Ire
r-eat my theme-! would rather have a 
temrorary dictator for 8 months than 
to have a r. ermanent one, which is what 
is going to te the result of the confu
sion and the chaos that will come about 
when the Yalue of our dollar has gone 
down the drain. down to the tottom. 
And it is going down all the time. 

Mr. Speaker, I voted for one debt in
crease in my years here. I am going to 
vote for the second one today, because 
it has this provision in it. I will be 
equally frank with my friend, the ma
jority leader, about what the humble 
position of this Member is going to be. 
He told us what the position of the lead
ership is going to te, but this humble 
Member is not going to vote for the debt
limit increase without some provision in 
it that would give this authority to the 
President. 

-Now, let me, if I may, ask this ques-

tion: Where are we? I said a moment ago 
at the risk of sounding self-serving that 
I had been waving the danger :fiag here 
for these many years. We are raising the 
debt limit now to $465 billion. I do not 
care whose responsibility it is. We are 
hearing a lot today about it being the 
responsibility of the man down at the 
end of 16th Street. We hear a lot about 
the fact that it is the responsibility of 
the Democratic-controlled Congress. I do 
not give a hoot whose responsibility it is; 
the fact remains that it is here. While 
I have been crying "wolf" all these years 
and saying that the crisis was coming 
someday, I am so happy to recognize 
that there are some people here today 
who do recognize that the crisis has been 
reached. 

It is here now. It is not coming, and 
both sides of the aisle say that something 
has got to be done about it. 

Let us take a look at that debt that 
is $450 billion now-and I just had this 
sum broken down this morning. Do you 
know what the interest on that debt is? 
For the fiscal year 1973 it will be $23.1 
billion-the interest. That is four times 
what they were spending to run the 
whole Federal Government when I came 
to Congress. And I am talking about in
terest, I am not talking about expendi
tures. 

Do you know what that amounts to 
per day-and I am still talking about 
interest-it is $63,287,671. That is what 
you are paying for interest per day on 
the national debt. 

Since we started the debate on this 
bill, and by the time I will have con
cluded, the cost for funding the national 
debt, for paying the interest on the na
tional debt for 1 hour, will be $2,636,986. 

Let us break it down to minutes. It is 
costing $43,950 to pay the interest on the 
national debt per minute. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen
tleman from Mississippi has expired. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself the remaining 4 minutes of my 
time, and I hope that I will not use the 
entire 4 minutes. 

It is costing $732.50 a second to pay 
the interest on the national debt. 

Now, you go home next week, I hope, 
those who are running for office, who 
cherish these seats, and you tell your 
people that you are unwilling to give the 
President of the United States the au
thority to hold the spending down to $250 
billion for the next year, and you ex
plain to them how much we already owe 
and how much it is costing in the way of 
interest on the national debt. 

You explain to them how much we 
already owe and how much it is costing 
in the way of interest on the national 
debt. Or you might go farther than 
that-if you want to be perfectly honest 
with them-you tell them that we owe 
$450 billion now-and that we have 
raised it $15 billion-or we will have
and that prudence would suggest that we 
start tightening the belt and started 
economizing and started retrenching and 
reduce this national debt by $500 million 
a year. 

How long would it take to retire the 
national debt at that rate? Oh, just a 
matter of 900 years. Who is going to 
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pay it? Talk about your grandchildren
you had better talk about your great, 
great, great, great, great grandchildren
if this Republic lasts that long. 

The crisis is here. Those taxpayers at 
home-and there are some people at 
home who are conscious of what is hap
pening to their Government-do not 
think they all are just trying to get their 
hands in the till. They understand what 
is going on. Reason with them. Do not 
tell them that you voted against giving 
the President this power-and it is un
usual-! almost abhor it-! do not like it. 

You would think that the Congress 
could do it-but the Congress has dem
onstrated that it will not do it-it will 
not discipline itself. The appeals of the 
organized minority groups-and I am not 
talking of any racial thing-! am talking 
of the organized groups back home--the 
demands are so strong that the Congress 
just does not feel equal to meeting the 
situation. 

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

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speaker, 
I am happy to yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from Mississippi. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my colleague. 

I want to talk about the politics of 
this thing at the moment. There are 
some people who feel in this election 
year that the politics of this thing is on 
refusing the President this authority. If 
I understand the situation, I think the 
politics of this thing is that the Presi
dent-the people--are worried-they are 
concerned about in:fiation that results 
from all of this excessive spending-this 
deficit spending. 

I think the politics is with the Presi
dent. Now from his point of view, frankly, 
I do not understand-if he is a political 
animal as he is charged with being, 
and I am sure he is or he would not 
be there--it is a question of understand
ing-we are all political animals. 

I cannot understand why, from a polit
ical point of view, any man would want 
to ask for this kind of authority. Who is 
going to be hurt politically? Is it going to 
be my Democratic brother or my Repub
lican brother, or both? 

If you give this authority to the Pres
ident and he cuts back on some of these 
popular programs, it seems to me that he 
is the man who is going to be hurt. 

My friends, finally permit me in all the 
earnestness that I possess and in all the 
sincerity I possess-! do not see how this 
Congress in this crisis, at home and 
abroad, can refuse to pass this bill with 
this limitation of $250 billion. 

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

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speak
er, I have no further requests for time. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I move 
the previous question on the resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on the 

resolution. 
The question was taken, and the 

Speaker announced that the ayes ap
peared to have it. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, I ob-
ject to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 

point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is 
not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab
sent Members, and the Clerk will call 
the roll. 

The question was taken; and there 
were--yeas 309, nays 65, not voting 56, 
as follows: 

Abbitt 
Abernethy 
Adams 
Alexander 
Anderson, 

Calif. 
Anderson, Dl. 
Anderson, 

Tenn. 
Andrews, Ala. 
Andrews, 

N.Dak. 
Annunzio 
Archer 
Arends 
Asp in 
Aspinall 
Baker 
Barrett 
Begich 
Belcher 
Bennett 
Bergland 
Betts 
Bev111 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bolling 
Bow 
Brademas 
Brasco 
Bray 
Brinkley 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brotzman 
Brown, Mich. 
Brown, Ohio 
Broyhill, N.C. 
Broyhill, Va. 
Buchanan 
Burleson, Tex. 
Burlison, Mo. 
Byrnes, Wis. 
Byron 
Cabell 
Camp 
Carey, N.Y. 
Carlson 
Carney 
Carter 
Casey, Tex. 
Cederberg 
Chamberlain 
Clancy 
Clark 
Clausen, 

Don H. 
Clawson, Del 
Collier 
Collins, Tex. 
Colmer 
Conable 
Conover 
Conte 
Corman 
Crane · 
Curlin 
Daniel, Va. 
Daniels, N.J. 
Davis, Ga. 
Davis, S.C. 
Davis, Wis. 
de la Garza 
Delaney 
Dellenback 
Dennis 
Dent 
Derwinski 
Devine 
Dickinson 
Donohue 
Dorn 
Downing 
Dulski 
Duncan 
duPont 
Edwards, Ala. 
Eilberg 

[Roll No. 418] 
YEA8-309 

Erlenborn McKevitt 
Esch McMillan 
Eshleman Macdonald, 
Evins, Tenn. Mass. 
Fascell Madden 
Findley Mahon 
Fish Ma11liard 
Fisher Mallary 
Flood Mann 
Flowers Mathias, Calif. 
Flynt Mathis, Ga.. 
Foley Mayne 
Ford, Gerald R. Mazzoli 
Ford, Meeds 

William D. Melcher 
Forsythe Michel 
Fountain Mills, Ark. 
Frelinghuysen Mills, Md. 
Frenzel Minish 
Frey Minshall 
Fulton Mizell 
Fuqua Mollohan 
Garmatz Monagan 
Gaydos Montgomery 
Gettys Moorhead 
Goldwater Morgan 
Goodling Murphy, Dl. 
Grasso Murphy, N.Y. 
Gray Myers 
Green, Pa. Natcher 
Gritlln Nedzi 
Griffiths Nelsen 
Grover Nichols 
Gubser Nix 
Gude Obey 
Hagan O'Hara 
Halpern O'Konski 
Hamilton O'Neill 
Hammer- Passman 

schmidt Patten 
Hanna. Pepper 
Hansen, Idaho Perkins 
Hansen, Wash. Pettis 
Harvey Peyser 
Hastings Pickle 
Hays Pike 
Hebert Pirnie 
Heinz Poage 
Henderson Powell 
Hicks, Wash. Preyer, N.C. 
Hillis Price, Dl. 
Hogan Price, Tex. 
Holifield Pryor, Ark. 
Horton Pucinski 
Hosmer Quie 
Howard Quillen 
Hull Railsback 
Hutchinson Randall 
!chord Rangel 
Jarman Reuss 
Johnson, Calif. Rhodes 
Johnson, Pa. Riegle 
Jonas Robinson, Va. 
Jones, Ala. Robison, N.Y. 
Jones, N.C. Rodino 
Jones, Tenn. Roe 
Karth Rogers 
Kazen Rooney, Pa. 
Keating Rostenkowski 
Keith Roush 
Kemp Rousselot 
King Roy 
Kluczynski Runnels 
Kuykendall Ruppe 
Kyl Ruth 
Kyros St Germain 
Landgrebe Sandman 
Landrum Sarbanes 
Latta Satterfield 
Lujan Saylor 
McClory Scheuer 
McCloskey Schneebeli 
McCollister Schwengel 
McCormack Sebelius 
McCulloch Seiberling 
McDonald, Shoup 

Mich. Shriver 
McFall Sisk 
McKay Smith, Calif. 

Smith, Iowa 
Smith, N.Y. 
Snyder 
Spence 
Springer 
Staggers 
Stanton, 

Talcott White 
Taylor Whitehurst 
Teague, Calif. Widnall 
Terry Wiggins 
Thompson, N.J. Williams 
Thomson, Wis. Wilson, Bob 
Thone Winn 

J. William 
Steed 

Tiernan Wright 
Udall Wyatt 

Steele 
Steiger, Ariz. 
Steiger. Wis. 
Stephens 
Stokes 
Stratton 
Stubblefield 
Stuckey 

Ullman Wydler 
Vander Jagt Wylie 
Veysey Wyman 
Vigorito Yatron 
Waggonner Young, Tex. 
Wampler Zablocki 
Ware Zion 
Whalley Zwach 

NAY8-65 
Abzug Giaimo Podell 
Addabbo Gibbons Rarick 
Ashbrook Gonzalez Rees 
Baring Hall Roberts 
Biester Harrington Rosenthal 
Bingham Hawkins Shipley 
Blackburn Hechler, W . Va. Sikes 
Burke, Mass. Heckler, Mass. Skubitz 
Burton Hicks, Mass. Slack 
Celler Jacobs Stanton, 
Chisholm Kastenmeier James V. 
Cleveland Koch Teague, Tex. 
Collins, Dl. Leggett Van Deerlin 
Conyers Lennon Vanik 
Coughlin Long, La. Waldie 
Culver Long, Md. Whalen 
Danielson McDade Whitten 
Dellums Miller, Ohio Wilson, 
Dingell Mink Charles H. 
Drinan Mitchell Wolff 
Eckhardt Mosher Yates 
Edwards, Calif. Moss 
Fraser Patman 

NOT VOTING-56 
Abourezk Evans, Colo. 
Ashley Galifianakis 
Badillo Gallagher 
Bell Green, Oreg. 
Biaggi Gross 
Blanton Haley 
Blatnik Hanley 
Burke, Fla. Harsha 
Byrne, Pa. Hathaway 
Caffery Helstoski 
Chappell Hungate 
Clay Hunt 
Cotter Kee 
Denholm Lent 
Diggs Link 
Dow Lloyd 
Dowdy McClure 
Dwyer McEwen 
Edmondson McKinney 

Martin 
Matsunaga 
Metcalfe 
Mikva 
Miller, Calif. 
Pelly 
Purcell 
Reid 
Roncalio 
Rooney, N.Y. 
Roybal 
Scherle 
Schmitz 
Scott 
Sullivan 
Symington 
Thompson, Ga. 
Young, Fla. 

So the resolution was agreed to. 
The Clerk announced the following 

pairs: 
Mr. Rooney of New York with Mr. Hunt. 
Mr. Roncalio with Mr. McEwen. 
Mrs. Sullivan with Mr. Bell. 
Mr. Biaggi with Mr. Lent. 
1\ir. Blatnik with Mr. Burke of Florida. 
Mr. Hanley with Mr. Harsha. 
Mr. Matsunaga with Mr. Martin. 
Mr. Cotter with Mr. Lloyd. 
Mrs. Green of Oregon with Mrs. Dwyer. 
Mr. Reid with Mr. Thompson of Georgia. 
Mr. Purcell with Mr. Young of Florida
Mr. Denholm with Mr. McClure. 
Mr. Helstoski with Mr. Felly. 
Mr. Ashley with Mr. McKinney. 
Mr. Badillo with Mr. Dow. 
Mr. Kee with Mr. Clay. 
Mr. Mlkva with Mr. Hungate. 
Mr. M111er of California with Mr. Diggs. 
Mr. Byrne of Pennsylvania with Mr. Met-

calfe. 
Mr. Chappell with Mr. Scherle. 
Mr. Caffery with Mr. Schmitz. 
Mr. Link with Mr. Scott. 
Mr. Evans of Colorado with Mr. Gross. 
Mr. Blanton with Mr. Abourezk. 
Mr. Hathaway with Mr. Gallagher. 
Mr. Edmondson with Mr. Roybal. 
Mr. Haley with Mr. Galifianakis. 
Mr. Symington with Mr. Dowdy. 

Mr. MOSS, Mr. ECKHARDT, Ms. AB
ZUG, and Mrs. MINK changed their 
votes from "yea" to "nay." 
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Mr. MINISH changed his vote from 

"nay" to "yea." 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON 
S. 2280, CONVENTION FOR SUP
PRESSION OF UNLAWFUL SEIZURE 
OF AIRCRAFT 
Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's table the bill (S. 2280) to 
amend sections 101 and 902 of the Fed
eral Aviation Act of 1958, as amended to 
implement the Convention for the Sup
pression of Unlawful Seizure of Aircraft 
and to amend title XI of such act to au
thorize the President to suspend air serv
ice to any foreign nation which he deter
mines is encouraging aircraft hijacking 
by acting in a manner inconsistent with 
the Convention for the Suppression of 
Unlawful Seizure of Aircraft and to au
thorize the Secretary of Transportation 
to revoke the operating authority of for
eign air carriers under certain circum
stances, with House amendments there
to, insist on House amendments, and 
agree to the conference asked by the 
Senate. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from West 
Virginia? The Chair hears none, and ap
points the following conferees: Messrs. 
STAGGERS, JARMAN, DINGELL, HARVEY, and 
SKUBITZ. 

PERMISSION TO FILE CONFERENCE 
REPORT ON S. 4018, OMNIDUS 
RIVERS, HARBORS, AND FLOOD 
CONTROL ACT, UNTIL MIDNIGHT 
TOMORROW 
Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the managers 
may have until midnight tomorrow, 
Wednesday, October 11, 1972, to ~1~ a 
conference report on S. 4018, authoriZing 
the construction, repair, and preserva
tion of certain public works on rivers 
and harbors for navigation, flood control, 
.and for other purposes. 

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

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, reserving the 
right to object, may I ask the distin
guished gentleman from Texas if the 
conference has completed its delibera
tions? 

Mr. ROBERTS. If the gentleman will 
yield, I will say to the gentleman from 
Missouri that the conference completed 
its deliberations at ·1300 hours. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman. 

I withdraw my reservation of objec
tion. 

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

There was no objection. 

PUBLIC DEBT LIMITATION 

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker, 
I move that the House resolve itself into 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 

State of the Union for the consideration 
of the bill (H.R. 16810) to provide for a 
temporary increase in the public debt 
limit and to place a limitation on expen
ditures and net lending for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1973. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the motion offered by the gentleman from 
Arkansas (Mr. MILLS) . 

The motion was agreed to. 
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con
sideration of the bill H.R. 16810, with 
Mr. ABERNETHY in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
By unanimous consent, the first read

ing of the bill was dispensed with. 
The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 

gentleman from Arkansas (Mr. MILLS), 
will be recognized for 2 hours, and the 
gentleman from Wisconsin <Mr. 
BYRNES) will be recognized for 2 hours. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Arkansas (Mr. MILLS). 

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Mr. Chair
man, I yield myself 15 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, there are times here 
in the House when we consider measures 
which of themselves may not appear to 
be very important measures, but which 
nevertheless tend to influence the course 
of events for many years to come. In the 
area of fiscal policy, I believe the bill we 
have before us today is of such impor
tance. In fact, I characterize this bill as 
being perhaps the most important bill 
that the Congress will consider in this 
session-or perhaps one of the most im
portant bills that the Congress has con
sidered in many, many years. 

This bill is one of a series which we 
considered over the years that has had 
some impact in stemming the tide of the 
ever-rising level of Government expendi
tures. The Members will recall that in 
meeting the problems of an anemic eco
nomy with the Revenue Act of 1964, we 
took the road of "freeing up" the private 
economy rather than the road of stimu
lating the economy through increased 
Government spending. 

You will recall that we did not stay 
on that track very long. But the Mem
bers will also recall that this act was 
effective in providing the growth in that 
private sector of the economy which we 
then so badly needed. 

Again in the Revenue and Expenditure 
Control Act of 1968, Congress dealt with 
this problem of ever-rising expenditures 
in a period of inflation by imposing a 
limitation on spending by the Govern
ment. That ceiling was only partially 
effective, in no small part because of the 
many exceptions that we provided to the 
ceiling. In 1969 programs covered by the 
ceiling were reduced by the President by 
$8.4 billion. However, expenditures ex
cepted from the ceiling increased by $6.9 
billion, with the result that we actually 
had a savings of only $1.5 billion instead 
of the $6 billion that we had originally 
planned. 

Despite this, let me point out, the 
fiscal year 1969 was the only year since 
1960, up to the present time, in which 
the unified budget has shown a surplus. 
This was the result of a ceiling and the 
10-percent surcharge. 

During this period of time, our Appro
priations Committee has fought valiantly 
to slow this rising tide of Government 
spending. Many examples could be 
pointed out where they had ~uccess in 
this regard. 

Despite these efforts to control spend
ing, Government expenditures have kept 
on rising. From 1968 to 1969 expendi
tures rose by nearly $6 billion. From 1969 
to 1970 they rose by $12 billion. From 
1970 to 1971 they rose by nearly $15 bil
lion and from 1971 to 1972 they rose by 
slightly over $20 billion, and even with 
the $250 billion ceiling provided by this 
bill, from 1972 to 1973 expenditures 
would rise by slightly over $18 billion. 

The question is whether we are to hold 
the increases in the current year to this 
$18 billion or whether we are to have an 
increase in spending which could rise 
anywhere from $24 billion to hopefully 
not more than $30 billion above prior 
year. This kind of expenditure increase 
is what we must look forward to if we do 
not control expenditures by the ceiling in 
this bill. 

In pointing out this rising tide in ex
penditures, I, of course, do not intend 
to imply that expenditures should not 
rise at all. They must, of course, rise be
cause of price increases. They must, of 
course, rise as the Government meets its 
obligations to provide additional services 
sought by our citizenry. 

The basic problem, however, is whether 
this spending is to continue rising in the 
uncontrolled manner which has occurred 
in the past few years. The deficits in 
the fiscal years 1970 through and in
cluding 1973, even if the expenditure 
limit in the bill is accepted, can be ex
pected to amount to $104 billion, or al
most one-quarter of our current total 
outstanding debt. In 4 years, this is al
most one-quarter of our total outstand
ing debt. 

Nor does there seem to be any evidence 
of the change in the pattern of spending 
for the period ahead. Two independent 
research organizations, Brookings and 
the American Enterprise Institute, have 
recently released studies which show ap
proximately the same outlook for the 
period ahead. 

The Brookings study, prepared by 
Charles Schultze, former Director of the 
Bureau of the Budget, estimates that the 
full employment budget, if we reach full 
employment by 1975, and even if we do 
not adopt any new Federal programs 
other than thone already recommended 
in the budget for 1973, will show deficits 
of $11 billion, $17 billion, and $6 billion 
respectively, for the years 1974, 1975, 
and 1976. I call your attention to the fact 
that these are deficits on the full em
ployment basis. This means much larger 
deficits will show up in our actual ac
counts. 

The American Enterprise study, mak
ing its projections on a similar basis, 
shows full employment deficits until the 
fiscal year 1978. Its estimates indicate 
deficits on a full-employment basis of $5 
billion in 1973, $14 billion in 1974, $22 
billion in 1975, $13 billion in 1976, and 
$5 billion in 1977. I am talking about 
deficits over and above full employment 
receipts. Also do not forget again that 
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this assumes no new Federal programs 
and only the expansion of existing pro
grams along the normal patterns of 
growth. Are there any among us who 
believe that there will not be new pro
grams added to the list to make deficits 
much larger than these estimates? Of 
course not, we add them every year. 

The need to control spending is par
ticularly great now because many eco
nomic indicators again show signs of ex
cessive rising inflationary pressures. 
These signs have reappeared even though 
wage and price controls remain in ef
feet, and phase II controls are now ap
proximately 11 months old. The alarm
ing aspect of the reemergence of these 
signs is that they come when the econ
omy still has a substantial level of un
employment. Although unemployment 
has fallen slightly from the 6-percent 
level which persisted for more than a 
year, unemployment seems still to be on 
the high plateau of around 5% percent. 

Listen closely to this information, if 
you will, please. In the third quarter of 
this year, wholesale prices rose at a 6.7-
percent annual rate. This can be con
trasted to a 4.9-percent rate of increase 
in each of the two prior quarters. These 
wholesale price increases, in the normal 
course of events, will be transmitted into 
retail price increases in a period of 3 to 6 
months from now. 

Increasing accumulation of invento
ries by business is another sign of rising 
inflationary pressures. Retail stores in
ventories, for example, in the second 
quarter of this year, on an annual rate 
basis, increased by 7.4 percent over the 
first quarter. In the second quarter, all 
business inventories also increased by 4.9 
percent over the level in the first quarter. 
More recently, manufacturing invento
ries from August to September have risen 
by 7.9 percent, on an annual rate basis, as 
contrasted to a 4-percent increase of the 
August level over that in July. 

Still another measure of increasing in
flationary pressures is the rise in out
standing consumer credit. Total consum
er credit increased by 12 percent from 
July 1971 to July 1972. In the last 3 
months, however, consumer credit has 
increased at an annual rate in excess of 
16 percent. Similarly, bank loans in the 
last 3 months have increased at a rate 
of 15.6 percent, which again is higher 
than earlier rates. 

As might be expected with this in
crease in the use of consumer credit, 
there has also been a decrease in the 
savings rate. During 1971, the savings 
rate was 8 percent or more. In the sec
ond quarter of 1971, for example, it was 
actually 8.6 percent. By the first quarter 
of 1972, the savings rate had fallen to 
7.2 percent and by the second quarter, 
to 6.4 percent. All of us know the rate 
for the third quarter will be less. 

In recent months there has also been 
a rise again in interest rates. This is 
true both of short-term and, more re
cently, of long-term interest rates. In the 
case of 3-month Treasury bills, for ex-
ample, the rate has risen from 3.2 per
cent in February of this year to 4.6 per
cent on September 22, 1972. The rate on 
prime commercial paper has also risen 

from 3.9 percent in February to 5.1 per
cent on September 15. 

In longer term issues the rate has only 
quite recently started to rise again. Much 
of this is of great interest to the hous
ing industry. In the case of taxable Fed
eral securities, the rate has risen from 
5.57 percent in the middle of August to 
5.68 percent by the middle of September. 
The interest rate on high grade munici
pal bonds in the same period rose from 
5.23 percent to 5.37 percent. The interest 
rate on AAA corporate bonds rose from 
7.16 percent on the first of September to 
7.23 percent by the middle of September, 
15 days later. 

These factors which I have been dis
cussing place increased pressure on the 
money supply, a pressure made far worse 
by the ever-increasing borrowings of the 
Federal Government. From October 1971 
to August 1972, the basic money in
creased by about 5 percent. But the esti
mated increase between August and Sep
tember of this year, however, is at an 
annual rate of 7 percent. 

Our concern for the renewal of in
flationary pressures cannot, however, be 
restricted just to the domestic economy. 
A renewal of inflation will increase the 
prices of our production relative to the 
prices of imported articles and will also 
make us less competitive in our sales 
abroad. If we permit a renewal of this 
type of inflation in this country, it could 
well completely offset the expected gains 
by readjustment of international ex
change rates under the Smithsonian 
Agreement of last December. 

So far this year, the change in our 
balance of goods and services has con
tinued to worsen. The deficit in our 
overseas merchandise trade, in invest
ment, travel, and other services has con
tinued to grow worse. In the first half 
of this year, for example, the deficit in 
merchandise trade averaged $7.2 billion 
on an annual basis as contrasted to the 
average deficit of only $2.7 billion last 
year. 

For a while after the exchange rate 
adjustment, a worsening of our balance 
of trade is to be expected, but this could 
continue and bring about a new crisis 
if we allow the rate of price increases to 
rise further. Under these circumstances, 
it would, indeed, be foolhardy for us now 
to permit a resurgence of greater infla
tionary pressures that are already strong. 

Up to this point I have tried to empha
size how important it is for us to control 
our spending because of the impact on 
the economy and our international situ
ation as well as because of the impact 
on Government operations for years to 
come. I realize that many will say, "Yes; 
we must control the spending but let us 
do it under our regular procedures by 
exercising restraint when appropriation 
bills or other measures are before us." 
I would love to see that happen. 

Unfortunately, in the current year, at 
least to July, we have not so recom
mended. 

Talk about reducing the budget, let 
me tell you what has happened, my 
friends. When we started fiscal year 
1973, there was in the pipeline due to 
previous and prior congressional au
thorization, authority to spend $266 bil-

lion, including 1 year of payments from 
the social security trust fund and the 
civil service trust fund, which would 
add something like $50 or $60 billion to 
Federal funds money. 

What did the President ask? The 
President asked for an additional obliga
tional authority to be voted by the Con
gress of $276 billion. If the Congress cuts 
it, as the chairman of the Appropria
tions Committee said, by $2 billion, we 
will add to that pipeline of spending, 
$274 billion. We add that to the $266 bil
lion, and what do we come up with? 
About $540 billion that Congress will put 
in the pipeline for spending purposes. 

Once the Congress authorizes, the 
Congress has no further control of any 
rate at which that money is spent. Who 
says how fast it is going to be spent? The 
President's budget is the only document 
we can look to in order to get any idea 
of what the total that will be spent in 
any one year will amount to. He says
the Congress does not say-"I am going 
to spend $246 billion when he presented 
the budget last January." 

That has been adjusted upward be
cause of the increase in social security 
payments and because of the enactment 
of the black lung program, from $246 
billion up to $250 billion. But, that is 
what he says is going to be spent. The 
Congress has not said it. 

Do not hide behind that argument. The 
Congress has not said anything except 
that $540 billion could be spent in this 
fiscal year, even if it is humanly possible 
to employ enough people and let out 
enough contracts-thank God, nature 
takes care of that-it just cannot be 
done. 

Let us not talk about the fact that 
we have control over spending. We do 
not have control of spending in the pres
ent situation. We have control of how 
much we will put into the pipeilne for 
future spending; yes, $540 billion in the 
pipeline. 

I shall never forget a conversation I 
had in the White House with a former 
President one time. Itold him that if he 
made a recommendation to Congress he 
was then considering making, that in my 
opinion, humble as it might be, the Con.: 
gress would undoubtedly defeat his re
quest for additional authority to spend 
in the field of foreign aid. He said-

All right, let the Congress do it; I have got 
$17 billion in the pipeline that I can spend. 

Now, this is the way we operate this 
Government. This is the way we operate. 
Do you think that any of our people at 
home can have any confidence in the way 
we run this situation? They do not have 
it, and you know it. 

Do you think of those people abroad 
who have so many excessive amounts of 
our dollars, far more than they need to 
reserve against their own currency, can 
have any confidence in the way we run 
this Government? 

Is it small wonder that the value of 
our dollar abroad is in question? That 
we face one crisis after another in our in
ternational affairs? Is it small wonder, 
the way we run this Government, that 
there is a crisis in every area that your 
Committee on Ways and Means hears 
when it conducts hearings? 
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Concerning the crisis in fiscal policy, 

Mr. MAHON's resolution admits that. Af
ter all of those many "whereases"
whereas we are all for doing something 
and whereas we want to do something
finally we get down to the resolution. It 
reminds me of cotton candy that I used 
to eat as a kid, and more recently with 
my grandchildren; it tastes good, but 
after you take a bite, you find nothing 
substantial in it. 

I · do not find anything in Mr. MAHON's 
proposal except subterfuge, members 
study it. What does it do? Mr. MAHoN 
says not later than the 2d of January
he initially had it the 15th of Novem
ber-the President is to tell us where 
he thinks reservations ought to be made 
if expenditures were to be held to $250 
billion. 

What would the Congress do with this 
report from the President? We would 
consider it. We have to organize in the 
next Congress. It would not be before 
March, at the very earliest, or probably 
April or May, even, when the Appropri
ations Committee might decide what 
consideration it will give to the Pres
ident's recommendations. 

But any saving which is made would 
have to occur in the last quarter of this 
fiscal year. That just would not happen. 

If Members are going to vote for the 
substitute, let the people back home know 
that they are not going to stand up for 
fiscal responsibility, that they are not 
going to stand up to do something about 
this growing, penetrating in:flation that 
we have, that will destroy this country 
in not such a long period of time if we 
do not do something about it. 

Yes, every crisis we have is attribut
able to this rising tide in Federal spend
ing from one fiscal year to the next, 
which so far outstrips any increase in 
our revenues. 

Think of the predictions for the fu
ture by these two organizations that all 
of us have a high degree of confidence in. 
Not until 1978-according to one of 
them-without adding one additional 
program, will we be able to contemplate 
a balanced budget even on a full em
ployment basis. 

Now let me tell the Members what I 
believe. I believe the American people 
are aware of what is going on. I know 
the American people want something 
done about it. If they cannot expect to 
get it out of this Congress, my guess is 
that they are going to elect a Congress 
on November 7 that they think will work 
in the direction of containing in:flation, 
of containing Federal spending. 

Yes; that is what is going to happen, 
if the Members buy this "pie in the sky" 
that my good friend the chairman of the 
Appropriations Committee is offering. 

Label it for what it is, just cotton 
candy, with no substance to it. There is 
nothing within it that means for 1 min
ute there will be any reduction in the 
rate of spending for 1973. 

And if there is not any reduction, then 
the $465 billion limit this bill sets for 
debt will not be sufficient. If we are not 
going to control expenditures we will have 
to come back either with a determination 
to avoid in:flation by increasing revenues, 
or else have inflation with a debt ceiling 

of $475 billion or $480 billion before we 
get to the end of the fiscal year. 

What do we want in this country the 
most? Do we not want a strong economy, 
with prices which do not increase at the 
rate they have been rising in the past? 
Is that not what all of us want? 

Mr. Chairman, the key to it is in this 
spending limitation. 

Bear this in mind if anybody argues 
about being cut back: There is $18 billion 
allowable under this ceiling for spending 
in 1973 over and above the $232 billion 
that-on the unified budget basis-we 
spent in the fiscal year 1972. 

Oh, yes; there are people who do not 
even want their appetites for spending 
reduced in any way. There are those who 
would have us spend twice this amount, 
if it could be done. 

Yes, we believe we have reached a rea
sonable compromise here. Those who be
lieve in fiscal integrity will vote down the 
substitute offered by the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. MAHON). 

I say to the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
MAHON) what we have got here is vir
tually identical with what his committee 
reported in 1967, in subsection (c) of 
section 201 of the bill. If Members will 
go back and read it, that is where we took 
the language, out of one of the appro
priation bills. 

Do you remember that your commit
tee almost unanimously, along with the 
Committee on Ways and Means, also 
supported the spending limitation that 
we imposed on President Johnson in the 
calendar year 1968? What is different 
now? Is it just the name of the Presi
dent? 

Some place along the line there has to 
be confidence reposed in the Chief Execu
tive of this country. He is no fool; he is 
not going to use this authority in a way 
that would make it impossible for his 
party to have a chance to win in 1974 or 
a chance to win in 1976. As the gentle
man from Mississippi (Mr. CoLMER) 
said, he is too good a politician for that. 

So I do have to repose confidence in 
him, because that is all that is left. There 
is no other way we can get a handle on 
our present rate of runaway spending 
and thus runaway inflation. If the Mem
bers want to stop both, they should vote 
with the committee and vote against the 
substitute of the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. MAHON). 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. I yield myself 
2 additional minutes, Mr. Chairman. 

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

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. I will yield 
to my friend from Texas; yes. 

Mr. PATMAN. All right. 
Now, this national debt contains $70 

billion that has been paid once. Is that 
not right? 

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Why does the 
gentleman not just tell his colleagues 
what he wants to do? 

Mr. PATMAN. I have just asked the 
gentlema.n--

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. I know what 
the gentleman wants to do. He wants to 
cancel the debt, held by the Federal Re
serve System. The gentleman wants to 
cancel it but this does not reduce the real 

debt of the country. The gentleman 
wants it canceled so we can force the 
Federal Reserve to come to the Congress 
of the United States to get its appropria
tion for the cost of its own administra
tion--

Mr.PATMAN. To make it non-interest
bearing. 

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. No; answer 
my question. Is that not the gentleman's 
reason? 

Of course, it is the gentleman's rea
son. The gentleman wants to get the Fed
eral Reserve into the politics of the House 
of Representatives, and I do not want 
that. It is run badly enough as it is. 

Mr. PATMAN. I will say to the gen
tleman that this entire debt--

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. We could can
cel it all right here. 

Mr. PATMAN. The amount is $70 bil
lion that has been paid. 

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. I say, we 
could cancel it all. 

Mr. PATMAN. And we pay $4 billion 
in interest a year on a debt that has 
been paid for once. 

I think it should be pointed out we are 
paying $4 billion in interest a year on a 
debt that has been paid once. 

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. I understand 
the argument of the gentleman, but it 
comes down to this one thing: That the 
gentleman wants to have the Federal Re
serve come to Congres to get its appro
priation to administer its own, internal 
programs. 

Mr. PATMAN. I understood the gentle
man to say he would yield ·to me. 

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. I do yield to 
the gentleman from Texas. I would hope, 
though, that the gentleman would ask 
me something else. 

Mr. PATMAN. I know that is true, of 
course, because the gentleman cannot 
answer that. 

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Oh, I have 
answered the gentleman. I knew exactly 
what he was asking. 

Mr. PATMAN. The gentleman is ask
ing us to pay $4 billion a year interest on 
a debt that has been paid. 

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. The gentle
man knows that all of the interest the 
Federal Reserve receives, except the 
amount of interest that is used for its 
own administrative costs, is returned to 
the Treasury. 

Mr. PATMAN. But it is violation·of the 
Constitution. The Constitution says the 
Congress shall appropriate the money, 
and Congress has not done it. 

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. The gentle
man has got jurisdiction over the Fed
eral Reserve. Why does he not exercise 
that jurisdiction? 

Mr. PATMAN. We have exercised that 
jurisdiction. 

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Why does the 
gentleman ask the Committee on Ways 
and Means to do that? Why is it not 
done through the Committee on Banking 
and Currency? 

Mr. PATMAN. We h'3.ve voted in com
mittee by a vote of 16 to 7 to have the 
GAO audit the Federal Reserve System. 

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. All right. It 
is under that committee's jurisdiction 
and ought to be submitted in that way. 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair
man, I yield myself 1 minute at this stage 
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simply to compliment my chairman for, 
I think, one of his most outstanding 
speeches before this body. 

All of his remarks are always well re
ceived, but I do want to compliment him 
from the bottom of my heart for the re
marks he has just made. 

I yield, Mr. Chairman, 5 minutes to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania <Mr. 
SCHNEEBELI) . 

Mr. SCHNEEBELI. Mr. Chairman, I 
support H.R. 16810, increasing the pub
lic debt limit to $465 billion through 
June 30, 1973, providing an overall lim
itation on Federal expenditures for fis
cal year 1973, and establishing a joint 
committee to review the operation of the 
budget ceiling and recommend proce
dures improving congressional control 
over the budget. 

This is the third time during the pres
ent session of Congress that the House 
has been confronted with the unhappy 
task of acting to either increase or ex
tend the public debt limit. The present 
debt limitation is $450 billion, consist
ing of a $400 billion permanent ceiling 
and $50 billion in temporary borrowing 
authority which will expire on October 
31. The debt subject to limitation was 
$435.3 billion on September 29, already 
far in excess of the $400 billion ceiling 
that would be applicable at the end of 
this month unless Congress acts respon
sibly. 

In view of the likelihood of congres
sional adjournment in the very near 
future, it is imperative that we act 
promptly. I should briefly remind the 
House that if prompt and responsible 
action is not taken, the Treasury will be 
unable to pay its bills as they fall due 
after October 31. In addition to the hard
ship imposed on those affected-employ
ees, veterans, social security beneficiaries, 
farmers, and those who have sold mer
chandise to the Federal Government-
the integrity of Federal finances will be 
severely damaged. Having voted for the 
expenditures, Congress must now provide 
the necessary borrowing latitude to make 
up the differences between tax receipts 
and anticipated expenditures. 

In this regar~. it is essential for Con
gress, recognizing the fiscal crisis we face, 
to enact an overall expenditure ceiling 
of $250 billion as recommended by Presi
dent Nixon. We have made significant 
progress in holding down inflation, in
creasing employment and raising the 
level of economic activity. It has not been 
an easy task and has called for sacrifice 
and cooperation on the part of all of our 
people. We must build on this progress 
and the cooperation of the Congress with 
the executive branch is required. 

The budget :figures plainly demon
strate the fiscal crisis we face. In both 
fiscal 1971 and 1972, we ran deficits of 
$23 billion on a unified budget basis. If 
expenditures are held to $250 billion for 
fiscal 1973, as would be required by the 
expenditure ceiling imposed in this bill, 
we would incur a $25 billion deficit on 
a unified budget basis and a $4.5 billion 
deficit on a full employment basis. In
creased expenditures above the $250 bil
lion figure will enlarge the full employ
ment deficit for fiscal 1973 to danger
ously high levels. If we are to avoid re
newed inflation, creating an expectation 

of higher prices that reverberates 
throughout the economy in wage-price 
decisions, that makes American goods 
less competitive in international trade 
and aggravates our already severe bal
ance-of-payments problems, and that 
will in the final analysis require signifi
cant tax increases, we simply must act re
sponsibly to hold Federal expenditures 
to $250 billion during fiscal 1973. As Sec
retary Schultz has remarked, a budget 
of a quarter of a trillion dollars, which 
provides for an increase of $18 billion 
in expenditures over fiscal 1972, is not 
exactly a starvation budget. 

Congress has been consistently remind
ed of the need to establish overall budget 
priorities that will not require expendi
tures in excess of the $250 billion pro
posed by the President for fiscal 1973. 
We have been made aware of our fiscal 
problems in acting on the debt on three 
different occasions this year. It has been 
several months since the President rec
ommended a firm and comprehensive ex
penditure ceiling of $250 billion. 

In spite of this urgent request, con
gressional action to date, according to the 
most recent estimates of the Joint Com
mittee on the Reduction of Nonessential 
Federal Expenditures, would result in 
outlays of $256 billion in fiscal 1973-$6 
billion above the $250 billion level recom
mended by the President and included 
in the expenditure ceiling in this bill. 
According to material received by the 
Ways and Means Committee and in
cluded in our hearings record, when final 
congressional action for this session is 
completed, this figure could be $12 bil
lion above the $250 billion figure. This 
would result in an intolerable deficit on 
a full employment basis that would be 
inviting severe economic dislocations. 

Responsible action, therefore, requires 
that we adopt the expenditure ceiling 
included in the committee bill. Some 
have expressed understandable concern 
over the delegation of authority to the 
President to make budget cuts in order to 
comply with the ceiling we are impos
ing. However, we are simply recognizing 
that the Congress has been unable to es
tablish overall priorities itself for fiscal 
1973 and is thus providing the only ef
fective means by which this can be done 
for the current fiscal year. 

In this connection it should be noted 
that the spending authority requested 
relates only to this one fiscal year. Addi
tionally, the bill, through the establish
ment of a joint committee to review the 
operation of the budget ceiling and rec
ommend improved procedures for budg
etary control by the Congress, will lay 
the groundwork for providing meaning
ful congressional control in the future. 
Title ITI of the bill establishes a joint 
committee consisting of 15 Members from 
each the House and Senate to exercise 
legislative oversight over the operation 
of the spending ceiling and to recom
mend procedures to the Congress for 
maintaining coordinated overall control 
of the budget, including both outlays and 
receipts, in the future. 

In view of the fiscal crisis we face, the 
imminence of adjournment, and the in
ability of Congress to deal effectively with 
this issue to date, we really have no other 
alternative consistent with fiscal respon-

sibility. The fact that the authority dele
gated to the President is limited to fiscal 
1973, and that a joint committee is estab
lished by the bill to enlarge congressional 
input into overall budgetary control, 
should relieve fears about the authority 
delegated to the President in connection 
with this ceiling. 

Mr. Chairman, this is an important 
and urgent piece of legislation. I urge all 
of my colleagues to join me in support
ing the bill reported by the Ways and 
Means Committee. 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. FINDLEY). . 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, the 
time has come, obviously, to call a spade 
a spade, and that is certainly what the 
chairman of the Committee on Ways and 
Means just did. 

Another fact that needs to be laid 
plainly on the table is that the Congress 
itself does not set priorities for Federal 
spending. At no point in the course of the 
year do we adopt a budget for the Federal 
Government. Instead, we take up the 
President's budget requests, and deal with 
the requests piecemeal. 

The truth is we do not have a single 
Committee on Appropriations for the 
House of Representatives. What we have 
is 13 Committees on Appropriations for 
the House of Representatives, each vir
tually separate and independent. The full 
committee, by tradition, treats each sub
committee as a separate authority-very 
rarely altering subcommittee recommen
dations. 

The appropriations process is thus 
fragmented for all practical purposes. 
This is the basic fact that makes so dif
ficult--indeed so absent--the control of 
the Federal budget by this body, despite 
the fact that the Constitution very 
plainly places in our hands the respon
sibility for such control. 

One way that the House could regain 
this responsibility-one way that this 
House could avoid the necessity of going 
through the exercise that we are dealing 
with today, which transfers to the execu
tive branch the power to set priorities to 
cut back here and there to bring things 
into balance or more closely into bal
ance--one way we can do that is to have 
one single appropriation bill for the en
tire Federal Establishment all at once. 
Do I see smiles? Is this really such a 
ridiculous idea? 

The last time we really had a Commit
tee on Appropriations fully in control of 
all appropriations bills-therefore func
tioning as a committee was when Clar
ence Cannon was chairman of the com
mittee and the committee brought to 
this body one single appropriation bill for 
the entire Federal Establishment for the 
ensuing year. That was several years ago. 

Now it was quite an ordeal, so they say, 
I was not here-but it did happen-we 
did that year have one, single appropria
tion bill. By that exercise, this body was 
able effectively to establish priorities for 
that year. Never since has this occurred. 

I compliment the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. SCHNEEBELI). He is 
one of those who cosponsored a change 
in the rules of the House of Representa
tives. That proposal provides one other 
way in which this body could regain au-
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thority over the budget. That proposed 
change in the House rules would provide 
that no appropriation bill can be con
sidered until the House has first adopted 
a resolution providing a comprehensive 
budget for the Federal budget for the 
next year. 

If that discipline were established, we 
would have some hope of regaining this 
very important control of the purse
strings of the Federal Government. We 
would not need to look to the executive 
branch for budget discipline. 

Mr. Chairman, here is the text of the 
proposal sponsored by Mr. SCHNEEBELI 
and other distinguished Members of this 
body: 

H. RES. 1020 
Resolved, That the rules of the House are 

amended by adding rule XLV as follows: 
"HOUSE AUTHORIZED FEDERAL BUDGET 

"1. The Committee on Appropriations and 
the Committee on Ways and Means of the 
House of Representatives are authorized and 
directed to meet jointly at the beginning of 
each regular session of Congress and after due 
study and review, including consideration of 
the annual budget message of the President, 
report to the House a resolution containing a 
House-authorized Federal budget for the 
ensuing fiscal year not later than ninety days 
after the President's message has been re
ceived. 

"The proposed budget shall include: 
"1. Estimated overall Federal receipts from 

all sources; 
"2. The maximum aggregate amount to be 

granted in obligational authority for all pur
poses, together with a maximum amount for 
each appropriation bill or resolution; 

"3. Specific recommendations as to adjust
ment in revenue measures and/or public debt 
level necessitated by a deficit or surplus, if 
such is shown by budget figures on aggregate 
expenditures and receipts. 

"When the Committee on Appropriations 
and Ways and Means have jointly reported 
the House resolution adopting such budget, 
it shall be in order, after the report on the 
resolution has been available to the Members 
of the House for at least three calendar days 
(excluding Saturdays, Sundays, and legal 
holidays), for the chairman of the Committee 
on Appropriations to move to proceed to the 
consideration of such resolution in the Com
mittee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union (even though a previous motion to 
the same effect has been disagreed to) . Such 
motion shall be highly privileged and shall 
not be debatable. No amendment to such 
motion shall be in order and it shall not be in 
order to move to reconsider the vote. 

"After general debate on the resolution, 
which shall be limited to not to exceed ten 
hours, one-half of such time to be equally 
divided and controlled by the chairman and 
ranking minority member of the Committee 
on Appropriations, and one-half of such time 
to be equally divided and controlled by the 
chairman and ranking minority member of 
the Committee on Ways and Means, the 
resolution shall be read for amendment un
der the five-minute rule. At the conclusion 
of the consideration of the resolution for 
amendment, the Committee of the Whole 
shall rise and report the resolution back to 
the House with such amendments as may 
have been adopted, and the previous ques
tion shall be considered as ordered on the 
resolution and amendments thereto to adop
tion without intervening motion except one 
motion to recommit. 

"2. No bill or resolution carrying appro
priations for the ensuing fiscal year shall be 
in order for consideration by the House un
til the House-authorized Federal budget for 
such year has been approved. 

"The report on each such bill or resolu
tion must include a statement in one of 

the following forms: 'The provisions of this 
bill (or resolution) conform to the require
ments of the House authorized Federal budg
et for fiscal year 19 and will not cause 
it to be unbalanced in any respect. The bill 
(or resolution) as reported will appropriate 
$ , and when this amount is deducted 
from $ , the maximum amount for this 
appropriation bill (or resolution) under the 
House-authorized Federal budget for fiscal 
19 , the remaining balance is $ ,' or 
'The provisions of this bill (or resolution) 
do not conform to the requirements of the 
House-authorized Federal budget for fiscal 
19 . The bill (or resolution) as reported 
will appropriate $ , and when this 
amount is deducted from$ , the maxi
mum amount for this appropriation bill (or 
resolution) under the House-authorized 
Federal budget for fiscal year 19 , a deficit 
results in the amount of $ .' 

"Any bill or resolution carrying appropria
tions whose report fails to include a state
ment in the first form, or which, in its 
amended form, fails to comply with the re
quirement as stated in the first form, shall 
require the approval of two-thirds of those 
Members present and voting, a quorum being 
present. This requirement shall not be waived 
or suspended. 

"3. The joint statement of managers to 
accompany a report made by a committee of 
conference on a bill or resolution carrying 
appropriations shall include a statement in 
one of the following forms: 'The provisions 
of this conference report conform to the re
quirements of the House-approved Federal 
budget for fiscal 19 and will not cause it 
to be unbalanced in any respect. •, or 'The 
provisions of this conference report do not 
conform to the requirements of the House
authorized Federal budget for fiscal 19 .' 

"A conference report on a bill or resolution 
carrying appropriations which fails to in
clude a statement in the first form shall re
quire the approval of two-thirds of those 
Members present and voting, a quorum be
ing present. Motions to dispose of amend
ments remaining in disagreement following 
adoption of a conference report on a bill or 
resolution carrying appropriations shall re
quire the approval of two-thirds of those 
Members present and voting, a quorum being 
present, if the effect of the adoption of such 
motion would be to appropriate an amount 
in excess of that contained in the House
authorized Federal budget for such year. 

"The requirements of this rule shall not 
be waived or suspended.'' 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
10 minutes to the distinguished chair
man of the Committee on Appropria
tions, the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
MAHON). 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I have 
heard my name bandied rebout in the 
House of Representatives this afternoon 
in connection with the spending pro
grams of the Government by people who 
are largely responsible for the plight that 
we now find ourselves in. 

I am pleased to have the opportunity 
to make a statement in regard to the 
facts of the situation that confronts us 
today. 

Realizing that Members would not all 
be on the floor during the discussion to
day, I put in the RECORD yesterday, and 
it appears on the second page of the 
RECORD of October 9, a statement setting 
forth my views in detail, which in my 
opinion give adequate support for all 
those who wish to support the position 
which I have taken. This information is 
available to you. 

Now if you go to the man in the streets 

and you ask him if he thinks the Gov
ernment is spending too much, he will 
say-yes. And so would I. If you ask him 
whether he thinks the Government 
should reduce spending-he will say
yes. So would I but I am not arguing 
about that point. That is what we all say. 
This is what I have been shouting from 
the roof tops for many, many months. 

But that does not mean that we can 
embrace in toto the bill that is presented 
here today. This should not be inter
preted as a matter of economy so much 
as it is a matter of principle and relB~tes 
to the preservation of the American form 
of government. 

There are those on the floor today 
who have said, "Well, Congress cannot do 
the job, let us abdicate." That is what 
has been said in other countries and we 
all know what the result has been. We 
cannot afford to abdicate, even to any 
President, regardless of his interest in 
the public welfare. 

I cannot go along with those who would 
admit failure, who say that we have 
failed in our job and, therefore, we must 
abdicate. It is true we have made some 
mistakes. 

In the first place, I do not admit that 
we have utterly failed in our job. 

Now some representations have been 
made as to large sums of money amount
ing to hundreds of millions of dollars that 
have not been spent. These funds in the 
so-called pipeline are all tied very tightly. 
They are tied down with legislation as 
to how the funds can be spent. For ex
ample, certain funds could be spent only 
for new submarines, for roads, for pub
lic works, for aid to rural and city areas, 
and otherwise. Yes, these funds that 
have been made available are tied down 
for certain purposes and the President 
unless we pass this bill, could not dip 
down into them and use them for any 
other purpose because the law controls 
that. 

But let us put that subject aside and 
return to the immediate subject. 

We say thaJt we are confronted with 
a long-range fiscal problem. This is not 
a temporary emergency; it is an emer
gency that has been with us for a dec
ade. We have to do something. We have 
to adopt a system to take care of the 
situation, enabling us to get better control 
of the actions of Congress and the Ex
ecutive with respect to spending. 

Title III of this bill provides for set
ting up again a committee mBide up of 
the leaders of Congress who would 
wrestle with this problem. We have had 
such efforts before, but never have we 
had quite an emergency like this before. 
So I have hope that something of long 
range and something of immediate value 
would come as a result of title III of this 
bill which sets up this special joint com
mittee. 

I would say that if the President is so 
inclined-and he does not have to do it 
until after the election under this pro
viso-he could submit to the Congress 
the changes which he thinks should be 
made in order to achieve the $250 billion 
ceiling. He has withheld them so far. He 
could just submit to the Congress the 
changes which he thinks should be made 
in appropriations and other legislative 
action and say to the Congress, "I think 
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you ought to make the following 
changes." 

This, I would hope, would create a sit
uation to help bring about a long
range remedy to some of the fiscal prob
lems which confront us. In the mean
time, there is nothing to prevent the 
Pre::;ident from making whatever sav
ings he reasonably can under existing 
law. 

We talk about cotton candy, and I 
would not say that title I of the bill is 
cotton candy. It says that the debt ceil
ing for this year shall be $465 billion, and 
this figure assumes a spending level of 
$250 billion during the current fiscal 
year. Within perhaps 2 percent this is 
the level at which we would be with
out the ceiling. So this spending level 
is inherent. If the Members vote for title 
I, they are voting for economy and for 
cutbacks. It ought to be very clear that 
this bill packs a tremendous punch in 
title I. 

Title II is a different proposition. It 
abdicates legislative authority to the 
executive branch. All right, what has 
brought us to this occasion? The chair
man of the Committee on Ways and 
Means says that the Mahon substitute is 
cotton candy. If taken in conjunction 
with title I, of course, it is not cotton 
candy, and it surprises me a bit that my 
good friend from Arkansas would speak 
so fervently about economy and a bal
anced budget when he has led the :fight 
to bring about the condition with which 
we are confronted today. Yet he talks 
about economy and points the finger 
at the Appropriations Committee, and 
yet the gentleman from Arkansas has 
led the fight over the last 10 years that 
has reduced the revenues of this Govern
ment by the equivalent of $50 billion for 
the forthcoming fiscal year. Except for 
those reductions, we would be in the 
black, provided the economy would have 
behaved as it has. 

Yet the gentleman points his finger 
at the Appropriations Committee. This 
is not where the problem is. The cutting 
of revenues and the increasing of spend
ing through the Committee on Ways 
and Means, through the leadership of 
the gentleman from Arkansas, have 
helped bring us to this day of crisis. 

Why would he point the finger at the 
Appropriations Committee with respect 
to the problem of expenditures when the 
gentleman led the fight for the $30 bil
lion revenue sharing which has to a very 
large extent brought us to this moment 
of distress. 

The President has tried to keep the 
Congress from providing a 20-percent 
increase in social security, but he was 
overridden with the help of the econ
omy-minded chairman of the Commit
tee on Ways and M~ans and the 20 per-
cent prevailed. ' 

Yet he talks about how much it is the 
fault of the Appropriations Committee 
that we have a fiscal problem. But the 
Congress under the leadership of the 
Senate and House Appropriations Com
mittees will have cut the President's 
spending program for this year by ap
proximately $1.5 billion and will cut new 
obligational authority by about $4 bil-
lion. 

So it seems very clear to me that there 

is a great deal of cotton candy in the 
remarks of my friend from Arkansas and 
a great deal of wishful thinking. He was 
not talking this way when he brought 
the revenue sharing bill out, in which we 
grasped a tiger by the tail and will 
never be able to let him loose. That is 
where our problem is. It is in the non
appropriation bills that mandate spend
ing where the problem has arisen and 
that is where our major problem lies. We 
just must not continue reducing revenues 
and approving accelerated spending 
programs. 

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAHON. I yield to the distin
guished chairman, the gentleman from 
Arkansas, my ·beloved friend with whom 
I seldom disagree. 

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Mr. Chair
man, I want to publicly apologize to the 
gentleman from Texas for having 
aroused his ire on the social security bill 
which we have passed in the House. I 
am sorry he is not in agreement with 
that. I want to apologize to my friend, 
whom I have apparently angered as a 
result of the social security increase. 

Mr. MAHON. If we had provided the 
revenue for the social security increase, 
I think it would have been thoroughly 
defensible, and I would have been in 
favor of the social security increase, but 
the failure to bring in the revenues to 
provide the funds to finance the pro~ 
gram is the only complaint I would 
have on the social security problem. Th~ 
increase was justified. 

But what about revenue sharing that 
the gentleman opposed as · early as just 
a little over a year ago but which he 
then embraced? That has helped propel 
us into this situation also. 

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Again I hope 
to bring up that conference report on 
Thursday if the Speaker and the minor
ity leader are agreeable. 

Mr. MAHON. And that conference re
port for this :fiscal year is more than $3 
billion over the President's budget for the 
current fiscal year. 

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. That is true. 
The President has not budgeted it in this 
1972 fiscal year, but again if the gentle
man is opposed to that program he will 
have a change to vote against it and 
maybe the House wants to kill it, maybe 
it does, I do not care. 

If the gentleman will yield again, will 
the gentleman not admit that the funds 
over which the Ways and Means Com
mittee has jurisdiction, such as social 
security and the highway trust fund 
and others are operating in the black 
and not in the red? If the funds over 
which the gentleman's committee has 
jurisdiction were in the same shape we 
would not need this bill at all. 

Mr. MAHON. I would say this. We do 
not have control over the entire situation 
because we do not have the authority in 
the Committee on Appropriations to 
recommend increased revenues for the 
general fund of the Treasury. That power 
rests with the Ways and Means Commit
tee. 

We are operating under a unified 
budget, and when the President talks 
about spending $~50 billion he is talking 
about social security and railroad re-

tirement, other trust funds, and all man
ner of accounts, and it is not appropri
ate to say that, well, the trust funds are 
in the black because revenues this year 
exceed payments and therefore, the Ways 
and Means Committee bears no respon
sibility for the $30 billion increase in 
spending brought about by the revenue 
sharing program and programs other
wise. The budget projected a larger sur
plus in the social security program but 
that surplus has now dwindled and it im
parts adversely on the budget. With the 
ceiling then, these increases such as that 
in social security must come out of the 
hide of other programs. 

I just hope that as a result of this de
bate we may do what we can in holding 
down spending in the future years and 
that the committee set up by title m of 
the gentleman's bill will be effective. I 
just hope that never again will my friend 
from Arkansas bring in a bill in which 
authorization is given to the executive 
branch to amend existing law. Congress 
should not surrender the power to legis
late or the power of the purse. We should 
not abdicate the authority of the legis
lative branch, our power of the purse. 
That is the way we find ourselves under 
the gentleman's bill. On page 2 it says: 

The amount available for obligation (as de
termined by the President) shall be sub
stituted for the amount appropriated or 
otherwise made available in the application 
of the formula. 

I am sure the President will do the 
best he can. I am not attacking the good 
faith or the good will of the President. 
He will do his best to administer this 
bill well, but we give him authority which 
should not be given to any President. We 
ought to control the legislation. 

I yield to the distinguished chairman. 
Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. If it is the 

fault of the legislative branch, whomso
ever's fault it is, would the gentleman 
not admit with me that we have a crisis 
in our fiscal situation? 

Mr. MAHON. I think we do. 
Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Would the 

gentleman--
Mr. MAHON. Just one moment. I think 

we have a crisis. We have had one for 
quite some time, but the Secretary of 
the Treasury, in the August 28 issue of 
U.S. News & World Report, was asked, 
"What is your opinion of the state of 
Government finances?" 

He said "Good, at this point." 
I still think we do have a crisis, but 

according to the Secretary of the Treas
ury, it was not so frightfully bad at that 
time. I hope that after the election a 
more realistic approach can be taken. 

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAHON. I yield to the gentleman 
from Arkansas. 

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. The gentle
man may, I think, take that statement 
with a grain of salt, because we are in 
an election year. Would the gentleman 
not say so? 

Mr. MAHON. I completely agree. 
It is said that we will have a tax in

crease if we do not vote for the Mills 
bill. But, under the Mills bill, we will 
have, according to estimates, a deficit in 
Federal funds of $32 billion. What would 
happen otherwise if $5 billion more--
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2 percent additional-is spent we would 
have a deficit of $37 billion? Why is it 
so assured that we will not have a tax 
increase if the deficit is $32 billion, but 
we will have a tax increase if the deficit 
is $37 to $38 billion; I fail to follow this 
rationale. 

I am grateful for the generous amount 
of time allotted me. I have not spoken in 
anger, and I have the great-=st respect 
for my friend, the gentleman from 
Arkansas (Mr. MILLS), with whom I have 
often agreed. I believe the frank discus
sion of the problem before us will be 
helpful in clarifying the issues before the 
House. 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. McCLORY) . 

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, it is 
most heartening to note :he inclusion of 
title III in the measure pending before us, 
H.R. 16810, which establishes a Joint 
Legislative Committee on the Budget 
with a direction to report to the Speaker 
of the House of Representatives and to 
the President pro tempore of the Senate 
not later than February 17, 1973. 

The 30-member committee, comprised 
of members of the House Ways and 
Means Committee and Committee on 
Appropriations, as well as the Senate 
Committees on Finance and Appropria
tions-plus one additional Member from 
each body-appears to be a most appro
priate and workable committee which 
can help fulfill the fiscal responsibilities 
which the Congress should assume and 
exercise. 

Mr. Chairman, my concern as a Mem
ber of the House of Representatives for 
our Nation's economy-and for our pre
rogatives as keepers of the Nation's 
pursestrings-dates from the time of my 
first election to the House. The support 
and encouragement for the concept of a 
Joint Legislative Budgetary Committee 
came from such distinguished Members 
of this body, as the gentleman from 
Mississippi (Mr. CoLMER) who has long 
supported this proposal, the late Repre
sentative Clarence Brown from Ohio 
and our former colleague from Missouri, 
Mr. Tom Curtis. 

I was encouraged to introduce legis
lation along the general lines of title III 
in the 88th and 89th Congresses. Later, 
I authored that chapter in the Republi
can volume recommending reform of our 
legislative branch and was proud to have 
my article included in that volume, "We 
Propose: A Modern Congress." 

Mr. Chairman, in the hearings which 
have preceded the Reorganization Act 
of 1970, I testified before the Joint Re
organization Committee in behalf of a 
Joint Legislative Budgetary Committee. 
Accordingly, it is easy to understand that 
I am most heartened by the provisions 
which the Committee on Ways and 
Means has included in this bill. 

While the authority granted to the 
joint committee is very modest, it does 
indeed represent a giant forward step-
particularly in that part of the title 
which mandates the joint committee to 
study and report on procedures for im
proving congressional control of budget
ary outlay and receipt totals. 

Mr. Chairman, the uncoordinated and 

sometimes irresponsible manner in which 
this body acts on appropriations-with
out regard to the revenues which may be 
needed-and furthermore, the absence 
of any order of priorities-about which 
there is so much rhetoric and so little ac
tion-suggests the timeliness and im
portance of supporting title III by our 
votes here today. 

Mr. Chairman, I support H.R. 16810. 
I believe firmly that we should establish 
an overall ceiling on expenditures, and 
I feel further and even more firmly that 
we should establish here and now a Joint 
Legislative Budgetary Committee-and 
thus make a new and dramatic start on a 
responsible, coordinated, and extremely 
valuable agency of the legislative branch 
of our Government which can enable us 
to act with intelligence and with con
fidence in behalf of the economic welfare 
of every man, woman, and child in our 
Nation. 

Mr. Chairman, I commend the com
mittee on bringing this proposal-at long 
last--to the ftoor of the House of Repre
sentatives and I urge its favorable pas
sage here and in the other body. 

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 10 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not like to impose 
a ceiling that gives the President budget
cutting discretion, but I believe we have 
gotten beyond the point in this coun
try where we ha~e very many options 
left. 

Any housewife knows that any mean
ingful budget must establish a ceiling 
on expenditures. But we here in the Con
gress have failed to face up to that real
ity. We are responsible ultimately for 
our fiscal situation today. We are respon
sible because we failed to establish the 
m.echanism for budget control in the 
Congress of the United States. 

We abdicated, long ago-not in this 
bill, but long ago we abdicated to the 
executive department. The only place 
where a budget is put together is in the 
Office of Management and Budget down
town. When they send their recom
mendations to us we go through a few 
motions of raising or lowering the spend
ing requests, but we have lost the ca
pacity to decide our own priorities in 
this Nation of ours. That is where the 
responsibility really is. 

Until we face up to that basic respon
sibility and establish the kind of mech
anism whereby we can establish priorities 
and put an annual limit ceiling on ex
penditures, then we do not have many 
other alternatives than to take palliatives 
like this, and let the President choose 
among the options. 

Somewhere we have to devise the 
vehicle to put it all together. Do not tell 
me the Appropriations Committee puts it 
all together, because it does not. One 
hand does not know what the other is 
doing. 

We hear all this talk that, "Well, in the 
appropriations process we have not ex
ceeded the budget." Let me tell the Mem
bers the only thing that counts is the 
total expenditure level, whether it comes 
from within or outside of the appropria
tions process. Until we can devise a 
vehicle for putting those nonappropri
ated funds into the same basket and 

coming up with an overall limitation we 
have not faced up to the issue at all. 

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

Mr. ULLMAN. I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. MAHON. The gentleman is speak
ing very wisely in saying that we do need 
to look at the whole package. While we 
do cut appropriations, if increases out
side appropriations come into the pic
ture, as they have, then we are in diffi
culty. 

So the gentleman feels that we ought 
to take a look at the whole package, and 
I agree. 

The gentleman, as I understand it, was 
one of the sponsors, if not the chief 
sponsor, of title III which would bring 
about the organization of this committee 
and thus bring the problem into better 
focus . In this we could consider both 
appropriation and nonappropriation bills 
and expenditures as well. 

Does the gentleman think there is 
some merit to that? 

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I am 
saying essentially the same thing. 

I do not think you have necessarily 
done as well in the appropriation process 
as you believe. All you do is take a look at 
the priorities they have established 
downtown and add a few things and take 
away a few things. But the Congress 
itself does not have any mechanism for 
devising its own priorities and cutting up 
its own pie; we just work some adjust
ments on a budget that is put togethet 
downtown; we do not put it together in 
any way whatever. 

I would say to the gentleman that 
certainly we have backdoor spending, we 
have all these matching grants, and we 
have all the automatic spending, but 
what I am also saying is that they have 
just as much impact on inftation as 
these other items, appropriated or non
appropriated. 

Until we can put all of them together 
in one package, until the Congress can 
put its will in the total spending pro
gram, then there is no way we can get 
this country back to sanity in the area 
of fiscal responsibility. 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Would the 
gentleman yield at this point? 

Mr. ULLMAN. Yes, I will yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair
man, I think the gentleman is making a 
most important statement with respect 
to where we have really failed in the 
Congress in terms of addressing our
selves to fiscal affairs, and I would ask the 
gentleman if it is not correct that really 
the Congress never considers expendi
tures as such; we consider only obliga
tional authority. 

That is all the Committee on Appro
priations deals with; it does not estab
lish the level of the spending in any giv
en year with a specific figure. It gives 
obligational authority. 

The gentleman is so right when he 
says that we have to focus in on look
ing at the whole picture, but also we have 
to focus in and look at what is going to 
be spent in a given year. There is no 
budget of expenditures except the one 
we get from the President, and then that 
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is more or less forgotten after it is sent 
up here; is that not correct? 

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman. He could not be more 
correct. 

Members of this body do not even 
have an opportunity to be fiscally re
sponsible. We vote for appropriation bills 
that continue the obligational authority 
for programs that extend over a period 
of years, but where do we ever have a 
single opportunity to vote on the essence 
of fiscal responsibility for any given year, 
what it is spending when put all 
together? 

We do not have that opportunity, Mr. 
Chairman. It is our own fault, because 
we have lost the process, and that is the 
No. 1 challenge in my judgment in this 
Congress of the United States. 

People talk about congressional reform, 
and certainly there are a lot of areas 
where we need reform. But all of the 
reformers are ignoring the primary re
form that this Congress should be un
dertaking if, in fact, we are going to 
exercise our responsibility wisely, if we 
are in fact to keep this country solvent, 
so we can go ahead and establish all of 
the great programs we need. 

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

Mr. ULLMAN. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. PEPPER. I wonder if the gentle
man would take note of the fact that the 
Constitution says the duty of the Presi
dent is to see to it that the laws are 
faithfully executed. Is not an appropria
tion bill enacted by the Congress and 
signed by the President into law? 

Mr. ULLMAN. Well, that is correct, 
Mr. Chairman, except this: I am point
ing out that the Congress is irrespon
sible in its appropriation process and in 
its authorization process. 

Mr. Chairman, let me go on. Let us 
look at the situation we have today. Even 
with this ceiling, this $250 billion ceiling. 
we have a full employment deficit of $5 
billion. Now this full employment deficit 
involves a Federal funding deficit of some 
$32 billion, and the Federal funding def
icit is the only thing we ever used to talk 
about until 4 years ago, when we started 
to use the unified budget concept, which 
in my judgment is not the best way to 
analyze the deficits when we come on the 
floor of the Senate and talk about Fed
eral spending. 

I think the chairman of the Com
mittee on Appropriations knows that 
the trust funds are not only in balance 
but they are putting a surplus into the 
unified budget. We have made the uni
fied budget look better because we have 
a surplus in our trust fund accounts, and 
so we have covered up a lot of our own 
mismanagement in that process of us
ing the ·unified budget. 

Now, we also refer to the full-em
ployment budget, and that is something 
this administration now uses to obscure 
the massive deficits in our economy. We 
Democrats are not totally without fault, 
and at times when the economy was 
slow, we spent more than we took in. 
But at least we did not invent a theoret
ical rationale that makes it all look good. 

But now this administration comes in 
with a full-employment budget which 

is not really sound because it is based on 
a 4 percent unemployment level, and it 
means until you get down to the 4 per
cent unemployment level, you are going 
to have a deficit. We cannot run this 
country on that kind of a theory. 

But even on that kind of fa!; e premise 
this ceiling will give us a $5 billion full 
employment budget deficit. When you 
look at the Federal funding deficit this 
ceiling will leave now a $32.4 billion 
Federal funds deficit in fiscal 1973. 

That is on top of back-to-back deficits 
in the past 2 years-Federal funds de,f
icits-of $30 billion in fiscal 1971 and 
$29 billion in fiscal 1972. They all add 
up to almost $100 billion. 

If you do not put this ceiling on, the 
minimum Federal funds deficit will be 
$40 billion, and if some of the bills we 
have in the pipeline go through before 
we adjourn, it could be $45 billion or 
$48 billion. 

All I am saying is that this country 
has a crisis. Believe me, if you do not 
think it has a crisis, just talk to some 
of the international bankers. You take 
a look at some of the statistics and the 
pressures that exist for another wave of 
inflation in this country. This ought to 
be the No. 1 campaign issue in this elec
tion and the No.2 campaign issue should 
be the status of our balance of trade
our deficit in our balance of payments 
and balance of trade-but neither one is 
being talked about very much because 
people seem to like these charismatic 
issues that do not really face up to the 
gut problems of our country. 

The time has come, believe me, for 
this Congress to restore to itself the 
mechanics of budget control. It is time 
we gave ourselves the opportunity to 
be fiscally responsible, because we are 
depriving ourselves of that opportunity 
under the present processes of Congress. 
Tha.t is why I propose title III to this bill. 

Title III, an amendment I sponsored 
in the committee, sets up a joint fiscal 
study group consisting of members of 
the Appropriations Committee and mem
bers of the Ways and Means Committee, 
together with a Member appointed by the 
Speaker from the House membership 
without regard to his committee assign
ments. This group, acting together with 
similarly appointed Members from the 
Senate side, is to make a full study and 
review of procedures which could be 
adopted by the Congress to improve con
gressional control of budgetary expendi
tures and receipts, especially procedures 
for coordinating expenditures and rev
enue totals. It is important to emphasize 
that this is a temporary study group 
which will be in existence only through 
next year and that it only can make rec
ommendations for action by other com
mittees of Congress. 

The recurring fiscal crisis which we 
have faced in recent years, in my view 
has reached the stage where we must not 
postpone dealing with the problem any 
longer. While, of course, the study group 
may reach conclusions quite different 
from those I entertain, it is my view that 
we need a committee with legislative re
sponsibility to look at the budget as a 
whole. I think it would be appropriate 
to assign to such a committee the task 
of determining each year the expendi-

ture ceiling which is appropriate in view 
of the status of the economy, our social 
needs, the sta.tus of our national defense, 
and any other considerations which it de
termines should be taken into account. 
Since the main thing that such a com
mittee would have to consider is the in
terrelationship and coordination of rev
enues and expenditures, to me it seems 
wholly appropriate that the committee 
should draw its membership largely from 
the appropriations and revenue 
committees. 

Much of the difficulty with our present 
arrangement arises from the way we are 
organized. At one time the Ways and 
Means Committee and Appropriations 
Committee were one committee, but this 
was ended more than a hundred years 
ago because the work was too much for 
one committee. Nevertheless, the split
ting of the committees into two, ended 
our opportunity to coordinate spending 
and taxing policies. We need a mecha
nism to restore this coordination feature. 

I recognize that in the past, in the 
Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, 
an attempt of this type was made and 
that it failed. A study of the experience 
under the 1946 action suggests the rea
sons for failure at that time. First of all, 
the committee was a joint committee 
consisting of all of the members of the 
two Appropriations Committees and the 
two tax committees, a group of approxi
mately 100 members. Clearly, this was 
too large a group for effective committee 
action. Secondly, this group had no leg
islative jurisdiction. It could recommend 
an expenditure ceiling, for example, but 
it had no legislative authority to make 
such a decision effective. This unfor
tunate experience from the past I hope 
will not be repeated in the recommenda
tions of the study group to be appointed 
in title III. 

I hooe also that in the future it will be 
possible to work out an expenditure ceil
ing at the first of a congressional session. 
The advantage of this lies in the fact that 
Congress itself can then make its own 
plans as to expenditure priorities, de
ciding among competing priorities to the 
extent this is necessary to live with its 
own ceiling. This will be far better than 
to continue to be forced to turn this au
thority over to the President, as events 
in effect have done for this year. 

It is, of course, important to maintain 
with Congress the right to determine the 
purposes for which funds shall, or shall 
not be spent, but I think it is far less 
significant, if we yield the President a 
minor amount of control in this respect 
in the current year, so long as we set up 
in the Congress a procedure to develop 
real control over the purse for all years 
to come. 

I believe that history will demonstrate 
that the changes this committee will rec
ommend will turn out to be of great im
portance in restoring a balance of power 
between the Congress and the executive 
branch over fiscal activities. 

This could be, in my judgment, the 
most significant action that this Congress 
takes in this whole session, because for 
all too long this problem has been build
ing. 

What I am saying is that we had better 
establish the mechanics for Congress to 
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put all of the spending totals together 
again, because if we do not we are going 
to do one of two things-we are either 
going to go further down the road in ab
dicating these responsibilities to the 
President, or else this Nation is going to 
fall because of fiscal insolvency. 

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

Mr. ULLMAN. I yield to the gentle
man from Mississippi. 

Mr. WIDTI'EN. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman is on the Committee on Ways 
and Means, and if I may say so I am sure 
he must know as much about the Com
mittee on Appropriations as I do about 
the Committee on Ways and Means. But 
I have a great respect for the responsi
bilities of the Committee on Appropria
tions, and I know that they do have the 
right to be fiscally responsible. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Oregon has again ex
pired. 

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 2 additional minutes. 

Mr. WHI'ITEN. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will continue to yield to me, 
I am sure the gentleman will recall that 
in 1959, I believe it was, that the Pres
ident vetoed the public works appro
priation bill, and spelled out the projects 
to which he objected. He vetoed that bill, 
and it came back to the Congress, and 
I happened to be the one to send it back 
with those projects, but in doing so we 
cut the bill 2.5 percent so we could save 
the money, so we overrode him. And that 
is what the Constitution requires. 

Now, if we turn over to the President 
the entire Federal money responsibility, 
that responsibility that the Congress by 
the Constitution has been given, and that 
the people themselves have the right to 
retain, that authority through us as their 
representatives under the Constitution. 

And I would respectfully point out that 
I have served on that committee since 
1943, and I state that there is ample au
thority in that committee to decide that 
which is necessary to be done, and that 
what we should be doing here is not giv
ing that authority to the President in 
the White House. 

Mr. ULLMAN. I would say to the gen
tleman from Mississippi that the facts 
seem to speak a lot louder than words, 
and that, if we do not do this, then we 
have a $40 billion Federal deficit staring 
us in the face. We really cannot tolerate 
that, and it could easily be $45 billion if 
we pass the rest of the bills in the pipe
line. 

If the Committee on Appropriations 
has the mechanics and the authority to 
exert this control, why are we in this 
kind of a situation? 

All I am saying to my friends-and 
my dear friend, the gentleman from Mis
sissippi <Mr. WHITTEN) -and he is one of 
my dear friends-all I am saying is that 
I am trying to protect the gentleman 
from the blame as to the situation we 
are in by pointing out to the Members of 
this House that the Committee on Appro
priations does not have control over all 
the spending in this Congress, and that 
we have to get an overall Budget Com
mittee that does impose that kind of 
control. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the gen
tleman from Oregon has again expired. 

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 2 additional minutes. 

The gentleman from Mississippi well 
knows that every appropriation bill has 
obligational authority, and does not have 
an expenditure ceiling for any given year. 
That is what we have to do. In my judg
ment, this is fundamental, and I hope 
that the Members of the Congress will go 
along with the establishment of this com
mittee. And I hope then that early in the 
next Congress we can establish the kind 
of budget procedure that can again re
store to the Congress of the United States 
the basic priority-making functions that 
we long ago lost, and restore to the Con
gress of the United States the mecha
nism for setting a ceiling on annual ex
penditures. And until we do that, this 
country, believe me, is in trouble. 

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ULLMAN. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Mr. Chair
man, the gentleman is to be congratu
lated for developing the idea which is in 
title III, and because I have such high 
regard for him, if that committee is es
tablished I would want him to be its 
ranking Democratic member from the 
Committee on Ways and Means. Because 
I know that he has dealt in this field at 
length, I would want him to be the lead
ing Democrat from the Committee on 
Ways and Means on that special com
mittee. 

Mr. ULLMAN. I want to thank the 
gentleman, but I hope he will reconsider 
that because I think this committee is of 
such fundamental importance that we 
need the fiscal experience and sense of 
responsibility that the chairman has al
ways shown. I hope he will remember, if 
this is enacted, and agree to serve on 
that committee. 

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

Mr. ULLMAN. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. WIDTTEN. I thank my friend and 
do agree with the points he made about 
this overall committee. I do appreciate 
his giving me the opportunity to point out 
that it is within our control if we on 
our committee would accept it. 

Mr. ULLMAN. Let me say this. The 
folks back home are not satisfied that 
we have jurisdictional problems here. 
They do not know that we do not have 
the mechanics for being fiscally respon
sible. But let me suggest that they hold 
you, and they hold me, responsible and, 
believe me, if we are going to survive, we 
had better establish the kind of mechan
ics that allows us to be responsible here 
or else the folks back home are not going 
to understand it at all. 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair
man, I yield myself 1 minute just to an
nounce to the Members, and so that the 
Chairman will understand, that we do 
not intend to use our full 2 hours. 

I do understand that we just do not 
have that demand on our time to that 
degree. I understand that the majority 
side does have a considerable amount of 
demands for time. I certainly will yield 

time, Mr. Chairman, but I hope Mem
bers will bear with us, with the idea that 
we would like to retain some speakers 
for the latter part of the debate and that 
we will not be using all of our time. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield at this time 5 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. CONABLE). 

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Chairman, the 
chairman of the committee, the gentle
man from Arkansas <Mr. MILLs), has 
spoken forcefully and truly-heroic ac
tion is necessary. 

The upsurge in the private economy 
cannot stand soaring Government ex
penditures as well, because of the prob
ability that price instability of dam
aging proportions will result. 

We should not spend our time here to
day pointing the finger of shame at each 
other and assessing blame. This is a 
sterile and even a puerile performance, 
if that is all we do. 

The question now before the House 
should be given the conditions-what do 
we do about it? 

It is foolish to pretend that we are go
ing to control expenditures by controlling 
obligational authority in the short term. 
Indeed, our appropriations are going the 
other way and even if they were not, the 
pipeline already contains enough to 
whet the appetite of the biggest Govern
ment spender among us. 

A spending ceiling is not the final so
lution. It is only a necessary stop-gap. 
The necessity for it should sober us and 
make us work for a longer term answer 
within the framework of a purely con
gressional approach. This ceiling applies 
only to the fiscal year 1973 and we are 
challen~ed not to leave ourselves in a 
position where we have to depend on the 
President, whoever he may be, for the 
fiscal year 1974, if we are to continue to 
seek the confidence of the American peo
ple in Congress as an institution. 

Hopeful as I am that we will address 
this problem through some basic reform 
of our congressional fiscal mechanism, it 
will not be possible to do this for fiscal 
year 1973. Unless we address the pres
ent fiscal crisis by doing what is neces
sary now, before the 92d Congress ad
journs, we can be sure that we will be 
unable to resist the twin economic dis
asters of inflation and higher taxes. 

Frankly, I am not sure even in the 
short term that what we are doing here 
is enough to protect us, but I am sure 
that it is the bare minimum. The roughly 
$6 billion that we are asking the Presi
dent to cut out of a spending rate ,of a 
quarter of a trillion is modest in com
parison to our capacity so frequently 
demonstrated in the past to think of 
new ways to invest the public treasure in 
swelling public programs. I hope this 
House will support the expenditure ceil
ing without exception and that we will 
here resolve to follow a course in the fu
ture making such unhappy devices un
necessary. 

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the distinguished Whip on 
this side, the gentleman from Massachu
setts <Mr. O'NEILL). 

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Chairman, there is 
no question that this Congress and this 
country is facing an economic crisis. 
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We have the highest unemployment in 

a decade. 
We have the highest inflation in two 

decades. 
We have the highest budget in four 

decades. 
We have the highest trade deficit in 

eight decades. 
We have the highest interest rate in 

a century. 
In 1969, when Mr. Nixon became Pres

ident of this country, we had a balanced 
budget. Mr. Johnson turned over to Mr. 
Nixon a balanced budget, from which 
Nixon cut $8¥2 billion. Why did he do it? 
Because there were only 3 million unem
ployed Americans, President Nixon 
thought he could curb inflation if he 
added another million to the unemploy
ment level. 

What happened? It is an incredible 
record. During the 4 years of the Nixon 
administration one quarter of the $465 
billion public debt has been incurred, 
twice as many are unemployed, and twice 
as many are on welfare. We have a trade 
imbalance for the first time in history. 
Inflation has gone up 18 percent. The 
dollar of the year 1969 is now worth 86 
cents. 

The gentleman is asking me to vote 
to abdicate the powers of the Congress 
of the United States to a President who 
lacks the fiscal discipline necessary to 
control the Nation's economy. 

Mr. Chairman, the pivotal issue in this 
debate is whether Congress is voluntarily 
going to abdicate its constitutional re
sponsibility in controlling the purse 
strings or whether Congress is going to 
take a firm stand in retaining its right
ful oversight review of Federal .Govern
ment spending. 

My distinguished colleague from Mas
sachusetts, Mr. JAMES BuRKE, has called 
the spending provision of this bill the 
"Gulf of Tonkin resolution of 1970 in 
domestic affairs." Mr. BuRKE could not 
have chosen a more appropriate epithet. 

Mr. Chairman, if you vote to put a 
ceiling on. spending without specifying 
where the cuts are to be made or where 
they are not to be made, then you are 
voting to abdicate all congressional con
trol over Federal Government spending. 
You are creating a new banker of Amer
ica--a new czar in the executive branch. 

If you vote for the spending ceiling, 
you can return home to your congres
sional district this fall and campaign for 
re-election on the slogan "Write to the 
OMB to see how much money will be 
available for the problems of this district. 
I supported the measure which gave to 
the President the authority to determine 
which programs would be fully funded 
and which ones would be reduced." 

If you support this spending ceiling, 
President Nixon, who has already im
pounded congressionally authorized 
funds, will be able to make expenditure 
cuts in the areas of social security, aid to 
blind, child welfare, health, and veterans 
benefits. When a senior citizen in your 
district asks you about increased benefits 
to help meet the cost of living, you can 
tell him that it is up to the capriciousness 
of President Nixon to decide whether the 
20 percent social security benefit increase 
will be funded this year. 

Can you honestly look this senior citi
zen in the eye as his Representative if 
you vote for this spending ceiling? Do 
you really want to create a new czar in 
the executive branch? As responsible 
Members of this body, can you vote to 
abdicate constitutional responsibility in 
controlling Federal Government spend
ing? Are you willing to vote for a domes
tic Gulf of Tonkin resolution, which you 
will most certainly regret by this time 
next year? 

I believe that Congress has already 
surrendered too much leeway to Gov
ernment departments in determining 
priorities within certain areas and in 
permitting funds to be allocated as 
deemed appropriate by the various Gov
ernment agencies. A vote for a spending 
ceiling without guidelines is a vote for 
a further erosion of congressional re
sponsibility. 

The President has said that a vote 
against the spending ceiling is a vote for 
higher taxes. He claims that Congress 
lacks the discipline and machinery nec
essary to hold down spending. I charge 
that the President lacks the discipline 
and machinery to hold down spending. 
In the past 4 years, the administration 
has run budget deficits exceeding the 
total deficits of the 16 years of the Eisen
hower, Kennedy, and Johnson admin
istrations combined. In fiscal year 1973 
alone, it is estimated that the deficit 
will be $27 billion. Is this an example of 
fiscal responsibility? 

I say as responsible Members of this 
House that you cannot and will not 
give up congressional responsibility in 
controlling Government spending. I say 
that you will support the Mahon sub
stitute to require the President to tell 
Congress what programs he intends to 
cut before receiving congressional sanc
tion of a spending ceiling. Then his pro
posals would be subject to strict con
gressional scrutiny and Congress would 
retain its rightful oversight review and 
responsibility in controlling the purse 
strings. I say you are willing to do this, 
because a vote for the Mahon substi
tute is a vote in the public interest; it 
is a vote for fiscal responsibility. It is a 
vote against higher taxes. It is a vote in 
the best interests of the Nation. 

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

Mr O'NEILL. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. HANNA. The gentleman was here 
when the gentleman from Arkansas 
spoke, and he seemed to indicate to the 
House that if we passed this bill, which 
he designated as one of the great pieces 
of legislation of all time, that we would 
be making a fight against inflation. 

Is the gentleman persuaded that if 
we pass this bill that we are not going 
to have inflation in this country? Is the 
gentleman persuaded that this is the bill 
that is going to stop inflation? 

Mr. O'NEILL. We have to look at the 
record. The record shows an inflationary 
increase of 18 percent in the last 4 years. 
The answer to the gentleman's question 
is, of course not. Can a bill of this type 
stop inflation? No. As a matter of fact, 
I wonder, without reporting back to the 
people of America or reporting back to 

this Congress, where President Nixon 
will make the cuts. 

The gentleman and I know where the 
cuts will occur. They are going to affect 
the little man in America who has suf
fered under the last 4 years of this ad
ministration. 

Mr. HANNA. I think the gentleman is 
completely correct. The administration 
would engender its own answers by say
ing Congress should stop handling its 
own affairs. In the last 2 years the ad
ministration has raised the price of :flour 
by a dollar. It had previously raised the 
price of milk. I cannot see how putting 
more power in the hands of this admin
istration is going to cut inflation where 
it hurts the common man the most. 

Mr. O'NEILL. I am in agreement with 
the gentleman. 

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. O'NEILL. I yield to the gentleman 
from Maryland. 

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Chairman, 
if we pass tllis piece of legislation, I won
der if there is one person on the other 
side of the aisle, or the gentleman from 
Arkansas who is urging this passage and 
the abdication of our powers, who would 
predict that prices will not be higher next 
year than they are this year? If there is 
one person who believes this will stop 
inflation and that prices will not be high
er next year than they are now, let him 
.stand up right now or put it in the 
RECORD. 

Mr. O'NEILL. Furthermore, may I say 
we know President Nixon has had 13 or 
14 vetoes during the course of his admin
istration. Each veto has been either 
against education or against the person 
who has depended upon America to help 
him along. He is the one who has suf
fered. And President Nixon will make 
the same kind of cuts between now and 
the time we come back if we do not make 
him responsible and answerable to the 
Congress. 

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

Mr. O'NEILL. I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to point out we are talking about a 
ceiling that affects $6 billion beyond the 
debt ceiling. Outside of the debt ceiling 
we are borrowing $28.2 billion not af
fected by this legislation and not con
trolled by this Congress. This heavY bor
rowing fuels inflation without controls 
or restriction. his kind of borrowing 
must also be included in legislative 
controls. 

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
10 minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. VANIK). 

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Chairman, I must 
oppose this bill in its present form. 

This legislation constitutes a complete 
abdication of one of the few powers 
which remain in the Congress--to fix 
priorities and to limit expenditures. 

The Congress of the United States 
has already become the weakest part 
of the tripod which constitutes the 
American Government. The courts have 
exercised extraordinary powers--to al
most tell us what we can discuss and 
how we should legislate. The immense 
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powers of the Presidency, which can spell 
the difference between one person's suc
cess or failure, or a corporation's profit
ability or survival. This power already 
extends to doomsday. 

The power of the Presidency is ex
tremely close to its safe outer limits. We 
are dangerously close to complete rule 
by the President. We are moving rapidly 
away from the rule of law on which this 
democracy so critically depends. 

This is a movement which dangerously 
threatens the form and substance of 
American Government. 

This bill says in subsection b of title II: 
The President shall, notwithstanding the 

provisions of any other law, reserve from 
expenditure and net lending, from appro
priations or other obligational authority 
heretofore or hereafter made .avaUable, such 
amounts as may be necessary to provisions 
of subsection (a), which 1s the expenditure 
ceiling. 

This language provides the President 
with authority to act notwithstanding 
any other law enacted by 91 previous 
Congresses in the history of the United 
States. 

This bill would provide power-which 
the President says he will not use-to 
cut social security and veterans benefits. 
But there are no stated limits or 
restraints of this power. The outer limits 
of this power are undescribed-unknown 
to and unsuspected by most of us today. 

This power could be used geographi
cally for areas of America which curry 
the President's favor and be denied to 
those areas of America which politically 
resist or deny the President support. 
These powers could be used to continue 
preferential spending for those segments 
of the economy which support the Presi
dent and have made appropriate con
tributions in one kind or another and be 
denied to those who have not supported 
or contributed. 

In this bill, we are overlooking the 
fundamental purpose of those laws over 
which we have labored. They were de
signed to provide equality, to provide 
help or stimulation based on established 
criteria. What we do in this bill of simple 
language is undo an entire body of care
fully studied and reviewed legislation 
which established priorities of action 
and criteria for their determination. For 
this we substitute the discretion of the 
President. Discretion is no substitute for 
the rule of the law based on equality and 
national purpose. 

Thi'5 extraordinary reauest should be 
denied any President-whoever he may 
be and whoever becomes his successor. 

The President has all the power he 
needs to control and limit Federal ex
penditures. He has already demonstrated 
his power in "freezing" billions of dollars 
in Federal programs. He has already 
demonstrated his capacity to "redtape" 
to extinction any program which he 
dislikes. 

If there is one dollar of waste or error 
in Federal contracts-and there are bil
lions-the President's man signs the con
tract. If there are drones on the public 
payroll-and there are hundreds of thou
sands-the President's men hired them 
and can fire them. If there are disgust-

ing subsidies paid to the undeserving, 
the President's men order it done. 

Congress can develop appropriate 
measures to control inflation and hold 
down expenditures of the Government 
and the Federal deficit. Congress must 
put an end to "inflation" by Executive 
decree-through which untouchable 
forces in America can raise prices at will. 

Controlling Federal expenditures with
in the debt ceiling will have little effect 
unless it is accompanied by a control on 
Federal borrowing outside the debt. In 
1972, Federal borrowing outside the debt 
will total $28.2 billion. Total Federal bor
rowing outside the public debt will total 
$224.5 billion at the end of fiscal 1973. 
Federal borrowing along with Federal 
spending compound to make the debt and 
fuel the inflationary spiral. 

Congress can act and adopt an appro
priate control of expenditure, the public 
debt, and inflation. This should be done 
by a new Congress with a fresh mandate 
from the people. As for now, I refuse to 
sink another comn nail into our system 
of constitutional government. 

I refuse to yield another iota of the 
dwindling capacity of this Congress to 
do anything about the crucial activities 
of our Government. I refuse to give any 
President the right to set aside not only 
the work of this Congress-but all of its 
predecessors-since the beginning of our 
Union. 

If it is the will of the American people 
to abolish the Congress let them change 
the Constitution. 

I do not believe we should take it upon 
ourselves to abolish this institution or to 
reduce what usefulness remains from 
our earlier transfers of congressional 
authority. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
able gentleman yield? 

Mr. V ANIK. I am glad to yield to my 
colleague from Florida. 

Mr. PEPPER. Is it not a fact that in 
history, wherever legislative power has 
been lost to the executive, or to the ex
ecutive authority, it has not been by a 
sudden coup but most of the time by the 
long and gradual erosion of the power 
of the legislative body? 

Mr. VANIK. The gentleman, with his 
long experience in the Congress, can 
speak with greater authority on that 
point than almost anyone else in this 
Chamber. He is absolutely right. 

We must also remember that when 
the President has this power, Members 
of Congress will be marching over to his 
office to try to get needed programs for 
their communities. Each one of these re
quests will be a mortgage, a mortgage on 
the very independence and freedom of 
the individual Member. 

This bill will make the individual Mem
ber of Congress subservient and obedient 
to the will of the executive. It could de
moralize the legislative process. 

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

Mr. V ANIK. I yield to my distinguished 
colleague from Ohio. 

Mr. SEffiERLING. I wish to commend 
the gentleman from Ohio, my distin
guished colleague. 

I would like to ask the gentleman, I 

do not know how much he remembers 
of his reading of Roman history, but I am 
sure he remembers that when Rome got 
to the point of recurrent crises, one of 
the things the Roman legislature did 
was to give the consul dictatorial pow
ers. 

That is exactly what the President is 
asking the Congress to do. I do not 
need to remind the gentleman in the 
well what happened to the Senate and 
the democracy of Rome when they 
started that practice. That was the end 
of their democracy, and they never got 
it-back. 

Mr. VANIK. The gentleman makes a 
very pertinent point. 

There are grave dangers to our democ
racy in this grant of powers. 

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

Mr. VANIK. I yield to the gentleman 
from Connecticut. 

Mr. GIAIMO. We hear a great deal of 
historical comment today. I happen to 
be one Member who is still troubled 
about which way to go. I recognize we 
do have a fiscal crisis and I want to vote 
in the best interests of the people. The 
gentleman says that we are abdicating 
our powers. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore <Mr. 
McFALL). The time of the gentleman 
from Ohio has expired. 

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the gentleman 1 additional minute. 

Mr. GIAIMO. The gentleman has 
stated that we are abdicating our pow
er. Is it not a fact that we do not have 
power over spending, and that is what 
we are talking about today? Spending is 
new obligational authority which we 
have voted in this fiscal year and in 
prior fiscal years, and the President in 
fact does have the power, by withholding 
and impounding, as the gentleman has 
said, to fix a ceiling on spending. 

What we must do in the Congress, in 
supporting the resolution, would be to 
cooperate as to the overall amounts of 
money which will be spent in any fiscal 
year. I do not see it as an abdication of 
power. 

Mr. VANIK. Except that we lose the 
right to establish priorities; we lose the 
right to decide as an equal; we lose the 
right to decide what should be in the 
national interest. We lose the right to 
establish program criteria. 

The President can make a geographi
cal or preferential treatment. He can 
spend where it serves his interests rather 
than the national interest as determined 
by the Congress. 

If there is a bad contract, his man 
signs it. If there is an unnecessary pub
lic employee, his man hires him. If there 
is an unlawful or wrongful subsidy paid 
out, his man pays it out. He can con
trol waste and unnecessary spending if 
he sets himself to the task. 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, Presi
dent Nixon in his request for a $15 bil
lion increase in our national debt is ask
ing Congress to give him authority and 
control over governmental expenditures 
which, under the existing law, belongs 
to the Congress of the United States. 

Members must realize when they vote 
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on this outrageous and unreasonable re
quest of the President's that they are 
contributing toward undermining our 
system of government. The President is 
in fact pointing a political pistol at the 
Congress of the United States and threat
ening them, that if they do not cooperate 
with his request there will have to be a 
tax increase. He tells the American peo
ple that if we do not pass his spending 
ceiling proposal with his special spending 
authority there will have to be a tax in
crease. This threat, coming from the 
President of the United States within a 
month of a presidential election, is a 
brazen attempt to blackmail the Con
gress into giving the President this au
thority on the threshold of a congres
sional authority on the threshold of a 
congressional election or he will go out 
and accuse the Congress of being :flagrant 
spendthrifts. 

This political blackmail is typical of 
numerous unprecedented and unethical 
political practices that the Nixon cam
paign for reelection has resorted to for 
victory on November 7, 1972. 

This political maneuver threatens the 
constitutional power and responsibility 
of the Congress to control appropria
tions. If the Congress supinely submits 
to this unheralded political maneuver it 
will mean that the President can divert 
money from health, education, antipol
lution, housing, hospitals, and other nec
essary programs into increased military 
expenditures, foreign aid, or any other 
expenditure that might suit his desire 
and personal satisfaction. 

On the other hand, the record of the 
Nixon administration shows and demon
strates that our national debt has in
creased approximately $86 billion since 
he was inaugurated. Billions of tax money 
have been diverted from the Treasury by 
reason of his welfare program for indus
try and big business in recommending a 
10-percent tax credit on the argument 
that it would restore prosperity and curb 
in:tlation. The Congress reduced his re
quest from 10- to 7 -percent tax credit 
bonanza but the President's proposal 
should have been rejected entirely. No 
effort has been made by the President to 
curb in:tlation after the Congress gave 
him complete authority to curb any rise 
in wages, prices, and so forth, in January 
1969-11 months after he assumed office. 
This bill was signed by the President and 
lay dormant in his office for 22 months. 
Almost 2 years later, in August 1971, the 
President announced his celebrated 90-
day freeze which was a failure. He then 
substituted phase II, which has been a 
failure in curbing in:tlation up to the pres
ent time. His failure to curb in:tlation 
and the increase in unemployment has 
greatly curbed the in:tlow of Federal taxes 
which also contributes toward his request 
for increasing our national debt 
authority. 

When you consider the billions we have 
sent to Sou~heast Asia in the last few 
years, that money could have reduced our 
Government expenditures by untold bil-
lions, had he carried out his campaign 
promise of 4 years ago to terminate that 
unfortunate and unnecessary war in 
Southeast Asia. You must recollect that 
he specifically told the American people 

in 1968 that "an administration that did 
not terminate that war in 4 years should 
not be given another chance." The Amer
ican people believed him, and had he 
followed through with that promise there 
would be no request today for a $15 bil
lion increase in the national debt. 

I predict that any Member of Congress 
who will vote today, and submit to the 
President's indirect threat and give the 
unrestricted and blank check power of 
expending Federal taxpayers' money to 
the President of the United States, will 
eventually have to answer to his con
stituents for this unheralded and unnec
essary change in the laws now governing 
the expenditure of the Federal taxpayers' 
money. 

Congressman GEORGE MAHON, chairman 
of the House Appropriations Committee 
is sponsoring an amendment to this leg
islation requiring the President to submit 
a "line by line" report to the Congre.ss 
on any changes he desires on appropria
tions by January 2, 1973. I will support 
the Mahon amendment. 

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the gen
tleman from Massachusetts <Mr. BuRKE) 
a member of the committee. 

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I have never made a career in 
this house of being obstreperous or ob
structionist. My philosophy has always 
been to try to work within the legislative 
process particularly in committee where 
the principal elements of any major piece 
of legislation are determined. Needless to 
say, I have probably ended up voting for 
more legislation out of a feeling that it 
was the best I could expect during any 
particular Congress rather than out of 
unbounded enthusiasm. In other words, 
legislation is the result of compromise 
and by definition one is understandably 
not satisfied with the results in every 
detail. 

So I rise today not as one who relishes 
playing the role of crusader but because 
after considerable soulsearching, I find 
myself with no other alternative but to 
oppose my own committee, a majority of 
whom has reported favorably H.R. 16810. 
Included in this measure to raise the debt 
ceiling of the Nation to $465 billion is a 
provision which has made this one of the 
most controversial bills of this session of 
controversial bills. I am referring to the 
provision which would impose a spending 
ceiling of $250 billion on Federal outlays 
this fiscal year. 

Let me make it crystal-clear, if I do 
nothing else this afternoon, that no one 
is arguing against the need for a spend
ing ceiling. Where we do disagree and 
should disagree is on the manner in 
which this ceiling will be implemented. 
If H.R. 16810 were to pass in the form 
in which it was reported out of commit
tee this, in effect, would be the last thing 
Congressmen would have to say about 
the ceiling. The President, or perhaps 
worse still the Office of Management and 
Budget, would then make all the deci
sions as to where the necessary cutbacks 
will be made. 

Much has been made of the fact that 
the word cutback is somewhat inap
propriate since what would be affected 
are reductions in moneys which have only 

just been appropriated and the increases 
which would be affected are increases 
over last fiscal year's level of spending. 
In other words, there would be no reduc
tion below last year's level but rather in 
this fiscal year's. To me, this is nothing 
more than hair-splitting. To a Congress 
which has just spent months going over 
hundreds of items in countless appropri
ation bills both in subcommittee, full 
committee and then before the full mem
bership of both Houses, making the pain
ful decisions as to which programs should 
receive increased funding, which pro
grams can continue at last year's level, 
or what programs should be reduced or 
eliminated-all part of a process of ad
dressing the attention of Congress to the 
needs of this Nation here and now, not 
last year-to this Congress any reduc
tions are in effect cutbacks in what peo
ple and agencies throughout this Nation 
have been counting on as a result of bills 
signed into law by our President. 

Furthermore, there is nothing in the 
bill as reported out of committee which 
would prevent these bureaucrats from 
reducing the level of spending in any pro
grams below last year's level of spend
ing. Nothing whatsoever. And there is 
the rub. There are absolutely no restric
tions whatsoever on the use of executive 
department discretion throughout the 
Federal Government's spending program. 
There is no penny which the President 
cannot touch under this legislation. 
There is no program which can be con
sidered safe from the most drastic cut
backs. 

It seems to me that what we are doing 
is putting every ongoing program in this 
country on very shaky ground indeed, if 
this were to pass. Added to all the other 
uncertainties facing any program deal
ing with the needs of people would be 
the added uncertainty that their budgets 
are subject to review at any moment and 
reduction if an official or officials at the 
Office of Management and Budget feel 
differently about the merits of those pro
grams then Congress and presumably 
the President when he signed the appro
priations into law. This kind of uncer
tainty can play havoc with whatever suc
cess might come to any number of pro
grams. Rather than diminishing my fears 
for the worse, statements by administra
tion officials in support of the ceiling to 
the effect that the ceiling would be used 
to cutback or eliminate manpower train
ing programs, housing programs, health 
care programs, and various aid to educa
tion programs have confirmed my worse 
susoicions. 

Simply expressing its feeling that $250 
billion should be the upper limit on Fed
eral outlays this fiscal year, as the House 
Ways and Means Committee has done 
in H.R. 16810, is to leave it to others 
to make the tough decisions we in Con
gress were elected to make under the 
Constitution. Admittedly, the decisions 
will be difficult, but that is hardly reason 
to "pass the buck" to the bureaucracy. 
There is already too much government 
by decree and backroom bureaucrats in 
the OMB in this country today. Congress 
has already abdicated enough authority 
in foreign affairs; now we are being 
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stampeded into abdicating what a!lthor
ity we still possess in domestic affairs. 

For decades, the White House has 
sought an item veto without success, un
less it was through impounding of funds. 
I, for one, cannot condone Congress' leg
islating its approval of either of these 
practices in the name of balancing this 
year's budget. For me, H.R. 16810 is a 
veritable trojan horse which anyone in 
favor of representative government will 
live to regret in the years ahead. Some 
of the greatest harm to our institutions 
in years past has occurred in the name 
of some of the most laudable goals or 
direct emergencies. 

Thus, which I agree on the laudable 
goal of reducing the budget deficit and 
agree on the need to act now, I find my
self disagreeing on the approach and 
the method. Let the Congress stipulate 
where the reductions will be made or the 
President use his Constitution-given 
veto, as he already has on this year's 
labor-HEW appropriations bill, but did 
not with either defense or foreign aid 
bills. 

Fellow colleagues, it is not too difficult 
to read between the lines of some of the 
editorials screaming for this ceiling at 
all costs. Many of these same publica
tions opposed the programs most likely to 
be cut back when they passed and every 
time they have been funded. But in a 
democracy a majority is supposed to gov
ern and editorials do not always reflect 
majority opinions about what programs 
are important and which are not. Per
haps the editor of the Wall Street Jour
nal might sleep more comfortably at 
night feeling that these decisions will 
now be for the White House to make-or 
some bureaucrat at the Office of Manage
ment and Budget-instead of for Con
gress where the people are represented. 

Yet these same people will be the first 
to criticize Congress for abdicating in
creasingly larger chunks of its authority 
once the implications of H.R. 16810 are 
fully appreciated. I make no apologies to 
any one for having been the first to liken 
this grant of authority to the "Gulf of 
Tonkin resolution of the Seventies in 
domestic affairs," in dissenting views ta 
the committee report. If there are those 
who want to be so blind as to refuse to see 
similarities between events in our foreign 
affairs and this event in our domestic 
affairs, then I can only assume that they 
choose to ignore the lessons of history 
and the tragic events of the last 10 years 
have been totally lost upon them. 

If the prospects of a $30 billion deficit 
are all that alarming now in October it 
was just as alarming in January when it 
was first proposed. It was also just as 
alarming a year ago when the President 
:first announced his conversion to 
Keynesan economics, at least as far as 
deficit spending was concerned. Now we 
are being told the planned deficits are 
coming home to roost, and then some, and 
our economic managers instead of being 
criticized or removed for the advice that 
they gave are being used as an excuse 
for another helping of power. This Con
gress has the responsibility for exercising 
control of the purse strings according 
to the Constitution. 

If a deficit is the worst thing we have 

to fear here and now, then this is where 
the soul searching should begin and the 
necessary cutbacks made. To me, it is 
the epitome of hypocrisy for the same 
administration to pressure us on the need 
for cutbacks that only a few weeks ago 
was working with us to add another $5.3 
billion to the deficit in the form of reve
nue sharing. 

I supported revenue sharing then be
cause I felt there was a need for fiscal 
relief to our cities and towns. But every
one knew it would add to the deficit and 
no one seemed to object, least of all the 
administration. It would indeed be the 
height of irony if our local cities and 
towns around the Nation were the first 
to feel the effects of the executioner's 
axe on their long-awaited revenue shar
ing checks. 

But none of this begins to compare 
with the hypocrisy of the most blatant 
case of political blackmail I have wit
nessed in 14 years in Washington. Now 
we are being told that if Congress does 
give the President exactly what he wants 
and passes H.R. 16810 as reported, then 
the President is going to have no choice 
but to raise taxes next year. First of all, 
it has been no secret that the Treasury 
has deep within its confines under loose 
wraps a master plan for a value-added 
tax. The administration has been looking 
for an excuse for months now to foist this 
latest form of regressive tax on the Amer
ican people. I suppose this bill is as good 
an excuse as any. Needless to say, it will 
not come before November. We could 
never expect that much honesty from 
this administration. But moreover this 
administration is beginning to sound as 
though the final word on a tax increase 
rests with it. This is letting the arrogance 
of power go too far. 

The fact is that we in Congress will 
have the final say on any such recom
mended tax increase and under the same 
constitutional authority which is being 
challenged here today. Or perhaps the 
administration has mistakenly assumed 
that the proposal before us today would 
also give it power to raise and collect 
taxes without congressional authority. I, 
for one, would welcome the administra
tion bringing up the matter of taxes early 
next session. It would provide an excel
lent opportunity for some long overdue 
tax reform. After a few loopholes were 
closed around here, you might find that 
an across-the-board increase in taxes or 
a value-added tax were not necessary at 
all. 

So I hope no one will be stampeded be
fore leaving for home this week into sign
ing any more blank checks to this admin
istration. I am sure we have the leader
ship in Congress to make the necessary 
decisions if they must be made. I, my
self, may vote against this bill if the 
Mahon amendment fails. Even the 
Mahon amendment I support reluctantly 
because it seems to me that the Presi
dent, in requesting authority to make 
cutbacks should be requested to inform 
Congress before the elections where these 
cutbacks will be made, not after. Surely 
the President had to have some idea of 
what areas would be cut back before he 
requested the authority. Thus, I do not 
think this would impose any kind of 
burden on the OMB and would make sure 

that the people have a chance to consider 
the wisdom of these cutbacks before they 
vote in November, not only for the next 
President, but for Members of Congress. 

As I see it, this is one of those times 
when a Congressman finds it necessary 
to respectfully disagree and stand firm 
when he feels a vital constitutional prin
ciple is at stake. 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman 
from Indiana <Mr. DENNIS) . 

Mr. DENNIS. Mr. Chairman, history is 
strewn with the ruins of popular govern
ments which have failed and refused to 
exercise financial restraint. 

A Congress jealous of its responsi
bilities should be-and, to legitimately 
justify its jealousy, must be in fact re
sponsible. To date we have not been, and 
we should not seek to wrap round our 
shame the cloak of constitutional theory 
in order to hide the naked fact of our 
demonstrated irresponsibility. 

We discover today, on this vote, wheth
er we in this body have any claim to 
fiscal responsibility at all. 

I wish, indeed, that the Congress, long 
since, had put its own house in order and 
had done the necessary job. 

I rejoice that, in title III of this bill, 
which creates a joint committee to review 
the operation of the budget ceiling, we-
hopefully at least-are taking the first 
step to that end. But in the meantime it 
is, in my judgment, essential in the public 
interest that we limit expenditures for 
the fiscal year 1973 to not more than the 
huge sum of $250 billion. 

Gentlemen may orate as they will in 
order to placate the insatiable demands 
of the various self-centered special inter
est groups which are destroying this Re
public with the assistance of easy spend
ing politicians; but I am not going 
home and tell the people I represent 
that Congress-with my concurrence-
has proved to be both incapable of man
aging this country for 1 year on less than 
$250 billion of the people's money, and 
unwilling to allow the Executive--for 1 
year-to do the necessary job which a 
responsible Congress would have done. 

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. BURLESON) a member of the com
mittee. 

Mr. BURLESON of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, if I thought for a minute, or even 
had hopes that this Congress would place 
a limitation on expenditures for this fis
cal year, I would be for the change pro
posed by the amendment to title II of the 
bill pending before us. 

The President sent his formal proposal 
to the Congress in July. The Congress 
has done nothing about it. There has been 
an opportunity for the committees of 
this Congress to come up with something 
and I think it would have been very ap
propriate that the Appropriations Com-
mittee do this job. Finally, when it is 
necessary to increase the debt ceiling, 
this becomes the time to place an ex
penditure ceiling on the executive de
partment. 

Mr. Chairman, looking at this situa
tion in a manner in which I think is 
realistic, the President has the Congress 
over the barrel; and you know who made 
the barrel? The Congress. I see no other 
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way, effectively, to curtail spending ex
cept to put the obligation on the execu
tive department, on the President, and 
then support him in it. I know that there 
are voices raised here in what I really be
lieve to be a somewhat biased attitude, 
that cuts will be made in the programs 
which are dear to us-social security, 
veterans' benefits--these things which 
tend to raise a fear in our hearts that 
some drastic action of this sort will be 
taken. I cannot imagine that the Presi
dent of the United States is going to 
be looking to some of these essential pro
grams such as these ment.ioned and ap
ply any meat ax. Of course, parentheti
cally, he could look to revenue sharing 
which we are likely to pass in the next 
day or two. If we, the Congress, should 
turn down or even postpone until Jan
uary 1 the effective date of revenue shar
ing, we would just about have this prob
lem licked. In other words, the difference 
between the cost of revenue sharing in 
this fiscal year, 1973, by making the ef
fective date January 1, 1973, instead of 
going back to the first of January 1972, 
would almost pay for the sums which 
are calculated to be cut to bring the ex
penditure ceiling to $250 billion. 

But this is neither here nor there. In 
all likelihood this House will finally ap
prove the revenue sharing proposal. The 
President could find no more appropri
ate expenditure to cut than these first 
year funds. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, no doubt it would 
be more correct, and more in keeping 
with the legislation processes if the Con
gress assume its responsibility and try to 
look at these huge expenditures and re
duce these programs, many of which 
have proved to be wasteful, extravagant, 
and not reaching the people they are 
supposed to help. It seems we are just 
unable to get hold of the handles to do 
that. Now here is opportunity to do 
something, and if you want to really 
reduce expenditures it seems to me it is 
the only way. 

Look at the whereases in the resolu
tion that would change title II of this 
bill. The whereases in the proposed 
amendment render any reduction to 
death. It talks about congressional con
stitutional responsibility, and I respect 
that highly. I wish we had the mech
anism to make it effective. The third 
"whereas" says that Congress is con
cerned about the fiscal plight of this 
country. vVell, of course, it is. But I re
peat, we have not done anything effec
tively about it. We have not limited ex
penditures. And then there is another 
whereas referring to all the deficits 
which will be occurring. Over $32 billion 
deficit for this fiscal year 1973, and yet 
we continue to pass huge expenditures 
over and above the budget. And then 
there is the "whereas" that the Presi
dent has not advised Congress on specif
ic reductions and budget authority. But 
it seems to me the very onus of the re
sponsibility which the President is re
questing can be granted with credit to 
each individual of this body, and the 
Congress as a whole, to say to him, "all 
right, you have asked for it." We have 
got to do something about this desperate 
fiscal situation in which we find our-

selves. Now, we can "resolve" all we 
want on the request of the President to 
advise Congress not later than January 
2, 1973, of specific reductions in expendi
ture outlays and changes in existing law 
affecting same, that in his judgment may 
be best made in order to limit budget 
outlays for the fiscal year 1973 to not 
more than $250 billion but who really 
believes this Congress will approve the 
President's action? This in the face of 
warning from the Chairman of the Fed
era! Reserve Board and some of the fore
most economists in the Nation that we 
are rapidly approaching a fiscal crisis. 
The amendment provides that it is the 
sense of Congress that, upon receipt of 
the list of such specific reductions and 
modifications, the Congress shall consider 
legislation dealing with the President's 
recommendations. Now, the interpreta
tion of this resolve clause is, as I think 
most of us know, not to agree with cuts 
the President will make. It seems to me, 
Mr. Chairman, that in the precarious sit
uation which this country faces in its fi
nancial matters, when today we are 
raising the temporary ceiling on the debt 
to $465 billion, it is time that we try to do 
something effectively. 

Mr. Chairman, it is provided in title 
m of this bill that a joint committee of 
the Congress shall try to find ways and 
means to really place an expenditure 
ceiling, an appropriating ceiling, for the 
fiscal year 1974. Remember, this meas
ure before us now is only applicable to 
this fiscal year 1973. It is an experiment 
in a way-granted. And granted that it 
should be otherwise desirable I repeat, 
here is a prospect of nothing being done 
and that the huge deficits now already 
running $70 billion over the last 3 to 4 
fiscal years and the prospect of another 
one well over $30 billion; how long can 
we expect this to go on? It can have no 
other effect but feed inflation and con
tribute to the necessity of raising taxes. 
The two are inseparable and unless we 
are willing to do something here now 
and not wait until half the fiscal year 
is over and then say to the President, 
"You send up the cuts and we will see 
whether we like them or not." We could 
just as well say today that we will not 
like whatever it is. 

Now there is not a Member of this body 
who does not know that some of the vast 
spending programs which are now in ef
fect could be reduced without doing real 
damage and harm. There are a lot of 
these programs which we all know are 
wasteful, extravagant, and are not 
reaching the people they are supposed to 
benefit. There has got to be a limit 
somewhere on what this country can do. 
And even if it was accomplishing the 
purposes for which it was intended, there 
are still areas of fat that we all know 
can be reduced. In these areas where 
the program is uneffective, they should 
be cut, they should be reduced to man
ageable proportions and then we will 
have opportunity to take action in the 
1974 fiscal year to try to correct and 
reform many of these programs that 
have gotten out of hand and have caused 
this Nation to be in a precarious condi
tion today in its fiscal affairs. 

Mr. Chairman, I see no other way than 

to grant the President this authority, 
which is not unlimited authority as it 
has been stated here. Some appear to 
want to make this a panic situation, and 
it is insofar as our budgetary affairs 
here are concerned, but it is not one to 
push the panic button because we are 
jealous of prerogatives. There are some 
jealousies among us here too as to who 
should do what in meeting this problem, 
but we better put away these little jeal
ousies and this competitive attitude 
right here in the Congress and try to 
get on with the people's business. 

The people of this country are a ware 
of the threat of more inflation and higher 
taxes and they don't like it. I say to you 
as individuals and to my Democratic col
leagues of this House, that you cannot 
make "Brownie points" by voting for this 
amendment which I think you know is 
weak, meaningless, and ineffective in 
limiting Government spending. 

There is really only one issue involved 
here. It is whether you want a spending 
curb or you do not. The smokescreen is 
heavY but it finally comes down to the 
simple proposition of trying to put our 
financial house in order. 

The gentleman from Connecticut (Mr. 
GIAIMO) disposed a most patent question 
to a previous speaker. His question made 
the point of where responsibility lies in 
this situation. 

Finally I refer to the observation of 
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. SEIBER
LING) who recited a bit of history of the 
Roman Empire. He calls attention to the 
abdication of power of th_# Roman Senate 
to the Emperor. Yes, that evidently has
tened the end of that great government 
but it was only the result of their irre
sponsibility in their fiscal affairs. They 
were taking care of everyone and even 
entertaining the people in the afternoon. 
Those who furnished the taxes became 
hawkers and mendicants on the street. 

We have opportunity right now to take 
necessary action to bring this Govern
ment back to the highest trust, both 
among our people and other nations of 
this world with whom we must deal. This 
is the opportunity to reassure our in
tegrity and responsibility. 

I urge the defeat of the amendment to 
be offered to title II of the bill before us 
and then passage of this necessary meas
ure. 

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Chairman, 
I make the point of order that a quorum 
is not present. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will count. 
Seventy-five Members are present, not 

a quorum. The Clerk will call the roll. 
The Clerk called the roll, and the fol

lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 

Abourezk 
Anderson, 

Tenn. 
Asp in 
Badillo 
Baker 
Bell 
Blanton 
Blatnik 
Bow 
Byrne, Pa. 
Caffery 
Carey, N .Y. 
Clark 
Clay 
Conable 

[Roll No. 419] 
Cotter Green, Oreg. 
Denholm Gross 
Dow Haley 
D owdy Halpern 
Drinan Hanley 
Dwyer Hansen, Wash. 
Edmondson Hast1ngs 
E dwards, Calif. Hathaway 
Eilberg Hebert 
E >ch H.elstoski 
Evans, Colo. Hungate 
Flowers Kuykendall 
Fraser Link 
Frey Lloyd 
G a llagher McClory 
Gray McClure 
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McDonald Powell 
Mich. P reyer, N.C. 

McKevit t Pucinski 
McMillan Purcell 
Martin Rees 
Matsunaga Bei:i 
Met calfe R oncalio 
Mikva R ooney, N.Y. 
Murphy, N.Y. R osenthal 
O 'Hara . R ""JSten kowski 
Pelly Rousselot 

Schmitz 
Staggers 
Steiger, Ariz. 
Sullivan 
Symington 
Teague, Tex. 
Thompson. Ga. 
Thompson, N.J . 
Wilson, 

Charles H . 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair 
(Mr. ABERNETHY), Chairman of the Com
mittee of the Whole House on the State 
of tha Union, reported that that Com
mittee, having had under consideration 
the bill H.R. 16810, and finding itself 
without a quorum, he had directed the 
roll to be called, when 353 Members re
sponded to their names, a quorum, and 
he submitted herewith the names of the 
absentees to be spread upon the Journal. 

The Committee resumed its sitting. 
Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair

man, I yield such time as he may con
sume to the gentleman from Virginia 
(Mr. BROYHILL ) . 

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in support of the legislation. 

Mr. Chairman, this is the fourth time 
during the 92d Congress-and the third 
time this year-that we have had to face 
the necessity of increasing the statutory 
debt limit. 

But there is a major difference this 
time around. The bill before us today in
cludes a provision for a spending limita
tion. And if we are really serious about 
being fiscally responsible, the addition of 
this provision should be welcomed, be
cause it makes our always bitter debt 
increase pill much easier to swallow. 

If we act on a spending limitation as 
well as a debt ceiling increase, we are 
saying in effect that we not only recog
nize our economic problems, we intend to 
do something about them. 

Beyond the symbolism, however, the 
debt and spending ceilings are tied to
gether in a very practical way. The pro
posed $465 billion statutory clebt limit was 
calculated on the basis of budget outlays 
totaling no more than $250 billion in 
fiscal1973. A spending ceiling of $250 bil
lion is absolutely necessary if that outlay 
total is to be maintained. And the debt 
ceiling increase is absolutely necessary to 
keep the Government's fiscal engine run
ning at this predetermined pace. 

So the two actions are interdependent, 
and it has been said that they are in
separable as well; that we cannot have 
one without the other. 

Mr. Chairman, the Nation's economy is 
expanding nicely now. And a recent poll 
of businessmen as to their outlook for 
the year ahead indicated the strongest 
optimism in a decade. The rate of un
employment has declined to 5.5 percent 
and indications are it will go down fur
ther in the coming months. At the same 
time, total employment in the country 
has risen encouragingly to more than 82 
million. Total output gained 6.2 percent 
from the second quarter of 1971 to the 
second quarter of the current year, and 
the Industrial Production Index this past 
August was 8.2 percent higher than it 
was a year earlier. 

Yet amid all this expansion, the rate 
of inflation has been dropping substan-

tially. During the past fiscal year, con
sumer prices advanced at a rate which 
was 1.4 percent lower than the rate for 
the preceding year. 

The signs of solid progress, then, both 
in keeping the economy rolling and in 
keeping inflationary pressures down, are 
very much in evidence today. And if we 
follow a prudent policy, we can continue 
to move forward, enjoying economic ex
pansion without having it accompanied 
by soaring inflation. 

Dr. Herbert Stein, the Chairman of the 
Council of Economic Advisers, has 
charted our present position graphically. 
We are, he has pointed out, at a fiscal 
crossroads. Along one path lies the very 
real possibility of reasonable price sta
bility and high employment. Along the 
other lies the real probability of another 
inflationary spiral, similar to the one we 
experienced from 1965 to 1968 but more 
dangerous in that we would be starting 
from a higher inflationary rate. 

The road which we will take as a na
tion depends, of course, on what we do 
here. If we clamp a $250 billion lid on 
spending, we will assure a full employ
ment deficit for fiscal 1973 that will be 
approximately the same as that for fis
cal 1972. Under these conditions, the 
budget would support the rise of the 
economy, but the main push would come 
from the private sector. On the other 
hand, if we acted to increase the full em
ployment budget deficit for fiscal 1973, 
this would combine with the strong 
forces from the private sector and result 
in a total expansion which would almost 
certainly be highly inflationary. 

So we really do not have much more of 
a choice with respect to the spending 
limitation than we do with respect to the 
debt ceiling increase. We can go through 
the motions of debate, but fiscal respon
sibility requires that we take affirmative 
action on the bill combining these pro
visions. 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair
man, I yield such time as he may con
sume to the gentleman from Texas <Mr. 
PRICE). 

Mr. PRICE of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of this legislation. 

The President of the United States has 
delivered a simple message to the Con
gress of the United States. We must move 
quickly and decisively to control gov
ernment spending or be faced with 
"higher taxes, higher prices, and a cut in 
purchasing power for everyone in the 
Nation." 

Over the years lipservice has been 
given to "balanced budgets" and "fiscal 
responsibility," but the fact is, the liberal 
majority of the U.S. House of Repre
sentatives, as managers of the Public 
Treasury, has done an appallingly bad 
job. So bad has been the majority's per
formance that were the Congress to ex
change places with the board of directors 
of General Motors or any other corpora
tion, they would bankrupt the business in 
short order by their profligate spending 
policies. Fortunately or unfortunately the 
U.S. Treasury has a greater capacity 
to absorb debt than any private enter
prise. And the liberals in Congress have 
not lost any time in piling up that debt 
upon debt by adding millions upon mil-

lions of dollars to almost every program 
that comes before the Members for a 
vote. From fiscal year 1963 to fiscal year 
1971, outlays-expenditures plus net 
lending-have increased from approxi
mately $111 billion to about $211 billion. 
During the same period, receipts in
creased from $106 billion to $188 billion. 
Only once during that whole period, in 
fiscal year 1969, did receipts exceed out
lays-$188 billion as opposed to $185 bil
lion-for a budget surplus of about $3 
billion. And even then the budget was 
only in balance when the collections of 
the trust funds were incorporated into 
the total for Government revenues. In 
every other year since 1963, outlays were 
greater than receipts, resulting in budget 
deficits which ranged from somewhat 
less than $2 billion in fiscal year 1965 to 
an alarming high of $23 billion in fiscal 
year 1971. The almost continual annual 
deficits of course have led to substantial 
increases in the gross Federal debt. The 
debt increased from $311 billion in fiscal 
year 1963 to $408 billion in fiscal year 
1971, the highest in American history. 

Estimates for fiscal years 1972 and 
1973 are very disturbing. The most cur
rent data available for fiscal year 1972 
indicate an outlay level of $233 billion 
versus anticipated receipts of $207 billion, 
for an expected budget deficit of $26 
billion. Initial forecasts estimated an 
even greater deficit of almost $39 bil
lion. The expected reduction in the def
icit is fortuitous rather than planned. 
A deliberate policy of expanding Federal 
outlays was adopted; only the inability 
to spend money fast enough-the in
capacity to translate plans into on-going 
programs-prevented outlays from 
reaching the intended level. With lower 
outlays, and higher receipts than origi
nally estimated, the fiscal year 1971 
budget deficit is now projected at $26 
billion-less than expected but still the 
highest since the peak deficit years of 
World War IT. Furthermore, the deficit 
for fiscal year 1973 is expected to be even 
higher: $27 billion, with outlays pro
gramed at $250 billion and receipts an
ticipated to be $223 billion. Several non
government economists, however, predict 
that the eventual fiscal year 1973 deficit 
will be significantly higher than the o:ffi
cial $27 billion. Because of the continu
ing deficits, the growth in the oublic 
debt will persist; the debt will be about 
$436 billion for fiscal year 1972 and is 
expected to reach $477 billion at the end 
of fiscal year 1973. Interest on this debt 
is presently costing the taxpayers billions 
of dollars per year. 

Some economic theorists haw~ ad
vanced the proposition that fiscal pol
icy-the management of outlays and re
ceipts to create desired budget surpluses 
or deficits-is a useful tool to counter 
the ups and downs of the business cycle. 
Implementation of such a countercycli
cal policy would in theory result in the 
creation of surpluses during periods with 
high levels of business activity and low 
rates of unemployment, and in the crea
tion of deficits during t imes of depressed 
business activity and high unemploy
ment. Budget surpluses tend to inhibit 
the economy whereas deficits serve to 
stimulate economic activity. Pursuit of 
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this policy would, in addition, operate to 
increase the public debt during depressed 
periods but to decrease the debt during 
prosperous times. The history of the past 
few years indicates that there has been 
no consistent attempt to follow such a 
countercyclical policy and there is good 
reason to question the basic premises of 
the theory. Deficits have been produced 
both in depressed and prosperous years. 
Failure to control the increase in ex
penditures, combined with failure to in
crease taxes in prosperous years, have, 
as I have already noted, added to infia
tionary pressures on the economy. 

Overall Federal expenditures continue 
to increase even though costs for the 
Vietnam war have been declining. Viet
nam war costs reached their peak in 
fiscal year 1969 when the incremental 
costs of the war--costs over and above 
what would have been spent for defense 
in peacetime--reached $19.8 billion. War 
costs since then have declined to an esti
mated $6.8 billion in fiscal year 1972 and 
an expected $3.5 billion in fiscal year 
1973. These latter estimates do not take 
into consideration the current expansion 
of the bombing program. But this de
cline in Vietnam costs has been accom
panied by increases in income mainte
nance and Great Society programs. A 
recent study by the Brookings Institution 
indicates that from fiscal year 1963 to 
fiscal year 1973, defense and defense
related expenditures dropped from 53 to 
34 percent of the total budget, while 
civilian outlays grew from 47 to 66 per
cent. Furthermore, the study concludes 
that many of the numerous social pro
grams, costing billions of dollars, has 
failed, indicating that money and good 
intentions alone cannot provide solu
tions to social problems. Nevertheless 
the Brookings experts predicted that 
Federal expenditures for existing pro
grams will increase in the future and 
that there will be demands for new serv
ices from the Government. With the tax 
reductions effected during recent years 
the Federal Government will be hard
pressed to :find the resources needed to 
finance these increased demands. 

The continued increases in ex
penditures, in budget deficits and in the 
national debt have fortunately led to 
renewed interest in proposals to reduce 
or control Federal expenditures, to bal
ance the budget, and to limit the growth 
of the public debt. 

We must recognize that, despite the 
control over the Federal purse strings 
given to Congress by the Constitution, in 
practice, the Executive exercises extraor
dinary control over spending. However, 
the President frequently cannot take the 
most desirable action in the public in
terest when Congress enacts appropria
tion bills in excess of budget requests. 
His only recourse may be to veto the en
tire appropriation bill, which in many 
cases will be impractical. It has there
fore been suggested that the Chief Ex
ecutive be given the item veto power, 
whereby he could prevent specific in
creases which he considers without merit 
or of low priority. 

Several critics believe that there is 
presently too little coordination between 
expenditure and revenue decisions by 
Congress. Congress now views the budget 

largely as a series of separate and unre
lated acts, with decisions on taxes and 
expenditures made independently by 
separate committees in each House. I be
lieve that some way must be found to 
insure that Congress considers the 
budget as a whole and relates revenues 
to expenditures. One attempt to accom
plish these purposes was the Legislative 
Reorganization Act of 1946, which estab
lished the Joint Committee on the Legis
lative Budget. The committee was to 
meet early in each session of Congress, 
consider the President's budget proposal 
in relationship to economic conditions 
and e1ficiency, set an annual ceiling on 
appropriations, and coordinate taxes 
with expenditures. This committee did 
not live up to expectations. It was prob
ably too large to be effective, and the 
overall expenditure limit was diflicult to 
implement. At any rate, the committee 
died after it was nnable to agree on a 
ceiling in 1947 and after its 1948 ceiling 
was not enforced. 

The Committee for Economic Develop
ment has recommended creation of a 
"joint budget policy conference," to in
clude congressional leaders, majority and 
minority representatives from the reve
nue and appropriations committees of 
both houses, and members of the Joint 
Economic Committee. This conference 
would study the budget as a whole, and 
would provide communication among the 
revenue and appropriations committees 
of the two houses and the Joint Eco
nomic Committee. 

There appears to be much room for 
improvement in the coordination of ap
propriations decisions. At present, ap
propriations are determined in some 
thirteen separate appropriations bills, 
with little consideration given by the 
subcommittee resiX>nsible for each bill of 
its effect on total new obligational au
thority, total obligations to be incurred, 
or the likely level of expenditures. The 
costs of the programs considered in each 
of the individual bills are not considered 
in relationship to the costs associated 
with the other bills. Thus, Congress does 
not look at appropriations and other 
expenditures as a whole and compare 
alternative programs. The omnibus ap
propriation bill, associated with the fis
cal 1951 budget, was an attempt to in
troduce the necessary coordination, but 
this proposal met the same fate as the 
Joint Committee on the Legislative 
Budget. 

It is apparent that the Government 
h as not heeded the advice of Thomas 
Jefferson when he said: 

To preserve our independence, we must 
not let our leaders load us with perpetual 
debt. We must make our election between 
economy and liberty, or profusion and servi
tude. 

Over the years, many Members of Con
gress have proposed various methods to 
bring to the attention of responsible Fed
eral officials the need to restrict expendi
tures to available receipts and thus to 
assure a balanced budget. Unfortunate
ly, as the record testifies, these efforts 
have not been successful. Expenditures 
keep climbing, deficits continue to occur, 
the national debt continues to increase. 
The time for positive and drastic action 
has long since arrived. 

This is why I introduced a constitu
tional amendment several months ago 
that contains the following provisions: 

Total appropriations as well as total 
expenditures for any fiscal year cannot 
exceed total expected revenues for that 
year. There is to be no permanent in
crease in the national debt. 

The existing debt is to be redeemed. 
The above provisions may be suspend

ed only in times of war or national emer
gency. 

If the Congress were to adopt legisla
tion such as I have proposed, the charge 
could not be made that Congress has 
abrogated its responsibility over the 
purse strings of Government. However, 
the record of the past several decades 
amply proves that Congress has no in
tention of meeting its responsibility to 
the taxpayers and citizens of this Na
tion. 

Whether or not we as a nation should 
live within our means is not at issue 
here. Since the Congress has proven 
that it shall not meet its responsibility 
in managing the treasury, the question 
then .becomes whether or not we shall 
cooperate with the President in dealing 
with this matter. 

I believe that the liberal majority has 
attempted to sabotage a critically im
portant piece of legislation by tying the 
spending limit authorization to a pro
posal to increase our national debt 
These are and ought to be incompatible 
provisions and the welfare of this Nation 
ought to have been given highest priority 
instead of being relegated to a back seat 
position merely for the sake of political 
expediency. Although I and other Mem
bers of this Chamber have been deprived 
of the opportunity to fully represent the 
views of our constjtuents on this legisla
tion, I want to make it absolutely clear 
that I strongly oppose a further increase 
in the national debt and I strongly favor 
placing a ceiling upon expenditures of 
the Federal Government. 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman 
from illinois (Mr. COLLIER) . 

Mr. COLLIER. Thank you, Mr. Chair
man. 

Faced with increasing the debt ceiling 
for the 14th time in less than a decade, 
it is eminently clear that we can no 
longer as a Congress escape the respon
sibility of doing something positive about 
the consistent defi,.it in our Federal 
spending. 

Obviously, if we are to keep taxes at 
the present level, it is incumbent upon us 
to see that Federal expenditures do not 
exceed that which the revenues produce. 

We all know very well that it is the 
spending h::tbits of the Congress in recent 
years that have done more to fan the 
fiames of infiation than any other single 
factor in our economy. It seems to me 
that we have reached the point where we 
have no alternative but to enact the 
legislation before us today. 

I recognize, as most of us do, that one 
of the fundamental constitutional re
sponsibilities of the Congress lies in its 
power to raise and collect revenues and 
its authority to determine how those 
revenues are spent. For this reason, when 
this bill was being considered in our com-
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mittee, I did make an effort through 
offering an amendment, which was de
feated, which would have required that 
cuts be made in appropriations in the 
ratio of the percentile of the total excess. 

In other words, if appropriations ex
ceeded the $250 billion ceiling by 7 per
cent, then each bill would have to be 
cut by 7 percent. In this way we would 
have retained the authority of the Con
gress, to establish its own priorities but 
recognizing those priorities within the 
spending ceiling. 

However, since that proposal did fail, 
I think we must today take the alterna
tive open to us, and that is to establish 
the ceiling of $250 billion. 

On the second of October, I placed in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, after having 
done some considerable research, a list 
of bills which have been introduced in 
this session of Congress and the price tag 
on each of them. These bills, if they were 
enacted into law, called for the spending 
of an additional quarter of a trillion dol
lars-and I repeat-a quarter of a tril
lion dollars. 

Fifty-one of these measures carry a $1 
billion price tag or more. In other words, 
each of them would cost that much more 
for every year of the program. Forty-one 
other bills would each cost $1 billion by 
the time they h ave been in effect 2, 3, 4, 
or 5 years. 

For example, in one bill alone there 
were the following words: "such sums 
as may be necessary," and they appear in 
that one bill 14 times. Now, how in the 
world can you control spending with leg
islation introduced wherein in 14 in
stances in one bill alone it is simply es
tablished as "such sums as may be neces
sary"? 

While most of these measures will for
tunately die in committee as far as this 
Congress is concerned, you can be sure 
that many of them will go back into the 
hopper after the first of the year. As time 
goes on perhaps a lot of them will become 
law and become a burden on the Ameri
can taxpayers. 

So I implore this body today to take 
the first meaningful step--and I believe 
it is the first meaningful step--in the 
direction of returning some fiscal sanity 
to our processes here. 

Mr. Chairman, in closing I might say 
the American people should know as we 
look at this deficit and look at the antici
pated deficit for this fiscal year that not 
one single dime of that money was spent 
without the approval and the authoriza
tion of this Congress. So you cannot put 
the responsibility any place else but on 
the actions that have been taken in this 
Chamber over the years. 

I support the bill before us notwith
standing the fact that I would feel better 
if the amendment I offered in committee 
had been adopted. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge the passage of 
this bill today. 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 7 minutes to the gentleman 
from Mississippi (Mr. WHITTEN) . 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
my friends for yielding me this time for I 
truly believe we face a real responsibility 
here that goes to the very heart of our 
Constitution of our country. 

The President has already been exer
cising the power of holding up funds for 
projects and programs. He has held up 
funds for rural electrification, sewerage 
and water grants, public works, soil con
servation, for housing, and now even 
anti-pollution, funds for REAP, and 
many others, while releasing funds for 
foreign aid and many other programs 
which I consider less important. 

This measure if passed invites the 
President to do what he likes or wants 
to do. We extend to him an invitation. I 
say sliould we do that, we will be failing 
to meet our responsibility as fixed in the 
Constitution. 

When the Constitution was written to 
set up a government, it was for the peo
ple. Uppermost in the minds of the Con
vention Members was the need to pro
tect the people from that government. 
That is the reason the major part of the 
Constitution deals with the peoples 
branch, the legislative branch, the Con
gress. 

Now I for one agree we need to do 
something to protect the fiscal integrity 
of our Nation. I have voted that way. 

The Mahon provision does not go as 
far as I would like. It is not what I ad
vocated. I advocated and thought I had 
an agreement that we call on the Presi:.. 
dent to send up official requests to re
scind such appropriations as he thought 
should be repealed. Under my suggestion, 
Congress could act on such Presidential 
requests. Had we followed that course 
we would not be abdicating our respon
sibility. 

I repeat we must meet our responsibil
ity. Our Committee on Appropriations 
needs to hold our total action in line. We 
can do that. 

What we must not do is turn over to 
the executive branch the right to select 
projects and programs to go forward and 
those to be killed. If we do that there is 
no further need for the Congress, for the 
Congress will have given up its place as 
the peoples branch whof?e prime respon
sibility is to look after the people. 

I know the Committee on Appropria
tions can meet and agree upon remedial 
action to hold the line because it has been 
done before. It can be done again. 

The President signed the appropria
tions of which he complains in general. 
He could have vetoed them. President 
Eisenhower did veto the public works bill 
in 1959, saying that we were asking for 
far too much money, and designating 
the projects that under his order would 
not be built. When the Congress failed 
to override his veto the bill came back 
to the Committee on Appropriations. 
When the members of the subcommittee 
would not act, I offered a motion in the 
Appropriations Committee-to reduce 
the money in the bill 2% percent, 
back to the level the President 
thought wise, but my motion at the same 
time restored or retained all the new 
projects, so necessary to protect our Na
tion. We cut the money out so that we 
were fiscally responsible, even as called 
for by the President. 

Among the projects saved was the har
bor at Pascagoula, the hometown of my 
friend and colleague, chairman of the 
Rules Committee, where we had built 

two submarines which under the Presi
dent's veto we could not get out to sea. 
I may say, too, we saved the Memphis 
and Greenville harbor projects. The late 
Clarence Cannon said this was the first 
time in history this had ever been done. 
Mr. Chairman, it is time for a second 
time. 

All I am saying to you-and that is all 
I am trying to say-is that we in the 
Congress should get busy and meet our 
responsibility. 

There is one other thing that has to 
be done. Other committees must join the 
Committee on Appropriations for we 
have cut appropriations by about $1.5 
billion, or it appears that we will. And 
we need some help from the Committee 
on Rules, and from the legislative com
mittees, because our deficit is caused 
through back-door spending where the 
Congress has forced spending into the 
legislation passed. That is where tJ:ie defi
cit is now. It is aggravated by the so
called revenue-sharing bill which was 
passed a short time ago, providing ex
penditures of $5.3 billion for the first 
year and a total of $30 billion in 5 years, 
without supervision or requirement of 
results. That is where our deficit comes 
from for there is much other legislation 
where the money is appropriated in the 
authorization. 

That is beyond the reach of my com
mittee but not the Congress. I , for one, 
assure you that I will go the limit on re
gaining fiscal responsibility. 

We must do so here in Congress, how
ever. To turn all this authority over to 
any President is to fail to carry out our 
responsibility to our people, the people 
of the United States. 

I do not blame the President for want
ing to withhold funds at his will. It is 
our responsibility, a responsibility which 
we owe the people who have elected us to 
the Congress, to retain this right for the 
people. We must decide what shall be 
done with their funds. 

My friends, this bill, if passed, would 
be another step in the destruction of our 
form of government, of three equal and 
coordinate branches, legislative, execu-

•tive and judicial. 
We made a great mistake in following 

the dictates of the Supreme Court, when 
it took unto itself the right to determine 
congressional districts, thereby leaving 
each Member of Congress, duly elected by 
his people on a teeterpole of uncertainty 
each 2 years. It, too, violates the Con
stitution which says the House of Rep
resentatives shall be the sole judge of the 
qualifications of its Members. 

In that case we should have thanked 
the Court for its advisory opinion, agreed 
that it had merit and given it our sincere 
consideration but decided for ourselves 
how far to go. 

That is what we need do here. Thank 
the President for his recommendation, 
admit we need to do something and do it. 

We must not give up to whoever may 
be President the right to play favorites 
with projects and programs. 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair
man, I yield such time- as he may con
sume to the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. HORTON). 

Mr. HOE',TON. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
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in support of the imposition of a $250 debt ceiling increase bill, together with 
billion spending limit and in opposition the enforceable spending ceiling of $250 
to the Mahon amendment. billion for fiscal 1973 as reported over-
It is clear that the congressional au- whelmingly by a bipartisan majority of 

thorization, appropriations and budget- the Committee on Ways and Means. 
ing procedures have become a hodge- Again, Congress will pay a heavy price, 
podge, resulting in our inability as a leg- at least temporarily, if this bill is 
islative body to grasp and act on the adopted, but it is a far lesser price than 
overall spending and deficit picture. a return to inflation or a cooling of our 
There is no denying that we have failed economy by higher taxes-both of which 
in this task. There is also no denying could be ordained by the first two 
that, at least temporarily, we are going alternatives. · 
to pay for that failure. There is a good and bad side to the 

What we are faced with today, is, in Ways and Means language. On the good 
a sense, a judgment day-where we are side, we will be assured that a reasonable 
going to be judged for the fact that Con- spending ceiling will be adhered to, and 
gress has abdicated its responsibility for our constituents will be assured that it 
the purse strings. As a result of this will still be possible to hold inflation and 
abdication, we have lost much of our taxes in line. 
say over the setting of priorities and The bad side is a direct result of con-
over spending and deficit levels. gressional abdication to date of its re-

What price will we pay? It seems to sponsibility to act efficiently and respon
me that we have only three basic choices, sibly to setup workable budgeting and 
none of them pleasant or ideal. spending procedures. This bill would offi-

First, we can leave things just as they cially give over to the Executive, by 
are. We can leave the hodgepodge of statute, the power to set spending prior
procedures untouched and make no ities for the 8 remaining months of this 
move toward setting an enforceable ceil- current fiscal year. For many of us it 
ing on spending in fiscal year 1973. If will mean that programs we favor will 
we choose this road and in effect defeat be curtailed and their funding levels re
both the Ways and Means bill and the duced. I would hope that no mechanism 
Mahon amendment, we and the Nation such as this would ever have to be insti
will pay a very dear price, indeed. If tuted permanently. But I believe that the 
we sit on our hands, there is no ques- current fiscal crisis is serious enough to 
tion that we will seriously overspend Fed- require that we take this painful step for 
eral dollars in this fiscal year. This could the coming 8-month period. 
bring two results, both bad. It could There may be a brighter side to the 
mean that inflation gets worse instead judgment day we are all faced with now. 
of better-perhaps going back up to the If we adopt the Ways and Means Com
intolerable levels of 6 or 7 percent per mittee bill, we will, in effect, be putting 
year. It could and probably would also · a gun at our own heads, at the head of 
mean the necessity for a Federal tax Congress, to place top priority on reform
increase, and any way an increase in ing our own appropriations procedures 
taxes is approached, it could seriously before the end of June 1973, so that never 
disrupt the current recovery that our again will we have to stand up and admit 
economy is enjoying. I must reject this to the American people that we are ill
first alternative. · equipped to responsibly handle the task 

Second, we can adopt the Mahon of allocating their tax dollars. The com
amendment, which purports to set a mittee bill sets up a special committee to 
meaningful ceiling on fiscal 1973 spend- review the present procedures of con
ing, but which fails to set up a workable gressional budgeting, and to recommend 
mechanism which would guarantee that comprehensive improvements. 
the spending ceiling could be adhered For my part, I have been calling for 
to. While the Mahon proposal would over 4 years for a reform in the timing 
keep the power over spending decisions of the Federal year. Two years ago, I 
on Capitol Hill-where this power as- called for the Congress to set a yearly 
suredly belongs-it does nothing to guar- budget or spending ceiling which would 
antee that the end result would be other be realistic, :flexible, and enforceable so 
than a deadlocked battle between the that we in Congress oould take back 
President and Congress as to where and the powers over spending priorities which 
how deep spending cuts should be made. have, in effect, been abandoned for many 

By leaving it to Congress to approve years. The very fact that almost every 
by affirmative vote each and every de- President in recent times has acted to 
cision to reduce spending, the Mahon impound funds appropriated by the Con
amendment merely programs a rerun of gress is testimony to the de facto aban
the present budgeting and appropria- donment of our power and responsibility 
tions procedure--where the President to decide which needs and purposes 
sends up his budget and the Congress should receive the most tax dollars, and 
amends and approves or disapproves it. which should receive the least. 

While I strongly believe Congress This year, I helped author the F_ederal 
should and must have a say over all Fiscal Responsibility Act which would 
spending decisions, and I have offered require such a sp.ending ceiling each 
my own ideas as to how this can and year, would require that any cuts made 
should be accomplished, I strongly doubt by the Executive must be pro rata cuts-
that adoption of the Mahon proposal taking the same percentage cut from 
would provide any more meaningful every Federal program, and would re
spending ceiling for this :fiscal year than quire that nonpro-rata cuts targeted at 
would the alternative of setting no ceil- a particular program area would be sub
ing at all. ject to a veto by either House of Congress 

The third alternative is to adopt the within a given time period. 

The formula in my bill would give us 
a far more workable spending ceiling 
than the Mahon substitute provides, and 
it would retain in the Congress full power 
and authority for setting priorities, as 
the committee bill does not do. To my 
mind, it combines the best of both ap
proaches, and I will work diligently for 
its early consideration in the 93d Con
gress, and will personally bring this for
mula before the special committee setup 
for this purpose. 

We cannot, however, postpone this 
judgment day until an unnamed time in 
the next Congress, Mr. Chairman. We 
must today choose one of the three roads 
I have outlined. Forced to choose between 
three painful courses, I feel we must put 
the interests of the Nation and the econ
omy above the interests of the Congress 
and above any further need to make be
lieve that the failure of Congress up to 
now can somehow be overlooked or swept 
under the rug. 

Faced with this choice, I must choose 
the only one that offers any immediate 
prospect of putting controls on Federal 
spending in this fiscal year. That is why 
I will cast my vote against the Mahon 
substitute and for the Ways and Means 
Committee bill. 

By voting for this measure, I am not 
forecasting or promising my agreement 
with each and every Presidential deci
sion that will be made to cut Federal 
spending. I feel certain that I, like every 
Member of this body will disagree with 
some of these choices--perhaps even 
vocally disagree. 

But I do agree that cuts must be made 
in the current fiscal year's budget, and I 
know that we, in Congress, will not be 
able to take these steps ourselves. 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from Michigan, the minority 
leader (Mr. GERALD R. FORD) . 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair
man, the gentleman from Mississippi 
<Mr. CoLMER), the chairman of the Com
mittee on Rules and the gentleman 
from Arkansas <Mr. MILLS), chairman 
of the Committee on Ways -and Means, in 
my judgment made two of the strongest 
and most effective speeches that I have 
ever heard on the ft.oor of the House 
in a good many years. 

There have been other fine speeches 
on the very crucial issue that this House 
of Representatives faces today. I happen 
to agree wholeheartedly with the view
point and the remarks of the gentleman 
from Mississippi and the gentleman from 
Arkansas--they were entirely right-
they were completely accurate when they 
said that the public-if a public refer
endum could be held-would insist on a 
spending limitation. 

Now maybe the special interest groups 
that want a little extra spending here, 
and a whole lot more spending some
where else, would not support a public 
referendum because they know that the 
results would be contrary to their de
sires. 

Let me put it this way. If there was a 
public referendum, and the public knew 
what the alternatives were--either a tax 
increase or more inflation-the public 
would support a $250 billion spending 
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limitation, a limitation that is $18 bil
lion more than the Federal Treasury 
poured out in the last fiscal year. An in
crease of $18 billion in the fiscal year 
1973 over the fiscal year 1972 is not a 
limitation that is going to hurt or harm 
the proper management of our Federal 
affairs or any program on policy. It is a 
reasonable limitation and the public 
would support it. 

I think the public will demand this 
kind of limitation. They want the Presi
dent to hold the line on spending. They 
want this Congress to do it. They want 
Democrats and Republicans to do it. 

I subscribe to the observations made 
earlier by the distinguished chairman of 
the Committee on Ways and Means who 
said that a failure to put this lid on 
would lead to some political ditnculties 
and to some political problems for any 
of us on either side of the aisle, because 
the issue will be well drawn-and do not 
think it will not be. 

Even those who oppose a spending lid 
and even those who favor the Mahon 
amendment admit that we are faced with 
a crisis of considerable magnitude. When 
you have a crisis of this size and magni
tude, you do not have any good choice. 
You have nothing but difficult deci
sions-hard choices. The choice is 
here-on the one hand, as some put it, 
an abdication of congressional authority 
over the spending process or the obliga
tional authority process. 

But I hasten to add that abdication, 
if it is one, according to the bill, is not 
a perm':lnent abdication. It is for 6 
months. It is for the remainder of this 
fiscal year until June 30, 1973, when 
the authority expires under the bill be
fore us. 

The other choice is the hard one-but 
it is a choice of our own making. It is a 
choice we have forced upon ourselves by 
our failure to stand up and be responsible 
in a fiscal way for the last 6 months
for the last 12 months-for the last 18 
months. When we fail in that fiscal re
sponsibility, as we have, then we have 
to grasp at something that will bring 
results even though it does result in a 
temporary or 6 months abdicatior-. of 
legislative authority. 

The Mahon amendment is too little 
and it is far too late. The Mahon amend
ment will not come into effect until 
January of next year. 

As has been pointed out in some of the 
previous parts of this debate, by the time 
the next Congress gets organized, it will 
be at least February and closer to March. 
By that time it will be far too late for 
anything to be done effectively to hold 
the lid on spencing during the current 
fiscal year which terminates June 30, 
1973. Furthermore, if we look at the 
wording of the Mahon amendment, it 
tells the President to send the Congress 
a list of ·where he wants to cut. Then 
it adds in the postscript. 

We may go along. 

"We may go along," which, in effect, 
means there will not be any real lid on 
spending in this fiscal year. 

Mr. Chairman, we are in a crisis. When 
a government is in a crisis, drastic action 
has to be taken. When a person is faced 
with a financial crisis, that individual, 

if he wants to straighten out his finan
cial affairs, goes into bankruptcy. He does 
not like to do it. He does not like to turn 
over to other authorities the manage
ment of his financial affairs, but the pres
sure of the crisis itself forces him to take 
that drastic action. 

When a business, whether it is a cor
poration or otherwise, gets into a finan
cial crisis, what does it do? It goes into 
chapter 10 or chapter 11 in order to get 
some breathing space to straighten out 
its circumstances and get back on a 
profit basis. 

I do not say these are total accurate 
analogies, but I think they do point out 
that when either a person or a family 
or a 90rporation gets into financial 
trouble, they have to do something they 
do not want to do and it is drastic in its 
implications. 

Here we are today after going along 
blithefully forcing more spending, either 
by authorizations or increased obligation 
authority-and now we know that we 
are going to have a bigger deficit of $7 
billion or more or which means increased 
inflation or more taxes. 

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that 
when we look at the hard realities, we 
have to step up and take a point of view 
that is different and unusual, but it is 
necessary. 

I should now like to read a letter t,o 
all Members-but I would give particu
lar emphasis to my Republican friends. 
I think all Members ought to listen. I 
·think all Republicans ought to listen and 
follow the advice. Let me read a letter 
from the White House dated October 3, 
1972: 

THE WHITE HOUSE, 
Washington, D .C., October 3, 1972. 

Hon. GERALD R . FORD, 

Minority Leader, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR JERRY: On the fioor of the House of 
Representatives, you will soon be considering 
a. $250 billion spending ceiling as part of the 
Debt Limit Extension. 

I recommended this rigid expenditure ceil
ing to Congress and feel it is one of the most 
important issues to come before the House 
of Representatives this year. The results of 
uncontrolled spending-either higher costs 
of living or increased taxes, or both-are un
acceptable to the Congress, the Executive, 
and I am sure the American people. 

Over the past months, the Administration 
has been engaged in a. determined effort to 
squeeze infiation out of the economy. This 
effort has had substantial success, and we 
are now enjoying a. reduced rate of infiation 
and rapidly rising employment. However, ex
cessive spending or greater deficits than 
planned to stimulate the economy would 
only fuel another punishing round of infia
tion and especially penalize those who can 
afford it the least. It would inevitably be 
followed by another economic slow-down and 
rising unemployment. 

Therefore, I hope the House will join me 
in maintaining fiscal responsibility and tight 
Budget control by supporting the $250 bil
lion ceiling. as reported by the Ways and 
Means Committee 21-4, and voting for the 
expenditure ceiling without crippling restric
tion s. 

With my best wishes, 
Sincerely, 

RICHARD NIXON. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope the bill is passed 
and the Mahon amendment is defeated. 

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

5 minutes to the distinguished Speaker, 
the gentleman from Oklahoma <Mr. AL
BERT). 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, I really 
did not jntend to make any remarks on 
this matter but the minority leader has 
brought to us a statement from the Pres
ident of the United States and his own 
position on this important subject, and 
since he has, I think it might be of inter
est to the House for me to read some
thing that I read not long ago. 

In my judgment, today we find an erosion 
of the power and prestige of the Legislative 
Branch, a change of the intended direction 
of the Judiciary and an awesome build-up 
of strength and use of this power in the 
Executive arm. 

If I may repeat, "an awesome buildup 
of strength and use of this power in the 
Executive arm." That statement was not 
made by Ralph Nader. That statement 
was not made by Mr. John Gardner. 
That statement was not made by any of 
the press who have been criticizing the 
Congress. That statement was made by 
the minority leader of the House of Rep
resentatives, the gentleman from Michi
gan who has just spoken. 

It is true he made it on another oc
casion, during another administration. 
But does a change in the White House 
make his position any less consistent? 
Would he say the same thing in Janu
ary if, as I t.hink he will be, GEORGE 
McGovERN is sworn in as President of 
the United States and undertakes to get 
his own priorities on the books? I do not 
believe the gentleman would say that. 

I saw the gentleman from Michigan 
· operate when Kennedy and Johnson were 

Presidents, and I will submit the record 
to any examination. If I have not sup
ported President Nixon more than the 
gentleman from Michigan supported 
President Kenneqy and President John
son, I will eat my words. And the gentle
man knows that is true. 

Why all this crying and why all this 
delay? We all know when the last bills 
are coming up. The two last bills are 
nearly always the supplemental appro
priation bill and the debt limit bill. There 
are reasons for that, and we need a debt 
limit bill and undoubtedly we need to 
curtail spending, but it is less important 
in my judgment that we make a mistake 
in the fiscal policies of this country 
than it is that we transfer to the Execu
tive the authority that the Constitution 
of the United States bestowed upon us. 

No one has more respect than I for the 
outstanding work performed by the Ways 
and Means Committee, and by its distin
guished chairman, the gentleman from 
Arkansas. 

But I think that the implications of 
this bill go far beyond the question of 
spending; they have to do with the 
integrity of the entire congressional 
system. 

The question before us is whether we 
will knowingly and willingly abdicate not 
only our powers-but our responsibili
ties-to the executive branch of govern
ment. 

The President is asking for an unprec
edented delegation of legislative author
ity to the executive branch which could 
change laws already enacted and pro-
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grams which have been on the books for 
many years. 

He is asking us to give to the Chief 
Executive powers never contemplated by 
the Founding Fathers--and specifically 
prohibited by the Constitution. 

Mr. Chairman, I cannot vote for such 
a measure. 

Let us clear away the confusion that 
surrounds this question. 

Unfortunately, the President has at
tempted to turn this into a political is
sue. He is using it as a diversionary tac
tic to shift the focus of public attention 
away from his massive failures here at 
home: his failure to bring the economy 
under control-his failure to put unem
ployed Americans back to work-his fail
ure to halt infiation-his failure to make 
good his pledge of 4 years ago to bring 
fiscal responsibility to the Federal Gov
ernment. 

Under this diversionary tactic, the 
President has repeatedly told the Amer
ican people that a tax increase is riding 
on our refusal to grant him the sweep
ing powers he demands. 

But we are not opposed to a spending 
ceiling per se. 

If we need to cut spending, then let us 
do it--but let us do it in the manner 
prescribed by the Constitution, not in the 
manner prescribed by the President of 
the United States. 

This is not a partisan issue, despite the 
President's public utterances. I would op
pose any President of any political party 
who asked us to abdicate our duties in 
such a way. 

Nor is this a question of narrow juris
dictional jealousies. This is a question 
that goes to the very heart of our sys
tem of government. At a time when many 
citizens have expressed concern over the 
concentration of power with the Chief 
Executive, it would be irresponsible for 
this body to increase that power for no 
reason at all. And at a time when others 
have criticized the Congress for failing to 
live up to its responsibilities; it would be 
tragic for us to tum our backs on the 
most basic responsibility of all. 

In my judgment, we should support the 
Mahon amendment. This amendment is 
in line with our traditional way of doing 
things. It calls on the President to make 
specific spending cut proposals to Con
gress by next January 2. Then the Con
gress can make its own determination of 
what should be cut, based on its own 
sense of priorities and its own judgment 
of where the national interest lies. 

If we fail in this task, then the Ameri
can people can judge us on our failure. 
But at least they will not judge us on our 
failure to live up to our historic duties 
as an independent and responsible 
branch of Government. 

If this matter is so crucial, talking 
about living from crisis to crisis, why 
did not the President tell us about it so 
that we could put the proper commit
tees to work on it and get the proper 
debt ceiling within the proper time so 
that the Congress itself could exercise 
its ·constitutional obligations in doing 
this job? 

I say that this is wrong. I say that this 
is in violation of the oath of office. It is 
not a question of what the public expects. 

CXVIII--2181-Part 26 

We are not bound by what the public 
expects. The oath that we take when 
we take our offices is to support and de
fend the Constitution of the United 
States. That is what I intend to do today. 

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
7 minutes to the distinguished gentleman 
from Tennessee <Mr. EviNS). 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair
man, like our distinguished Speaker, I 
oppose the pending bill to establish an 
infiexible ceiling on expenditures. 

While this proposal, on its face, ap
pears to have merit--as we all favor 
economy in Government--the fact is 
that this is simply another effort by the 
Office of Management and Budget-the 
Budget Bureau-to induce Congress to 
surrender more of its constitutional au
thority and responsibilty to the exec
utive branch. 

The proposal amounts to an item veto 
on appropriations-and I oppose this-
! am opposed to an item veto in any 
administration, either Democratic or 
Republican. As a matter of fact, I did 
not think I would ever see the day when 
an unconstitutional item veto would be 
proposed to the Congress. With this pro
posal-we have gone down the road a 
long way-the wrong way. 

Over the years we have legislated away 
many powers of the Congress. We have 
seen too much erosion of congressional 
responsibility to the executive branch. 

A line item veto over congressional 
appropriations should not be approved. 

The expenditure ceiling resolution 
should be defeated. I support the sub
stitution resolution-which is much 
preferable--not an abdication of con
gressional power. 

Passage of this bill will mean giving 
to the executive branch-the Bureau of 
the Budget-authority to pick and 
choose at will-the right to select "pet 
projects" for funding-while denying 
others. 

This expenditure proposal would ne
gate the right of Congress to set any 
priorities through the appropriations 
process. 

This is another effort by OMB to take 
unto itself the rights and responsibilities 
of the Congress. 

Much of the press has inveighed 
against this proposal-the Members un
derstand the issue-the surrender of 
more congressional authority to the ex
ecutive branch. 

When these bills--to chip away at the 
powers of Congress-are presented, 
there is always some rationale advanced 
by the administration in power, as to why 
it is necessary. But, the overall pattern 
is one of diminishing legislative power 
and increased Executive power. The con
stitutional system of checks and balances 
is threatened. 

This proposal, which we are consider
ing here today, has been called-"a fiscal 
Gulf of Tonkin resolution"-a blan~ 
check-a give away of power. 

After Congress has gone through the 
lengthy and laborious process of hear
ings-making cuts and reductions 
through the appropriations process-we 
should not now say to the administra
tion in power-you make the cuts-you 
set the priorities. 

Should we surrender on this issue, the 
work of committees of Congress-both 
legislative and appropriations-would 
become, to a large extent, academic exer· 
cises--exercises in futility and frustr,a· 
tion. 

Now is the time to stand firm and say 
"no" to this further grab for power by 
the executive branch. 

Mr. Chairman, others have pointed out 
some of the reductions which Congress 
has made in the budget during this ses
sion-but, I should like to repeat for the 
record some of the cuts made by the Ap· 
propriations Committee this year. 

The President's budget submitted to 
the Congress called for $176 billion in 
new :llppropriations for fiscal year 1973. 
All the annual departmental appropria
tions bills, for this year, have been passed 
by the House. The Appropriations Com
mittee and the House has cut the Presi
dent's budget by $6.3 billion. 

The Senate has increased these bills by 
$2 billion making net reductions of $4.2 
billion. I repeat, the appropriation com
mittee's have cut and reduced the Presi· 
dent's budget by $4.2 billion. 

Contrary to what we hear in some 
quarters, that the Congress has not exer
cised any restraint on appropriations 
bills, I insist that the Congress has made 
cuts and reductions as indicated. 

Overall $4.2 billion cut in new appro
priations. Net: $2 billion foreign aid; 
$5 billion defense spending, and others. 

Let me list some cuts made. In foreign 
assistance--foreign aid, for example, the 
administration proposed more than $5 
billion-$5,163 million, to be exact, in 
new appropriations. 

The House cut the foreign aid request 
by almost a billion dollars--$967.8 mil
lion. 

The Senate cut this request by $2.3 bil
lion. Differences are yet to be resolved in 
conference. 

Concerning the Defense Budget-the 
the House cut and reduced defense 
spending by $4.3 billion. 

The Senate has reported a comparable 
cut of $5 billion. 

More than $300 million was cut out of 
the military construction budget. 

In the Housing-Independent Agencies 
and Public Works Appropriations bills. 
on which I serve, the House cut $506,026,-
000. 

Does this sound like a lack of fiscal re
straint? 

These are but some of the major cuts 
and reductions-other economies have 
also been effected by the Congress. 

Mr. Chairman, the truth of the mSttter 
is the administration has inflated spend
ing with its own pet projects-such as 
revenue sharing which is in reality 
deficit sharing. 

Revenue sharing to the tune of $30 bil· 
lion was approved at the administration's 
insistence, approved by the same legisla
tive committee that is now advancing a 
firm and infiexible ceiling on expendi
tures. Revenue sharing will cost $5.3 bil
lion this fiscal year and $30 billion over 
the next 5 years. 

The administration finds nothing 
wrong in recommending $250 million for 
the Lockheed Aircraft Corp. and 
$100 million for the Pennsylvania Central 
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Railroad, but the Bureau of the Budget 
does not hesitate to withhold funds for 
school lunches, veterans' hospitals, pro
grams of education, rural electrifica
tion, or other programs of human needs. 

Based on OMB's proposal to cut these 
programs plus cuts in public works
plans to dismember the Departme:p.t of 
Agriculture, terminate the Appalachian 
development program-this I say is not a 
very comforting prospect. 

We all remember the experience of the 
Budget Bureau in freezing funds for pub
lice works projects and impoundments, 
without exception, of all projects added 
by Congress. 

What we are really seeing is a sophis
ticated fiscal shell game. 

If we provide the administration with 
this authority-what we will see will be 
cuts for basic programs for our people, 
while with great fanfare checks for rev
enue sharing will be mailed all over the 
country at election time. 

In other words, the administration 
through manipulations of the Budget 
Bureau will be in a position to give with 
a :flourish with one hand and quietly 
take away with the other. 

If the Budget Bureau has a heart, it 
Is well dtsguished, thoroughly concealed, 
and seldom beats in the public interest. 

And may I add that the administra
tion that continues to criticize Congress 
for its appropriations policies has cre
ated a new bloated bureaucracy of its 
own in the executive branch---spear
headed by the O:tnce of Management and 
Budget. 

Expenditures for the Executive O:tnce 
have been increased from $31 million in 
fiscal year 1969 to $71 million in fiscal 
year 1973-the costs of the Executive Of
fice have more than doubled since this 
administration took o:tnce. 

Is this fiscal prudence? 
Is this budgetary restraint? 
Obviously not. 
What we have is budgetary trickery 

and subterfuge. 
Mr. Chairman, what we are really talk

ing about here today is a matter of pri
orities-the right to set priorities. 

The proposed ceiling is simply a means 
whereby the executive branch wants to 
take over the right of Congress to make 
these basic decisions and determine lev
els of funding. 

While we are all concerned about ex
penditures, there are some who are also 
concerned, greatly concerned, about the 
erosion of powers of the Congress to the 
executive branch. 

I say the time has come to resist any 
further encroachment by the executive 
branch. 

Let us vote against this irregular 
procedure. 

Let us vote "no" on the line item veto 
expenditure ceiling. 

If any resolution on this subject is 
needed, in my judgment, the substitute 
resolution to be offered by the gen
tleman from Texas <Mr. MAHON) is 
much preferable. 

I urge defeat of the expenditure ceiling 
bill. 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. DEVINE). 

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Chairman, what I 
am going to have to say in the next mo
ment or two probably will not appeal to 
some of my colleagues. However, I do 
not think we are here in the business of 
appealing to one another. I am talking 
to my colleagues as one who might be 
described as a fiscal conservative in this 
Congress and in previous Congresses. 

The easiest thing we in Congress do is 
vote "yes." It is very simple to vote "yes" 
for everything that comes along the line: 
more for welfare, more for education, 
more for hospitals, more for poverty, 
more for old folks. Why, we are even ap
propriating money for diseases that have 
not even been discovered yet because it 
is a popular thing to do, and then we 
can go home and say, "Look what I have 
done for you. I am humane. I am com
passionate." 

But we in Congress have abdicated our 
responsibility. Those of us who deplore 
the giving up of power to the executive 
branch, we had better take a look at our 
own house before we deplore what we 
give away. And I speak editorially when 
I say, "we" in the Congress, because all 
of us have not engaged in these excesses. 
But there are quite a number of us who 
have voted "yes" on everything, and 
then when we talk about increasing the 
national debt ceiling to pay for it, we 
say, "Oh, I would not do that. That is 
infia tionary ." 

Actually it is the responsible thing to 
do, to vote for the national debt ceiling 
increase, especially those of us who have 
been responsible for the increases in 
spending. 

I do not find myself in that category. I 
have been around here for about 14 
years, and I think during that 14-year 
period we have 'had to face the fact of 
increasing the debt ceiling at least 20 
times, and I have not voted for increas
ing the ceiling, because I hwve felt that 
in voting against the bill that money 
could be saved, and that maybe Congress 
in passing it would get the message and 
not continuously iblow the budget all to 
the devil. But those who have voted for 
increasing the spending should vote for 
the debt ceiling to pay for their excesses. 

Mr. Chairman, I find myself today in 
a different posture on it, because I be
lieve those of us who have exercised re
straint and have had to face our con
stituents and our opponents who say, 
"Oh, he is ag·ainst teachers; he is 1against 
kids, .. when all we were doing ·is trying to 
operate within a brulanced budget. 

Mr. Chairman, I am going to vote to 
increase the debt ceiling today. I have not 
done it during the 14 years I have been 
here, but it is my belief that is the only 
way we can reach the spending ceiling 
recommended by the President of the 
United States. I was one of those who co
sponsored the bill to put a $250 billion 
spending ceiling on, because we have 
shown that we are irresponsible here, 
and the only way to treat an irrespon
sible child is perhaps to discipline him, 
and so we are putting some discipline on 
the Congress by putting on a $250 bil
lion ceiling. 

I recall an old farmer in my district 
who said, "The only way to wean a calf 
is to take away the cow." 

Perhaps that is the only way we can do 
it and to have the Congress act respon
sibly, and that is by putting a ceiling on 
spending, which is what we should hruve 
been doing over the years. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Will the gen
tleman from Ohio yield? 

Mr. DEVINE. Yes, I will yield to the 
minority leader. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chairman, 
the gentleman from Tennessee, my very 
dear friend, JoE EvrNs, made some ob
servations about the increase in expendi
tures in the White House as far as fis
cal 1969 to fiscal 1972 ·is concerned, or 
fiscal 1973. 

A quick look at the increase in the cost 
of running the Congress is somewhat in
teresting. In fiscal1969 the cost was $192 
million to run the Congress; in fiscal1973 
it will cost $332 million, which is about 
a 70-percent increase. 

So our skirts are not so clean, either. 
I would like to mention one other mat

ter. FRANK Bow, the gentleman from 
Ohio, was a leader in instituting a spend
ing limitation. FRANK has fought long, 
hard and now his efforts may bear fruit. 
If the Mahon amendment is defeated and 
the bill is passed as recommended by the 
committee, FRANK Bow deserves great 
credit and I take pleasure in giving him 
this log overdue accolade. 

Mr. DEVINE. I thank the gentleman. 
I might in conclusion say this, without 

pointing the finger of responsibility, be
cause my remarks here are primarily 
aimed in the direction of some of my col
leagues on my side of the aisle who have 
voted with me and voted against increas
ing the debt ceiling from time to time: 
During the time I have been in the 
Congress the national debt has increased 
from someplace in the area of $265 bil
lion to the point where today, on Octo
ber 10, 1972, it is in excess of $435 bil
lion, and we now may increase the ceil
ing to $465 billion, to pay for some of 
the obligations which the Congress has 
foisted upon the country. 

Many of you may say, "Oh, this is a 
Nixon deficit." 

A Nixon deficit it is not. Only the Con
gress can authorize; only the Congress 
can appropriate public funds. 

Let us accept the responsibility. We 
are the ones who caused it. 

I want to say in passing, Mr. Chair
man-because a little politics has been 
injected into this-that the Congress has 
been controlled by Democrats 36 out of 
the last 40 years, and I guess the other 
party has had control pretty solidly for 
the last 20 years, and they led this Na
tion into these financial problems. 

Let us face our responsibilities, ac
cept the blame, take action to force some 
discipline on our big spenders and vote 
to put a $250 billion spending ceiling 
on the statute books. 

Mr. ARENDS. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. DEVINE. I yield to the gentle
man from Dlinois. 

Mr. ARENDS. First I want to com
mend the gentleman for the position he 
has taken today. Your statement is a 
statesmanlike position and I want you 
to know I appreciate it. 

Only the other day in regard to one of 
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the spending bills we passed, which was 
a very, very costly one, shortly there
after we had an extension of the debt 
limit bill before us. I took the time to 
ferret out the votes and the names of 
the people who were for that spending 
bill, which many of us voted against. 
When the question of the debt ceiling 
came up just a matter of days later, there 
were between 75 and 100 Members of this 
House who had voted to spend money, 
but who would not vote to extend the 
debt ceiling. It just does not add up. 
You can not have it both ways. 

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. HAYS) . 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I am very 
interested in the remarks of my fellow 
statesman, geographically that is, from 
Ohio, Mr. DEVINE, in saying that he had 
never voted for an increase in the debt 
ceiling but he was going to this time. 

Well, I just want to tell him that I am 
exactly the reverse; I have never voted 
against one, but I am going to this time. 

The facts of the matter are that the 
Congress has exceeded the President's 
budget by a total of about $2.5 billion and 
$5 billion of that is revenue sharing, 
which the President has been lobbying 
for for a long, long time. 

Now, what do we share? We are shar
ing a national deficit of magestic propor
tions, but we are going to give them 
money. And what good is it going to do? 
Oh, the great bill that came out of the 
distinguished chairman's committee <Mr. 
MILLS) on revenue sharing. I thought he 
was not for it, and then he got to be a 
candidate for President, and he got for it 
in a hurry. 

Well, what are they going to do with 
the money? Piddle and dribble it away 
and then there will be nothing in this 
country to show for it. The little town I 
live in is going to get $4,700. What can 
you do with $4,700? I will guarantee you 
they will spend it in one way or another. 
Some other city is going to get $16,000. 
And when you add it all up it comes to 
$5 billion. And 5 years from now there 
will not be anybody in the country, in
cluding my friend from Ohio (Mr. DE
VINE) who can point his finger at any
thing and say that this is what was done 
with revenue sharing. You had better 
build a $5 billion monument to folly and 
find a place in town to put it on. At least 
50 years from now you can say "There is 
Mr. Nixon's and Mr. MILL's monument-
revenue sharing. That is what we have 
done with the money, and it will be here 
forever." Otherwise nobody will ever 
know what happened to it. 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 10 minutes to the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. GIBBONS) . 

Mr. GffiBONS. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today to urge my colleagues, particularly 
those on my right hand over here, to sup
port the spending ceiling. 

I want to apologize to the gentleman 
from Wisconsin (Mr. BYRNES), for what 
I am about to say, because what I am 
about to say is pretty political and he 
did not know I was going to say this 
when he gave me all this time. 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Can I still 
reserve it? 

Mr. GIDBONS. Yes, sir; you can. 
We have heard a lot of fine speeches 

here today, but we really have a political 
situation in front of us. You and I know 
about Mr. Nixon's economic policy which 
resulted in an increase in the national 
debt in 4 years, when he finishes his term 
of office, amounting to about $100 billion. 
You and I know that has happened. And 
you and I know that the Congress cut 
the appropriations that he sent here by 
about $14 billion, but the public does not 
know that. We are caught. We have 
helped to spin a lot of the web ourselves 
and the press helped to spin the web and 
the President really spun the web for us, 
and we are caught in it and the Congress 
is pictured as a great big spendthrift or
ganization that is going to spend us all 
out of existence. 

And you know-but I guess the public 
does not know-that the Congress does 
not spend any money, the Congress just 
gives the President a check and says to 
the President, "You can write your 
checks," and he writes the checks. And 
the President is the one who is spending 
the money, and he is the one who is now 
asking for a ceiling. 

And as proof of that, if you look in the 
committee hearings of the Committee on 
Ways and Means there you will see that 
I asked the Director of the Office of Man
agement and Budget, and the Treasurer, 
why we needed this legislation, and both 
of them said that we did not need the 
legislation, but that it had a good psy
chological impact on this country. 

What they really meant was it had a 
good political impact for the President. 
It just further reinforces the old argu
ment that it is the Congress that spends 
the money and it is the President who 
wants to try to reduce spending, and 
we are caught. I think that the President 
has sprung a political trap. And then in 
February I have every reason to believe 
that he will come back in and say, "This 
is a little too tight, some emergency has 
come up that I could not foresee, and 
maybe we ought to relax the spending 
ceiling." 

He is not going to cut spending one bit 
further than he already could have done, 
and for which he now has the powers to 
do, powers he already has. Right now he 
has the power to cut every single nickel 
he is going to cut. He knows that. And 
all he is doing this for is that if we vote 
down the debt ceiling then he can blame 
Congress for an increase in taxes, so we 
are just foolish if we sit here and let 
him get away with that sort of thing. 
That is why I am going to vote for the 
ceiling. The President can already do 
everything that he is asking us to do for 
him, and there is no no other power we 
can give him that he does not already 
have. The President is just trying to 
make suckers out of all of us, and to 
make it appear as though we are the big 
spenders, and that he has made these 
cutbacks, and that he is not going to 
increase taxes, but it will be the Con
gress who is going to increase taxes. And 
if we do not pass this spending ceiling 
then it is all our fault that the taxes will 
have to go up. 

Well, anybody who has examined the 
conditions of the Federal economic sit-

uation, the income and expenditures of 
this country, knows that we are going to 
have to do something; we are either go
ing to have to quit borrowing so much 
money, or you will have to tax a little 
more. If we do not, we are going to keep 
on building the inflationary fires. 

So we are going to have to face up to it. 
I think we ought to say, "Mr. President, 
here it is, but you have already got the 
power, but we will help give you addi
tional backbone to help you use that 
power." 

And by next February he will be back 
in here asking us to increase that ceiling. 

I think that we are not giving up any 
power that the President does not al
ready have; that we have already given 
up years ago for controlling spending. 

The President has never in the history 
of this country been forced to spend a 
nickel that he did not want to spend. And 
I would ask any Member of this body who 
has any knowledge to the contrary of 
when the President spent a nickel that 
he did not want to spend that that Mem
ber would stand up and let me know 
now, because I do not want to mis
construe history. 

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

Mr. GIDBONS. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. CORMAN. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

I do recall that there was testimony 
that there were lawsuits pending as to 
whether or not among other entities, 
school districts have some claim on 
money that we have appropriated under 
a formula. 

It is my own feeling that that is pre
cisely why we are going through this 
exercise. 

I call the gentleman's attention to page 
2, line 20 of the bill that we are now con
sidering which says: "the amount avail
able for obligation as determined by the 
President." 

That is the operative portion of this 
bill. 

This President does not want to spend 
money which has been appropriated for 
education and on which the school dis
tricts have a legal claim. It is the only 
part of the budget that he cannot freeze 
and it is the reason we are going 
through this exercise. 

Mr. GIDBONS. I would say to the 
gentleman from California that I am 
familiar with that argument. It is set out 
in detail in the January 20, 1970, issue of 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. It was a Sen
ate insertion. There is some feeling in the 
executive branch, although the present 
occupants of the executive branch deny 
that it is true--there is some feeling that. 
perhaps the President cannot refuse to
spend money that has been appropriated 
for title I of the Elementary and Second
ary Education Act, and that amount of 
money controlled by that formula is 
about $1 billion. If he cut all of that out,. 
he could not get the $6 billion required 
to cut out of this spending ceiling. 

As I say, I think he 1s going to spend 
that anyway. He has done it every time. 
There is some doubt as to whether he 
can refuse to spend that. But he has 
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never spent and no President has ever 
spent a nickel that he had not wanted 
to spend in the past and he always finds 
some way to get around it. 

You all know that ever since the time 
of George Washington, this Oongress 
has tried to make the President spend 
appropriations to buy such items as 
horses and bombers and things that the 
President thought we did not need. Even 
a Veterans' Administration Hospital
President Eisenhower and President 
Kennedy refused to build and the Con
gress passed language mandatorily re
quiring that it be built and be built at 
a specific spot. 

I do not think that we are giving up 
any power that we ever had. 

Therefore, in holding up an appropri
ation he has always got his inherent 
power to fall back on-that he cannot 
spend money that he does not have. 

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

Mr. GIDBONS. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. SCHEUER. I agree with my dis
tinguished and respected colleague in the 
well when he said that the Congress has 
never been able to force the President 
to spend moneys that we authorize and 
appropriate. I think that is a correct 
statement. In a way I agree with the 
rightness of it. 

I remember when Secretary McNamara 
refused to build an atomic or nuclear 
battleship for which the Congress several 
years going had authorized and appro
priated funds. He felt it was not neces
sary and would be obsolete. So he refused 
to spend the money. 

So the so-called liberals at that time 
supported the administration, and were 
outspoken in support of the President's 
right not to spend the money that Con
gress had authorized and appropriated. 

You know that we cannot have it both 
ways. The refusal of an administration to 
spend money that we authorize and ap
propriate may in some informal way be 
a part of the pattern of checks and bal
ances that underlie the formal Constitu
tion relationships that make our tri
partite system of Government work. 

But I think you are going a great step 
further when you say that therefore we 
ought to abdicate our basic constitutional 
right and duty to appropriate and au
thorize, and set national priorities. 

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

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair
man, I yield to the gentleman 1 addi
tional minute. 

Mr. GIDBONS. We do not spend money 
here in the Congress. All we do is put 
money in the bank. The President spends 
and writes all the checks and he can 
refuse and has refused to write them. I 
think it is a political trap, and the best 
course of action is to gtve him what he is 
asking for and let him see if he can live 
with it. I do not think he can live with 
it and I do not think he will live with it. 

I will say to my friends over on the 
right, if our candidate is elected Presi
dent, he can come in here and rescind all 
this next year if he wants to. But we have 
that decision right now. I think we ought 
to make the best of it. 

I want to say ·to my friend, the gentle
man from Wisconsin <Mr. BYRNES) that 
I apologize for making such a political 
speech on his time. I know that he did not 
know what I was going to say when I got 
up here to say it, but I do appreciate his 
generosity anyway. 

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the gen
tleman from Missouri <Mr. !cHORD). 

Mr. !CHORD. Mr. Chairman, I wish to 
commend the gentleman from Florida for 
the candor with which he has just 
spoken. 

On March 12, 1969, I addressed myself 
to the debt ceiling increase then pending 
on the floor of this House of Representa
tives. At that time I served notice that 
I would not again vote for another in
crease in the national debt except in an 
emergency situation if steps were not 
taken to balance the budget. I pointed 
out at that time that fiscal responsibility 
had to begin in the White House; that 
it would be exceedingly difficult for the 
Congress to bring expenditures in line 
with revenues without leadership from 
the White House as Congress was inher
ently a spending body and not inclined 
to be fiscally conservative because of the 
pressure on each individual member to 
fund needed projects in his own district 
which are especially important to him. 
Following the remarks that I made in 
1969 I have voted against all increases of 
the total debt limitation. 

Today we find that the present ad
ministration has accumulated deficits for 
the last three fiscal years totaling 70 
billion dollars. The deficit for fiscal year 
1973 is estimated to be in excess of $32 
billion. 

Thus the present administration will 
accumulate total deficits in excess of $100 
billion. In fact, this administration has 
accumulated larger deficits than the 
Eisenhower, Kennedy and Johnson ad
ministrations combined and this sorry 
and fiscally irresponsible situation is the 
fault of both the executive and legislative 
branches. Neither can escape responsibil
ity. 

I believe that there is a direct relation
ship between such deficit spending and 
the inflationary spiral we have experi
enced in recent years. There is also a 
direct causal relationship between such 
spending and the recent devaluation of 
the dollar and when we view the $2 bil
lion trade deficit for calendar year 1971 
and the even larger prospective trade 
deficit for 1972, we face the grave danger 
of the collapse of our free world money 
system which is dependent upon the 
soundness of the American dollar. 

In the face of the crisis we face today 
I have no other alternative except to 
vote for H.R. 16810 establishing an ex
penditure limitation of $250 billion for 
fiscal year 1973. I do so, however, with 
great reservation because I deplore giv
ing the executive in effect on item veto. 
It is my sincere hope that the joint com
mittee to review operation of our budget
ary system will bring about methods that 
will result in balancing the budget with
out the necessity of future reliance upon 
the drastic method provided in this bill. 

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 

gentleman ftrom Michigan (Mr. WIL
LIAM D. FORD). 

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in support of the Mahon 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, ·today I rise in strong 
opposition to title II of H.R. 16810, which 
would give the President virtually un
limited power Ito reduce spending for 
Federal programs in order to limiJt total 
expenditures in fiscal year 1973 to $250 
billion. 

I am strongly opposed to this provision 
for two reasons. First of all, in view of 
the present administr-ation's misguided 
sense of priorities, I ·am greatly con
cerned that any provision which will give 
the President unrestricted authority to 
cut the appropriations of Congress will 
inevitably lead to a cutback of funds for 
programs in such vi tally needed areas 
as education, manpower training, en
vironmental protection and health. 

And second, I strongly oppose this pro
vision because I feel thaJt it will result 
in a dangerous abdication by Congress of 
irts constitutional role to determine na
tional priorities and to appropriate 
funds. 

I am sure that all Members of Con
gress share the President's concern over 
the escalation of the Federal budget. 
However, it is quite obvious that the ad
ministration's attempt to enforce a tight 
ceiling on expenditures for fiscal year 
1973 is a political, election-year gim
mick designed to point the blame for 
increasing Federal budget deficits at 
Congress . and away from the White 
House. 

The President has collltinually accused 
Congress of inflationary spending and he 
has used this assertion to justify his re
quest for new powers to cut spending. 
However, the statistics do not bear out 
the President's charges. For fiscal year 
1973, the House AppropriaJtion Commit
tee has actually cut $1.6 billion :f.irom the 
President's budget requests. In addition 
to these cuts, the committee and Con
gress revised ,the administration's spend
ing priorities to shift some of the Presi
dent's proposed military spending to 
domestic programs. Although expendi
tures for fiscal year 1973 have increased 
by about $6 billion over the $250 billion 
ftgme, every program which accounted 
for this increase was approved by the 
President when he signed the bills into 
law. 

If Congress were to limit spending to 
$250 billion this year, it would have to cut 
from $7 to $10 billion from proposals 
which President Nixon put forth in Jan
uary. And by the time that the ceiling 
would go into effect, 5 months of the 
fiscal year would already have elapsed, 
requiring cuts of from $12 to $15 bil
lion at an annual rate. 

My deep concern is where the admin
istration will choose to make these cuts. 
It is quite obvious that the administra
tion does not plan to cut the defense 
budget any further and, by law, it can
not cut funds for social security, veter
ans' benefits, public assistance, unem
ployment compensation, or revenue shar
ing. In view of the history of Nixon vetoes 
of key education and manpower training 
programs, it is apparent that the entire 
brunt of the budget cut would come from 
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the $75 billion allotted to programs for 
education, health, environmental protec
tion, manower training, and other crit
ically important programs. 

Former Budget Director Charles 
Schultze estimated that these programs 
would have to be cut by approximately 
20 percent in order to bring the budget 
within this $250 billion celling. These 
cuts would have a serious, if not a to
tally destructive effect-on many of our 
urgently needed domestic programs. 

Second, Mr. Chairman, I oppose sec
tion 201 of this bill because I believe that 
by voting to give the President unre
stricted authority to cut Federal spend
ing, Congress would be abdicating one of 
its most important constitutional respon
sibilities. The Constitution specifically 
granted Congress the right to raise and 
collect revenue with the power to deter
mine how this money should be spent. 
In recent years, however, we have seen 
this power seriously eroded by the Nixon 
administration's practice of impounding 
funds which have been appropriated by 
Congress. 

The President already has the power 
to make budget requests and to veto any 
authorization or appropriation bill that 
exceeds his budgetary requests. If the 
President is also given the power to de
termine how much money, if any, will 
be allocated for specific programs, we are 
actually granting him the power to legis
late and to administer simultaneously. 

Therefore, I strongly urge my col
leagues to reject ·this excessive and po
tentially dangerous grant of authority to 
the executive branch and to support the 
substitute which has been offered by the 
distinguished chairman of the House 
Appropriations Committee. 

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
8 minutes to the gentleman from Cali
fornia (Mr. HOLIFIELD). 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I 
have supported the 20 rises in the debt 
limit because I thought that was there
sponsible thing to do if I voted for the 
appropriations. I am willing today to 
support a rise in the debt limit, pro
viding it does not carry with it a booby 
trap, and that is what this bill does on 
page 2. It carries the booby trap of ab
dication of congressional power. Let no
body make any mistakes about it. 

We are in no trap, if the Mahon 
amendment is agreed to and we pass the 
bill. We are in no trap. If the chairman 
wants to bring the bill back without this 
item veto power given to the President, 
then we are not in a trap; and if he 
does, the bill will go through in an ordi
nary debt-rising way with the second 
section to set up the commission to 
study. It is only the material on page 2 
that will be stricken and the insertion 
of the Mahon amendment that is in
volved here, and that means we either 
exercise our responsibility as Members 
of Congress or we abdicate. 

We have had a lot of criticism in the 
press and from a lot of people about 
Congress having abdicated its power. Are 
we going to make that come true today? 
Are we going to give present proof to the 
statement that Congress is abdicating 
its power to the executive branch? I say 
that is exactly what the Members are 

doing if they accept this bill without the 
Mahon amendment. 

The Constitution of the United States 
says that we shall be coequal. It says 
that we shall do certain things and the 
executive branch shall do certain things. 
It is up to us to legislate the program 
and set the money, and if the President 
does not want to spend it, by the inher
ent constitutional powers, which have 
been claimed and never tested in court-
he can stop the expenditure. 

But what we are doing here is adding 
the statutory power to his claimed in
herent power not to spend. We are giv
ing him a mandate. 

I voted against revenue sharing for 
the same reason. I will not tax my peo
ple with Federal taxes and let somebody 
else spend the tax moneys for things that 
they want to spend them for. When I 
levy taxes--and I voted for every tax 
bill-upon my people, I want to know 
what that money is going to be spent 
for. 

Now we are in a box as a result of this 
$30 billion revenue ~?haring bill which 
we passed under the direction of the 
Committee on Ways and Means. How 
are we going to solve it? We are going 
to solve it by giving the President the 
right to selectively veto program after 
program. There is no mystery about this. 
We know that the President of the 
United States and his administration 
want to kill the great social programs of 
our time. They want to pick on educa
tion; they want to pick on medicare; 
they want to pick on the programs that 
the people of this Nation have and the 
people deserve. That is where they are 
going to item veto. They are going to 
pick the things they want, but they are 
going to use the item veto enough to 
make up for the revenue sharing money 
that they are going to give to people at 
the local level to spend for anything they 
want. 

I had an article by my local people in 
the Los Angeles Times the other day, 
and I asked, "What are you going to 
spend the revenue sharing for?" "We 
are going to build an animal shelter." 

So help me God, that is what they said. 
"We are going to build an animal 
shelter." 

What is the business of the Congress 
of the United States? Giving money to 
the local people to spend for animal 
shelters and a lot of other silly things? 
That is not a national program. Our job 
is to authorize and fund programs which 
are national in scope and national in im
pact, not local programs. We do that 
in this Congress. 

The signers of the Constitution wisely 
recognized that the Congress and the 
Chief Executive may not always agree, 
and as a result the Chief Executive can 
withhold; he can veto. 

And it is provided that we override the 
veto by two-thirds, and we did that. This 
is a delicate and important balance of 
power upon which our Government is 
founded. We are tinkering with the very 
balance of power between the executive 
and the judicial and the legislative 
branches when we abdicate our power 
and say, "Papa, we cannot do the job. 
Please come in and help us do it. We are 

not smart enough, we are not responsible 
enough, we cannot do the job." 

We will be doing just what many of the 
critics are saying today about the Con
gress of the United States. We will be 
abdicating our power and not doing the 
job we should do when we turn every
thing over to the executive branch. 

I say to the Members today I hope they 
will vote for the Mahon amendment 
when it is o1Iered. If that is done I will 
vote for the debt limit bill, but if the 
Mahon amendment does not pass, then 
for the first time in 30 years I am going 
to have to vote against the debt limit 
but not because of my desire to put on 
a spending limit. We can put the $250 
billion spending limit on and we can do 
it ourselves and we do not have to leave 
it to papa to do it downtown if we are 
responsible Members of Congress. But if 
we are irresponsible and if we cannot 
stand up and face this so-called trap
and I do not concede that it is a trap. It 
is not a trap for me. I can jump over it 
or I can walk around it. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, we 
heard today about the dictatorial power 
but we also heard it is a temporary dicta
torial power. That is like saying it is a 6 
months pregnancy and not 9 months, 
only 6 months. Are we going to go ahead 
then and deliver the baby? Are we going 
to deliver it prematurely or not deliver 
it? Or are we going to abort it? 

Why not stand up now and assume 
our responsibility and impose a spending 
limitation ourselves if the spending limi
tation is to be imposed and not get down 
on our knees, and give our responsibility 
away to the executive branch. 

The Congress is receiving an increasing 
amount of criticism over the abdication 
of its powers to the executive branch. I 
believe that we have justly earned a 
great deal of this criticism. 

In this session of Congress we have al
ready abdicated control over the expend
iture of $30 ·billion in federally collected 
taxes. I voted against that so-called rev
enue sharing bill because it erodes the 
traditional and constitutional "power 
over the purse" which resides solely in 
Congress. 

This politically expedient bill, which 
indiscriminently distributes $30 billion
not on the basis of need-not on the basis 
of desirable and controlled programs
will require our action on a Federal tax 
increase on our constituents within the 
next year. 

Like the bill before us now, the "rev
enue-sharing" scheme does violence to an 
historical and constitutional principle of 
accountability. This principle is that 
those who tax the people should directly 
account to those same people for expend
itures; that legislative power carries 
with it a high degree of legislative re
sponsibility. 

In the same session of Congress, we are 
now asked to abdicate just a little more 
power , for just a little while. We are told 
that the Republic will fall to communism 
or to a "strong man on a white horse'' 
unless we give the President the "power 
over the purse," which the Constitution 
trusts only to us. I cannot believe this, 
and I will not vote to destroy the checks 
and balances of our Government on the 



34618 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE October 10, 1972 

basis of that remote possibility. We are 
also asked to believe that the 535 Mem
bers of Congress are collectively irre
sponsible, and that we must have a 
keeper in the form of the President who 
is somehow, more responsible. This is the 
bill of goods which is being sold, but I do 
not buy it. 

I would like to help the President out 
of his great dilemma. I know that de
creased Federal tax income, due to the 
recession and its high rate of unemploy
ment, have resulted in huge Federal 
funds deficits. Billions in tax incentives 
administratively given to large indus
tries have added to these deficits. High 
rates of inflation have also added to his 
problems. 

I am willing to help the President and 
vote for a ceiling on outlays as he re
quests, even though these ceilings have 
never been successful in the past. But 
I will not vote for a bill giving one man 
the power which he requests. 

I have seen 30 budgets come and go. I 
have now served with six Presidents. I 
have heard every excuse for deficits and 
every justification for tax increases. I 
have seen good programs gutted, and bad 
programs praised. But during that 30 
years, I have never seen circumstances 
which I believe warranted a grant of con
gressional power to the executive to the 
degree which is now requested of this 
Congress. Such power is not warranted 
now. 

I will vote for the Mahon amendment, 
and if it is rejected I will vote against 
the bill. 

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

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I yield to the gentle
man from Florida. 

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. He is making 
a very fine statement on a very impor
tant issue of the abdication of the powers 
of the Congress. 

Mr. Chairman, one of the major arro
gations of congressional prerogatives by 
the executive branch was demonstrated 
2 years ago when the House approved 
President Nixon's proposal that the Bu
reau of the Budget be replaced by an 
Office of Management and Budget. We 
are close to a similar and equally danger
ous usurpation of congressional authority 
by the proposal contained in H.R. 16810 
that would provide the President unbri
dled power to overstep Congress consti
tutional authority over spending levels. 
The former proposal has resulted in the 
establishment of a powerful superagency 
invulnerable to the oversight of the Con
gress and an unprecedented fiscal club 
to be wielded by the President. 

The claim that the Congress has failed 
in its responsibility toward fiscal pru
dence in the face of sound fiscal manage
ment by the President cannot stand close 
scrutiny. Will anyone deny that the pres
ent administration has increased the 
budget every year? Is there any question 
that the Congress has reduced this budg
et through appropriations during this 
same period and, for that matter, for 
the past 25 years? A basic common law 
maxim in courts of equity was that no 
relief should be given him who comes into 
court with ''dirty hands." This "dirty 

hands" theory was predicated in large 
part on the reluctance of the courts to 
provide relief when the claimant, him
self, was responsible in part for his mis
ery. How then can we voluntarily dele
gate the one remaining congressional 
stronghold in the separation of powers; 
the power of the purse. I am not pre
pared to concede that if;he Congress is 
impotent to conduct its own affairs and 
bring into control what has been irre
sponsible Federal spending. I am not pre
pared to delegate if;his constitutional 
authority in spite of the strawman threat 
of increased taxation. 

Few of my colleagues could, in good 
conscience, ignore the need for a strong 
and reasonable spending ceiling. I have 
been calling for an end to irresponsible 
Federal spending from my first day in 
this body. But I cannot ignore the 
admonishment of Justice Jackson in his 
concurring opinion declaring President 
Truman's seizure of the steel mills an 
unconstitutional assumption of legisla
tive authority: 

But I have no muslon that any decision by 
this Court can keep power in the hands of 
Congress if it is not wise and timely in meet
ing its problems. A crisis that challenges the 
President equally, or perhaps primarily, chal
lenges Congress. If not good law, there was 
wordly Wisdom in the maxim attributed ;to 
Napoleon that "The tools belong to the man 
who can use them." We may say that power 
to legislate for emergencies belongs in the 
hands of Congress, but only Congress itself 
can prevent power from slipping through tts 
fingers. 

The smothering influence of inflation 
must be met. The President is confronted 
with this problem as surely as the Con
gress. But are we to throw up our hands 
and say that only the President and his 
sharp-pencil boys at the Office of Man
agement and Budget can provide the 
answers? The President, in an October 
7 radio broadcast, assumes that the 
Congress is unable to fulfill its consti
tutional role and its responsibilities to 
the people we have been elected to rep
resent. If this is true, we are in more 
serious trouble than we know. The Pres
ident said: 

(T)he Congress is not meeting this respon
sibility (fighting higher taxes and higher 
prices) ... The problem is the inherent 
weakness in the present structure of the 
Congress as a whole to deal with rthis damger. 

The President has totally ignored the 
proposal made by the distinguished 
chairman of the House Committee on 
Appropriations which effectuates the 
proper need to control spending, but pro
tects the supremely important constitu
tional issues involved; constitutional is
sues on which the President was conven
iently silent in his October 7 message. 
Mr. Justice Brandeis raised the serious 
separation of powers question in his dis
senting opinion in Myers against United 
States, -when he said: 

The doctrine of the separation of powers 
was adopted by the Convention of 1787, not 
to promote efficiency but to preclude the ex
ercise of arbitrary power. The purpose was, 
not to avoid friction, but, by means of the 
inevitable friction incident to the distribu
tion o! the governmental powers among three 
departments, to save the people from 
autocracy. 

The seriousnesS- of the administra
tion's proposal to give the President a 
spending ceiling without any guidance by 
the Congress as to where the necessary 
cuts will take place is to voluntarily dele
gate powers reserved to the Congress. 
Powers given to each of us as elected rep
resentatives of the people. I wish that the 
President would advise me how to tell my 
constituents that I have no voice what
ever, and, consequently, that they have 
no voice in .the decisionmaking process 
of where our tax dollars are to be spent. 
It is curious indeed how the President 
can on the one hand announce to the 
State and local governments that he is 
going to provide them billions of reve
nue-sharing dollars and then assume 
sole authority to .take it away on the 
other. The power of the Congress to raise 
and collect revenue and to determine 
how those moneys are to be spent must 
not be abridged. I strongly object to the 
assertion that a vote against the spend
ing ceiling is a vote in favor of higher 
taxes. We have been presented a viable 
alternative to this spurious choice and I 
earnestly encourage my colleagues to join 
me in supporting the substitute proposed 
by my colleague from Texas. 

The blatant usurpation of power as 
manifested in the administration pro
posal is consistent with the impound
ment practices with which we are all 
familiar. The January 1972 issue of the 
Washington Monthly chronicles the in
vestigation and findings of the junior 
Senator from Florida, LAWTON CHILEs. 
The article shows how a number of Fed
eral programs affecting rural citizens in 
the State of Florida were endangered by 
executive impoundment of appropriated 
funds. Research in nonchemical pest con
trol, rural electrification, water and waste 
disposal grants, and $75 million in direct 
operating loans from the Farmers Home 
Administration fell victim to having pro
gram funds withheld. 

Can we deny that this practice of the 
President is different from the item veto 
power he is now seeking? The President 
has demonstrated what must be de
scribed as a reversal of priorities for the 
American people by vetoing again and 
again much-needed funds for education. 
The Congress, interestingly enough, has 
never overridden a veto on a spending 
bill. The President, then, has been able to 
defeat the intent of the Congress without 
worry of being overridden by a two
thirds majority by impounding impor
tant funds for domestic programs. Yet, 
when he does veto a bill he has been 
given the support of the Congress. The 
strawman threat of being labeled a big 
spender by opposing the proposal to give 
the President sole authority for the ex
penditure of Federal funds is specious 
indeed. 

I concur wholeheartedly with the dis
senting views drafted by Congressmen 
BURKE, FULTON, and CORMAN in saying 
that "if we want to have a $250 billion 
ceiling this fiscal year, then it is up to 
us to make the cuts where they must 
be made, to tell our constituents what 
we have done and if it displeases them 
we will be the first to know." I do not op
pose the spending ceiling. Conversely, 
I strongly support the implementation 
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of spending restraints. I cannot, how
ever, in good conscience give the Presi
dent a no-strings-attached authority to 
determine where appropriated funds are 
.to be allocated. I reject this delegation 
of authority on sound constitutional 
grounds and because this is not what my 
constituents sent me here to do. I am 
privileged to serve a district of wonderful 
people-people who share my concern 
about irresponsible spending and the 
concomitant inflationary spiral which 
detracts from their lives. Therefore, I 
support strongly the spending ceiling 
with proper constitutional safeguards 
provided. The President has a sincere 
desire to bring Federal spending into line. 
I share his desire for this result. I do 
not, however, feel that I can sit back and 
watch this body delegate its constitu
tional prerogatives silently. 

While the impoundment of funds 
causes me great concern and the then As
sistant Attlorney General William Rehn
quist was reported to have written that 
"with respect to the suggestion that the 
President has a constitutional power to 
decline to spend appropriated funds, we 
must conclude that existence of such a 
broad power is supported by neither rea
son nor precedent. It may be argued that 
the spending of money is inherently an 
Executive function, and it seems an 
anomalous proposition that because the 
executive branch is bound to execute 
the laws, it is free to decline to execute 
them," the Congress can meet this chal
lenge by withholding funds from pro
grams given a high priority by the Pres
ident. This is not true, however, in the 
present request by the President for this 
unprecedented authority. The Congress 
must maintain the power of the purse 
or it will be grossly derelict in its re
sponsibilities to the American people. 

It is apparent from the hearings on 
this measure that the primary area from 
which cut-backs will be made is in the 
area of education. The President has 
demonstrated an unfortunate reversal of 
priorities for the American people by 
consistently opposing educational meas
ures. The education of our young · is the 
greatest priority of this country and pro
vides them an opportunity to improve 
their lives and enjoyment of life while 
contributing to the welfare of our coun
try. If the President wants to cut edu
cation programs, let him tell the Con
gress and the American people that is 
what he is going to do. Then the Con
gress, fulfilling its proper role, can de
cide whether these programs are the 
proper ones to be diminished. 

Suggestions have been made that the 
General Accounting Office be expanded 
to assist the Congress in locating and 
defining sound spending parameters. 
This would, of course, aid the Congress 

_ in obtaining a broader perspective of the 
total spending picture. The President has 
the responsibility of recommending and 
the Congress in enacting spending bills. 
There is a great need to assign proi>er 
priorities jointly drawn. The proposal as 
contained in the present bill is a dan
gerous delegation of congressional power 
and is masked in the gossamer cloak of 
preventing a tax increase during the 
next 4 years. Decrease Federal expendi-

tures through the vehicle of a $250 bil
lion spending ceiling; yes. Delegate im
portant constitutional prerogatives of 
the Congress; never. 

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
!minute to the gentleman from Cali
fornia <Mr. CoRMAN) • 

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Chairman, I cannot 
say much in 1 minute. 

I do think if we went along with the 
b111 as reported out by the Committee on 
Ways and Means we would be guilty of 
giving away the powers that people ex
pect us to exercise. 

I would call the attention of Members 
to one ·thing. The Mahon substitute says 
that we ask the President to report to 
us not later than January 2. If the 
Mahon substitute carries, I assume the 
President knows right- this minute where 
he wants to spend that $250 b111ion, ·and 
that is all I have been trying to find 
out since the President first asked for this 
unlimited power. I was shocked when we 
were rusked to give him that expenditure 
ceiling, that total authority over every 
other law, and yet he would not gilve us 
any clue as to where the cuts were to 
be made. If the Mahon amendment 
carries and the President reports to us 
later tonight how he is going to spend 
the $250 billion, we could act on the ex
penditure ceiling. We probably shmrld 
have one. It would be unconscionable 
for us to repeal every spending deci
sion we have made in the last 10 months. 

It is clear to me that the one appro
priation which the President cannot cut, 
but wants desperately to cut, is formula 
spending for health and education. Why, 
4 weeks before a national election, 
does the President refuse to tell the 
Congress <and the American people what 
he plans to do with the American peo
ple's money? 

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Mary
land (Mr. LONG) . 

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Chair
man, this spending limit is a gigantic 
hoax. It is a device to enable the Presi
dent to blame the whole situation we 
have gotten into, partly it is true at our 
own fault, entirely on Congress. We who 
work here every day all know that a very 
large part of the overspending is the 
fault of the President of the United 
States. I voted against revenue sharing, 
the President's bill, a couple of weeks ago. 
I spent a whole afternoon trying to get 
foreign aid cut down by a billion dollars. 
This foreign aid bill, the President's for
eign aid bill, is 2 ¥2 times as big as when 
President Nixon took over. 

Another attempted handout was the 
so-called welfare reform. This was the 
President's bill. I voted against this guar
anteed income and ·the Congress rescued 
the country from it. Now how has Pres
ident Nixon gotten this spending legisla
tion? Our trouble started when Nixon 
became the President, and the minority,
which was supposed to have been a fiscal
ly prudent minority, has been turned by 
the President into a bunch of spenders. 
That is when the problem started, when 
the Republican minority changed its 
spots. 

What a marvelous arrangement Presi-
dent Nixon has with Congress. Our col-

um.nists are claiming to be puzzled as to 
why President Nixon is not fighting hard 
to get a Republican Congress. WhY 
should he? He gets what he wants from 
this one. We have a compliant Repub
lican minority. We have an obliging 
chairman or two on the Democratic side. 
And the President has been able to out
maneuver us by arranging a token veto 
now and then of a popular program. 

After shooting the works on handouts 
to corporations and corrupt foreign gov
ernments, he waits until we get a really 
good program such as railroad retirement 
or the education bill, and he vetoes that, 
knowing that if we are going to do a 
responsible job, we have to overturn it. 
Then, he can claim that Congress is over
spending. 

Why should President Nixon want a 
Republican Congress? He is getting what 
he wants with this one and he has the 
added advantage that he can blame it all 
on the Democrats. 

The bitter irony of all this is that, 
while the power seems to go to the Presi
dent, it is more power than he knows how 
to use, or possibly can use. Where will it 
really go? 

The power will go to the bureaucracy; 
to the Budget Bureau and hundreds of 
other military and civilian bureaucracies. 
We will not know where or what we are 
fighting. Congress has its faults, heaven 
knows. But one thing about Congress: 
its faults are obvious to the :whole world. 
We have the Press Gallery sitting up 
here looking at every wart on our faces. 
Every rp.istake of grammar, every blun
der, is out in the open. 

But, what goes on in the Budget Bu
reau? What goes on in the executive 
offices of the President? What goes on 
in a hundred bureaus is totally unknown. 
Let us vote to keep it out in the open. 

For those who say that this is just 
temporary, let me remind you of the 
piece of legislation which paved the way 
for what the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. GIBBONS) just pointed out, the fact 
that we abdicated our control over spend 
ing a long time ago. When? We did it, 
if I am not mistaken, in 1905 when Con
gress passed a bill, a very innocent little 
bill which was designed to keep execu
tive agencies from squandering a lot of 
money the last part of the fiscal year. 
We gave them the power to withhold the 
money. They stretched that power into 
the present situation where they can 
hold back $12 billion worth of sewer and 
water funds and claim that it is the pre
rogative of the President. 

I say to the Members, if you pass this 
piece of legislation, this, too, is going to 
be stretched the same way as that inno
cent, temporary act of 1905 was. 

I oppose this bill. It is an unconscion
able abdication of our power. It is an
other surrender; one more defeat in the 
long struggle of elected bodies against 
official tyranny. 

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 mmutes to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania (Mr. DENT). 

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, I can easily 
vote for a debt limit, for a limitation of 
spending, but I just cannot vote for 
something which does not put some re
straint upon the spender. 
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Very frankly, if we are being rea-listic 
and want to do what the President is 
telling the public we should be doing-! 
heard him say the other day that if the 
Congress adjourned without passing this 
legislation, he would call it back into 
session-that already is a dictatorship in 
any form whatsoever. 

The gentleman from California put it 
very well when he said that there is no 
temporary dictatorship just as there is 
no temporary pregnancy. You can have 
an abortion, either natural or unnatural, 
but you can have one. 

Let us not say we want to get rid of 
this so-called temporary dictator by hav
ing an abortion in this country. This has 
been happening in too many places. We 
can still hear the thump of the goose
steps all over Europe, their echo may 
well reach this side of the ocean. 

I am a little tired of being called ir
responsible. Let us see how irresponsible 
we have been. We have a debt today of 
$450 billion. We are going to add, I 
understand, $15 billion more. That entire 
debt is made up of interest paid on 
money borrowed by the Federal Govern
ment plus not even one-fourth of the 
money we have given away or spent out
side the United States. The truth of the 
matter is thrut this Congress and every 
Congress preceding it has raised enough 
money in taxation to meet all the obliga
tions of the spending of this Nation, even 
the foolish expenditures we have made, 
if we had not gotten ourselves into the 
trap of trying to be the world's big 
brother. Just recently I learned the 
amount of our balance-of-payments 
deficit for last year, 1971. This year's 
deficit may well reach $400 million more. 
We have been spending more on foreign 
trade and aid far beyond our Treasury 
receipts. 

This has been hidden from the people 
and yet the Congress has cut over $14 
billion from the President's budget re
quest since he took office. 

Even at this late date Congress has 
cut $1,700,000,000 from the President's 
request. 

It is not that a spending ceiling is bad, 
it is only bad when the Congress gives 
the President the power to cut any 
amount from any program and add the 
money to any other program •at his own 
wish or whim. 

The President has indicated by his 
vetoes this term where he intends to cut. 
He intends to cut the people's program 
and add to the so-called military spend
ing. 

Military spending takes 50 cents out of 
any dollar of taxes paid. No cuts are pro
posed by the President but his record 
shows that people's programs will be 
cut. 

The way this bill was presented was to 
give the President the increased debt 
ceiling to $465 billion by tricking the 
people into believing that the spending 
ceiling would save new taxes. 

He failed to tell the people that the 
income is only $225 billion, and our au
thorizations from Congress are less than 
$250 billion. 

If he wants to keep from a new debt 
why does he ask for more than the in
come, more than Congress authorizes. 

The answer is simple, put another 
Nixon spiral-he will try to blame Con
gress for new taxes and yet he knows he 
will spend what he wants to spend and 
pay no attention to Congress. 

Any further release of rights by Con
gress can only mean that the people will 
get less and less for their tax dollars. 

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. PATMAN). 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I resent 
this bill, for two reasons. 

One reason is it does not take into ac
count in the national debt $70 billion 
that has been paid. If we do not take 
that $70 billion into account we will have 
to pay it again. We are paying $4 billion 
on it right now for interest annually. It 
is just that simple. Our fiscal agent has 
taken our printed money and bought $70 
billion over a period of years with that 
money. Of course the money is outstand
ing, and if we do not cancel the bonds 
the bonds will remain outstanding, too. 
That is double infiation. 

Another reason why I r.esent the bill is 
that it comes to the :floor under a double 
gag rule. One gag rule is bad enough, but 
here in this rule no Member has permis
sion to strike out the last word and speak 
for 5 minutes. There are only four 
amendments, and the rule provides 5 
minutes to the side on each amendment. 
With these four amendments then the 
show is over and the gag rule prevails. 
I do not believe that is right. I think that 
is taking advantage of the Members. 

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as she may consume to the 
gentlewoman from New York (Ms. 
ABZUG). 

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Chairman, I would 
oppose the bill even if it contained no 
more than another temporary increase 
in the ceiling on our national debt. As I 
said back in February, when we last con
sidered such a measure, 

I am not opposed to additional spending. 
I believe that we must be prepared to spend 
massive amounts for such programs as hous
ing, child care, public service employment, 
mass transit, and pollution abatement. We 
have for ·too long neglected these vital 
domestic needs in favor of wasteful military 
adventures, and if money alone is the price 
we eventually pay for that neglect, we will 
be fortunate indeed. 

The problem is that raising money by 
borrowing it merely adds an additional 
burden-that of the debt service-to the 
existing inequitable tax structure. This 
sort of device merely adds to the lion's 
share of the burden already borne by our 
low and middle income citizens, and we 
then add insult to injury by spending the 
money on weapons instead of houses, 
schools, and child care centers. 

There are better ways to raise this 
money. Revisions in the capital gains tax 
ceiling, in the oil depletion allowance, 
in the interest-free income from munici
pal bonds are but a few of th.e altema
tive solutions. In addition, we must re
duce our defense spending and apply 
that money to our domestic priorities. 

In August 1971, at the time he insti
tuted the wage-price freeze, President 
Nixon stated that he would submit a tax 
reform program to the second session of 

the 92d Congress. In February of this 
year, at the time we last raised the debt 
ceiling, Chairman MILLS wrote to the 
President, reminding him of his promise 
and concluding by saying: 

To me this matter is most Important if 
there is to be a. debt ceiling increase to ac
company borrowings required under the 1973 
Budget. I hope you will give it your imme
diate attention. 

We are now in the fourth month of 
the 1973 fiscal year, and the second ses
sion of the 92d Congress is drawing to 
a close. We have yet to receive the Presi
dent's tax reform program, and I suspect 
that we will never get it, so long as we 
continue to give him anything he asks. 
We would see a program very quickly if 
we refused to extend the temporary debt 
limit beyond the 31st of October, and I 
therefore think that we should vote down 
the bill. 

THE SPENDING CEILING 

The accession of the Ways and Means 
Committee to the President's failure to 
submit a tax reform program is bad 
enough, but the inclusion in the bill of 
title II, giving the President blanket au
thority to cut spending wherever he 
wishes in order to keep Federal expendi
tures for fiscal 1973 within $250 billion, 
constitutes a tragic and perhaps fatal 
abdication of the constitutional powers 
of Congress. 

It is expected that the total of the 
appropriations for the fiscal year con
tained in the individual appropriations 
measures passed by Congress and signed 
by the President will come to about $256 
billion. This means that under title II 
as reported, the President would have 
power to cut $6 billion from whatever 
program or programs he chooses. Having 
seen Mr. Nixon in action for many years, 
I have no doubt as to what kind of pro
grams he would reduce if afforded the 
opportunity, for this is the man who 
vetoes funds for the Departments of La
bor and Health, Education, and Welfare 
while exhorting the Congress to spend 
more money for military purposes. My 
certainty as to where Mr. Nixon would 
cut is further solidified by the report 
that Treasury under Secretary Walker 
has said that Great Society social pro
grams would be the first to get the ax; 
these are to include pollution, education, 
day care, and urban development pro
grams, according to Walker. 

We in Congress have failed our constit
uents and our country by refusing to 
exercise our constitutional responsibili
ties in the fields of foreign and military 
policy. While I disagree with many of the 
decisions we have made in this Congress 
with regard to appropriations, we have at 
least asserted our powers to make them 
and to decide where our money should 
be spent. But now, we are acting to sur
render this power too. 

The people of this country spend over 
a half a billion dollars annually on the 
operation of Congress. They get almost 
nothing for their money in terms of guid
ance in foreign and military policy, and 
now, they will get a like return in terms 
of guidance on appropriations. The 
chairman of the rules committee (Mr. 
CoLMER) suggested during the debate on 
the rule for this bill that if we do not act 
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to give the President semidictatorial 
powers now, our monetary system may 
soon collapse and we will have to give 
him full dictatorial powers. That such a 
statement can be made in good faith by a 
senior Member of this House indicates 
how far down the sor-.:-y road we have 
come. 

As I stated at the outset of my remarks, 
I do not think we should be cutting Fed
eral spending, but merely altering where 
we get the money and where we spend it. 
But even if the Congress believes that we 
are overspending, it is our constitutional 
duty to decide where to cut, and we can
not and should not abdicate that duty to 
the President or the Office of Manage
ment and Budget. The Mahon amend
ment would require the President to rec
ommend such reductions to the Con
gress, and we would then act on them in 
the exercise of our constitutional duties. 
I urge its adoption. 

Mrs. HICKS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, in our deliberations today on 
the proposed budget ceiling of $250 bil
lion, we are undertaking an effort with 
far-reaching consequences, and I hope 
that we shall approach this measure with 
foresight and caution. 

The record of this administration in 
arn.alSsing staggering public debt year 
after year clearly indicates the need for 
prompt action. I have strongly supported 
efforts to reform the budgetary processes 
of the Federal Government, and last year 
I introduced a measure, House Congres
sional Resolution 493, to help bring Fed
eral expenditures in line with anticipated 
revenues. For this reason, I strongly sup
port the proposal today to place a limita
tion on Federal spending. 

However, I have also been greatly con
cerned about the already inordinate pow
er of the President and the Office of Man
agement and Budget in the practice of 
"impounding" funds appropri81ted by 
Congress. We have seen the actions they 
have taken on vital domestic programs. I 
have strongly spoken out against that 
practice, and I introduced H.R. 12883, to 
require the President to notify C@ngress 
whenever funds are impounded and to 
create procedures by which Congress 
could approve or disapprove such ac
tions. 

This is why I object to ,the provision 
in today's bill which would, in effect, 
grant the President an "item veto" of 
vital legislation. This power is directly 
contrary to rthe Constitution. If this pro
vision is retained, Congress wlll be giv
ing absolute budget-cutting authority to 
the Preseident. For the first time in his
tory, the President would have an un
precedented blankcheck power to cut and 
revise Federal appropriations made by 
the Congress. There can be no denying 
that this would be an abdication by Con
gress of our constitutional power to re
view the budget, to alter priorities, and 
to appropriate funds. 

This provision would mean the death 
of many vital domestic programs. The 
President's recent veto of the appropria
tions for the Departments of Labor and 
Health, Education, and Welf,are is an ex
ample of the type of action to which this 
provision would lead. The administra
tion would sacrifice money designed to 
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help people obtain good housing, ade
quate health care, good nutrition, and 
quality education. 

This provision is also a shrewd politi
cal move by this administration, at
tempting to shift the blame for "over
spending" on Congress. In fact, this ad
ministration is notorious for the inac
curacy of its budgetary planning and 
predictions. More than once we have 
seen the President come before Congress 
in January to announce that his new 
budget will be balanced or will have a 
surplus; a year later, the announcement 
comes that there will, instead, be a deficit 
of $20, $30, or $40 billion. I do 
not feel that those are the hands into 
which we should entrust such enormous 
and dangerous powers. 

Therefore, I hope that the House of 
Representatives will delete the provision 
granting an item veto to the President. 
The real solution to our budgetary di
lemma consists in the submission of 
more realistic budgets by the President, 
and the approval by Congress of spend
ing programs that accurately reflect the 
availability of funds. 

Mr. SANDMAN. Mr. Chairman, it is 
with great reluctance that I support this 
measure today to extend the debt limit 
and also to transfer power that belongs 
only to the Congress to the President of 
the United States. I feel it is a delega
tion of legislative power that should 
never happen. However, under the cir
cumstances, since this Congress has re
fused to act prudently insofar as spend
ing is concerned, I feel compelled to give 
that authority to the President during 
the ensuing 8 months with the fer
vent hope that he will do what the Con
gress has failed to do; namely cut the 
excessive spending and curtail the ever
increasing deficit which will, in turn, halt 
inflation. 

I was tremendously impressed by the 
persuasive arguments offered on the :floor 
of the House today by the gentleman 
from Mississippi, the Honorable WILLIAM 
COLMER, chairman of the Rules Commit
tee. I feel his words were so well put 
that they should be engraved on the 
walls of this House so that this Congress 
and every Congress from now on will be 
reminded of the great crisis of 1972. 

Those who have taken the :floor to 
castigate the President of the United 
States, branding him as a big spender, 
should review their own voting records. 
Time after time, these very same people 
supported measures that added more 
than $1 billion in excess of the budget. 
For example, how did they vote on the 
HEW appropriations bill which came to 
the House floor from conference $1.8 bil
lion over the budget--we know where 
they were. They voted for it for a politi
cal reason in an effort to force a Presi
dential veto so that they could claim that 
the President was antieducation. 

During the 92d Congress, the big 
spenders have been the House and Sen
ate and not the President. Presidential 
vetoes prove all of this. 

To the everlasting credit of the gen
tleman from Mississippi, BILL CoLMER, 
is his departure from the political moves 
made by the leaders of his party for the 
benefit of his country. He warned the big 

spenders that the day of reckoning is 
here today, and if the attitudes of this 
Congress are repeated in the coming 
years, the outcome of the election on 
November 7, 1972, will make little 
difference. 

Like the gentleman from Mississippi, 
I will vote in favor of the measure al
though I am opposed to the delegation of 
any authority from the legislative to the 
executive body. 

I am delegating this authority to the 
President of the United States for the 
short period of 8 months with the hope 
and prayer that he will exercise better 
judgment than did the 92d Congress. 

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, I do not 
think the American people want Con
gress to give to the President substantial 
control of the Nation's pursestrings. 
What is proposed here today would 
significantly limit the authority granted 
to Congress by the Constitution on ap
propriations. Particularly would this 
measure give the President the power of 
line item veto, something that Congress 
has jealously guarded against all through 
the years. We have been criticized in 
recent weeks for abdication of power to 
the Chief Executive. This would be an 
extreme case of abdication of congres
sional authority. 

As a matter of fact, much of the budg
eting power formerly reserved to Con
gress already has slipped from the grasp 
of the Nation's elected representatives 
and into the hands of those in the White 
House and in the Federal agencies. The 
Office of Management and Budget has 
preempted many of the responsibilities 
formerly reserved to Congress. In addi
tion to this, billions upon billions of 
dollars in appropriated funds have been 
withheld from projects and programs 
which the Congress, by law, has said are 
to proceed. Instead of giving a new broad 
grant of aut.hority to the President, I 
believe we should address ourselves to 
the problem of withheld funds as 
quickly as possible. 

The matter now before us is of first 
importance. We are asked to surrender 
not only the power of the Congress to 
determine where and when tax moneys 
are to be spent, but we are asked to sur
render one of the last vestiges of protec
tion exercised by Congress over the tax 
dollar. 

Were we to take this unprecedented 
step, I think it be possible-even prob
able--that the day would come when the 
President--any President--would simply 
ask the Congress to appropriate money in 
an amount equal to all projected reve
nues or in an amount exceeding revenues 
by some specified amount. The President, 
the Office of Management and Budget, 
and the various agencies would then di
vide up the money as they chose. con
gress would have lost its voice in expen
ditures of government. 

Clearly this is the wrong way to go 
about the budgeting process. Of course, 
there are shortcomings in the present 
system. We labor through months of 
work in review of the budget, and, to say 
the least, it sometimes becomes a messy 
procedure. Possibly a committee should 
be set up to look into the whole proce
dure of budgetary review. But to give 
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away at this time or at any time the con
gressional responsibility for allocating 
funds would be a disservice to the tax
payers and would further erode congres
sional authority. 

Spending limits and guidelines are 
clearly within the purview of Congress. 
It is the responsibility of Congress to 
determine what programs shall be 
funded and where cuts in expenditures 
are justified. This is no way to change 
a system that has worked well and which 
insures the people, through their elected 
representatives, a voice in the way their 
tax dollars are spent. 

Mr. DRINAN. Mr. Chairman, we are 
presented today with a proposed $250 bil
lion ceiling on Federal expenditures. We 
are asked to give to the President the 
power to slash funding for-or termi
nate-vital Federal programs approved 
by Congress, in order to bring Federal 
spending to this arbitrary level, regard
less of the human consequences. By this 
seemingly simple act, according to ad
ministration spokesmen, all of our prob
lems will be solved and the high infiation 
generated by the massive budget deficits 
of the Nixon administration will dis
appear. 

If we give this unprecedented author
ity to the President, the country will suf
fer greatly for the foreseeable future. 

Ours is supposed to be a government 
of laws, not men. The law in this case-
the Constitution-is unequivocal: con
gress alone is given the authority to raise 
and collect revenues and to decide how 
these funds are spent. The 535 elected 
Representatives of the people were 
granted this authority by the Founding 
Fathers-not a few appointed bureau
crats in the Executive Office Building. 
The measure before us today is a con
stitutional Pandora's box. We are asked 
today, ironically at this time of danger
ously increased power-usurped power
on the part of the Executive, to give away 
that constitutional authority most basic 
to our function. 
If Congress passes this measure, we 

will be limited to setting spending ceilings 
and making unenforceable recommenda
tions on various programs-recommen
dations which, we may be sure, will be 
consistently ignored. We are asked to 
give to the Executive that which no other 
Congress has granted-the power of item 
veto. We are asked, in essence, to give 
ourselves a vote of no confidence. We are 
asked to admit under duress-the duress 
of the political season-first, that the 
535 Representatives who sit in this and 
our companion body, who each year en
gage in continuous consideration of the 
Federal budget, cannot be trusted to 
assess responsibly the fiscal needs of this 
country, and, second, that one man must 
have the authority to evaluate our work 
and change our decisions in his unlim
ited, unreviewable discretion. 

There is a great need for improved 
congressional scrutiny of the budget. I 
support the proposed Joint Committee on 
the Budget, and I agree that we need to 
adopt a more comprehensive and unified 
approach to the budget than presently 
exists. Also, I have often disagreed with 
some of our colleagues with respect to 
budget priorities. But none of this alters 

the fact that it is the constitutional duty 
of Congress to make these decisions, and 
nowhere have I seen any evidence that 
would legitimize the wholesale giveaway 
of authority this measure presents. 

Federal expenditures should and can 
be reduced. I have consistently voted to 
reduce Federal spending in nonessential 
areas. But such reductions should not 
come at the expense of proven, vitally
needed people-oriented programs-pro
grams for education-three education 
bills have already been vetoed by Presi
dent Nixon-for social security-20 per
cent increase opposed by President Nixon 
and signed by him with reluctance--for 
child-care funds-which President Nixon 
vetoed last year. Spending reductions 
should come in those areas of the budget 
which are wasteful. The waste in this ad
ministration's military budget, for 
example, is a national disgrace. 

The House is today being made the 
victim of a cynical political ploy by the 
administration. Throughout September 
administration spokesmen ~epeatedly 
claimed that there would be no need for 
any tax increase, not just for the coming 
year, but for 4 years. Suddenly the tune 
has changed. Now Congress is told by the 
President, in a paid political broadcast 
last week, that unless it passes this ceil
ing it will be responsible for the now
anticipated tax increase. 

This latest claim is simply false. If a 
tax increase is proposed it will have re
sulted from the pervasive failure of this 
administration's tax and economic 
policies-policies which have added some 
$100 billion to the national debt in only 
4 years, which have caused unemploy
ment, infiation and recession. 

This arbitrary $250 billion ceiling 
would be a fiscal disaster. A study by the 
conservative American Enterprise In
stitute, based on legislation already 
passed, and signed into law by President 
Nixon, and legislation proposed by the 
Nixon administration, shows that fiscal 
year 1975 Federal expenditures will in
crease by more than $50 billion above the 
proposed ceiling to a level of $301 billion. 
Included in this $51 billion increase are 
increases of at least $10 billion for de
fense, $19 billion for income security
including social security, medicaid, and 
medicare-$6 billion for health, $5 billion 
for expansion of existing education pro
grams, and $5.3 billion for revenue-shar
ing. The detailed American Enterprise 
Institute study shows that in order to 
meet the Nixon administration's "full 
employment balance," the administra
tion will have to increase taxes $21 billion 
for fiscal year 1975, $13 billion for 1976, 
and $6 billion for 1977. 

This administration's fiscal record is 
one of reckless spending. In its 4 years 
of economic mismanagement this admin
istration has accumulated a shocking 
$87.2 billion budget deficit, ·exceeding by 
more than $10 billion the combined defi
cits of the four previous administrations. 
Between 1970 and 1972 this administra
tion overestimated revenues by $27.3 bil
lion and underestimated spending by 
$17.1 blllion. For fiscal years 1970 and 
1971 this administration continuously 
predicted a total budget surplus of 
$7.1 billion; the final figure for the 2 

years was a !budget deficit of $25.8 bil
lion. Did they learn from their mistakes? 
No: the deficit for fiscal year 1972 rose 
from their estimate of $11.6 billion to a 
final deficit of $23 billion. In all, . the 
Federal debt sky-rocketed from $356.9 
billion at the end of the 1969 fiscal year 
to more than $477 billion at the close 
of the current fiscal year. And, most 
amazingly, unemployment continues at 
an intolerable 5.5 percent level nation
wide, notwithstanding the extravagant 
promises and policies of this administra
tion. 

The record shows that Congress is not 
responsible for these unprecendented 
revenue shortfalls. During the first 3 
years of the Nixon administration Con
gress increased total Federal spending by 
$3 blllion-1 percent of the admin
istration's total budget proposals. What 
Congress did was to alter the priorities of 
the budget, shifting our emphasis to ur
gent domestic programs without signifi
cant alteration in total expenditures. 

In contrast to the $3 billion congres
sional overspending figure, $8 billion in 
Federal revenues was lost as a result of 
permanent tax breaks given to big busi
nesses last year by the administration 
as part of its so-called new economic 
policy. This $8 !billion figure alone con
sumes the difference between estimated 
Federal spending this year and the pro
posed $250 billion ceiling. 

The Nixon trickle-down theory be
hind the business tax giveaways has been 
a failure. It was a misguided effort to 
increase corporate profits in the hope 
that jobs and stable prices would "trickle 
down" to workers and consumers. But 
this hasn't happened. Instead, prices 
have gone up, unemployment has not de
creased, and, while wages are rigidly con
trolled, corporate profits are approaching 
all-time highs. Unemployment has 
jumped from 2.8 million in 1968 to 4.9 
million as of August of this year, an in
crease of nearly 75 percent or an addi
tional 2.1 million unemployed workers. 
The Consumer Price Index has jumped 
over 20 points from the 1968 average, 
with the result that goods and services 
which cost $100 in 1968 now cost $119.96. 
Food prices-particularly meat--have 
soared. The number of workers on unem
ployment compensation has nearly 
doubled-from 900,000 in December of 
1968 to 1.7 million in mid-July 1972. 

During the years President Nixon has 
been in office the war in Indochina has 
stolen $65 billion from the American peo
ple. This year alone $13 billion will be 
drawn from the Treasury for this cata
strophic war. 

The Defense budget has reached rec
ord levels in this administration, and Is 
packed with wasteful and unnecessary 
projects. A General Accounting Office 
study, released in 1970, revealed a cost 
increase of $33.4 billion over cost esti
mates for 61 military systems studied. 
This administration has committed itself 
to the purchase of costly and unneces
sary weapons systems which will cost btl
lions over the next few years. Moreover, 
fror.n fiscal years 1969 to 1971 ~fense 
Department outlays exceeded congres
sional defense appropriations by $9.4 bil
lion-an example of how the congres
sional appropriations authority is al-
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ready being ignored by this administra
tion. 

Another source of increased Federal 
expenditures is the cost of paying the in
terest on the national debt. Interest-cost 
alone on the Nixon administration's na
tional debt increases has risen by $5.7 
blllion, from a 1969 figure of $17.7 billion 
to $23.4 billion. 

President Nixon has also consistently 
refused to increase Federal revenues by 
supporting tax reform. The Joint Eco
nomic Committee Economic Report, re
leased )n March 1972, stated that by fis
cal year 1974 "at least $10 billion can and 
should be raised through tax reform." 
This $10 billion by itself would be more 
than enough additional revenue to cover 
the estimated $6 billion difference be
tween the $250 billion ceiling figure and 
the actual expenditures without the ceil
ing. A recent study undertaken for the 
Joint Economic Committee by Joseph A. 
Pechman and Benjamin Okner of the 
Brookings Institution revealed that elim
ination of loopholes and special advan
tages written into the current income tax 
scheme would result in an increase of 
about $77.3 billion in Federal revenues
nearly enough to cover the total Nixon
accumulated debt. The study found that 
elimination of eight selected tax breaks 
for businesses and the wealthy would 
result in a total of $18.6 billion in new 
Federal revenues annually, and that this 
figure would rise by $3 billion to $21.6 
billion if the minimum tax provisions en
aCted in 1969 were tightened as they 
should be. 

A recently released Harris poll demon
strates beyond question that the voters 
want tax reform. Sixty-seven percent of 
those polled believed that the tax laws 
are written for the rich and not for the 
average man, and by a margin of 88 to 6 
percent support was expressed for clos
ing tax loopholes for the wealthy. Sixty
eight percent agreed that "corporate 
profits ought to be .taxed rut a higher 
rate," compared with 16 percent who dis
agreed. Fifty-four percent approved of 
tightening the minimum tax provisions 
for those who earn over $6,000. 

How can President Nixon support his 
own programs without substantial tax 
reform? How can President Nixon make 
good his promise to reduce property taxes 
without substantial tax reform? 

Former · Budget Director Charles 
Schultze has noted that if a $250 billion 
ceiling is imposed, cuts of between $12 
and $15 billion will have to be made in 
the next fiscal year. A large part of the 
Federal budget is virtually "untouch
able." These programs include Social Se
curity trust funds-including old-age 
and survivors insurance, medicare, and 
disability benefits-Federal employees 
and railroad employees retirement trust 
funds, and essential veterans' programs. 
Also "untouchable" are expenditures to 
pay the interest on the national debt, 
and revenue sharing. In addition, given 
this administration's determination to 
increase defense spending, it is highly 
unlikely that the defense budget will be 
reduced by President Nixon should he 
be reelected. 

When all of the "untouchable" pro
grams are subtracted from the Federal 

budget, about $55 billion remains. Even 
much of this sum is ''untouchable" as a 
practical matter-such as the FBI ap
propriation, highway construction funds 
and reclamation projects. According to 
one estimate, when all of these "un
touchable" programs are substracted, 
only $25 billion remains within which 
annual cuts of at least $12 billion must 
be made. 

The remaining "touchable" programs 
would either be terminated or their 
budgets would be slashed. In any event, 
these programs which at best would be 
subject to across-the-board reductions 
of from one-third to one-half include 
most of the civilian social service pro
grams that are vitally important to mil
lions of Americans: grants-in-aid to edu
cation, manpower training, health, pollu
tion control, urban mass transit, child 
care, housing and urban development, 
and environmental protection. 

The drastic cuts required by this ceil.: 
ing would virtually wipe out these crucial 
programs, and would have a grave effect 
on the Nation's economy. Hobart Rowen, 
the Washington Post's economics writer, 
has demonstrated that the result of a $12 
billion cut in these job-producing pro
grams would be a net loss to the gross 
national product of between $20 and $25 
billion-with a corresponding increase in 
joblessness, which, according to Mr. 
Rowen's estimate, would rise from the 
already intolerable level of 5.5 percent 
to a 6 percent. 

One blllion dollars in the defense 
budget on the average generates 35,000 
civilian jobs. The same billion dollars, 
invested in teachers, means 100,000 jobs. 
This billion-dollar figure spent on domes
tic programs could also mean 76,000 pub
lic housing jobs, 76,000 construction jobs, 
77,000 nursing jobs, 132,000 municipal 
service jobs, or 151,000 Job Corps jobs. 

The proposal before us today, then, is 
another example of the Nixon adminis
tration's lack of concern for people and 
their problems. For the benefit of a $6 
billion saving, a reduction in this year's 
deficit from $38.4 billion to $32.4 billion, 
the Nixon administration would add 
hundreds of thousands of citizens to the 
welfare and unemployment rolls and 
terminate or cripple social service pro
grams on which millions of Americans 
depend. 

In sum, Mr. Chairman, if any branch 
of the Government is guilty of irrespon
sibility in its conduct of fiscal matters, it 
is the executive branch in this adminis
tration. We have already seen our au
thority eroded by •the impoundment pro
cedure carried out by the President's Of
fice of Management and Budget. In :fiscal 
year 1971 alone, OMB impounded nearly 
$13 billion from high-priority domestic 
programs which Congress considered and 
approved. If we enact the $250 billion 
ceiling that President Nixon wants we 
will have abdicated the most important 
legislative function granted Congress by 
the Constitution, and in the process ef
fectively abolished some of the most ur
gently needed social-service programs. I 
urge my colleagues to stop the :flow of 
power to the executive branch. I urge 
my colleagues not to be taken in by this 
fiscal shell game being played by the ad-

ministration. We must reject this meas
ure. 

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Chairman, I shall 
vote against H.R. 16810, the public debt 
ceiling bill, because I resent the delaying 
tactics which this administration has 
consistently used to prevent real tax 
reform. 

This is the third time this year that 
the Administration has sought to be
guile Congress into extending or upping 
the debt ceiling while doing nothing to 
raise revenue through deSPerately need
ed tax reform. 

In February 1972, when the first ad
ministration request for a higher debt 
ceiling was under consideration, a group 
of Democratic Congressmen proposed an 
amendment requiring the President to 
come up with a loophole-plugging pro
gram for tax reform by May 1. We were 
dissuaded from offering it by Chair
man WILBUR Mn.Ls' letter to Mr. Nixon 
setting the even stricter deadline of 
March 15. 

The President simply disregarded the 
chairman's message. 

Later, in March, the Democratic cau
cus warned that further debt ceiling leg
islation would be jeopardized if the 
President did not at least indicate which 
tax loopholes Congress might spend its 
time closing without fear of a Presiden
tial veto. The Pl:esidential response was 
more silence. 

Then, in April, Mr. Nixon announced 
to a select audience of tax avoiders at 
Secretary Connally's ranch that his one 
objection to so-called loopholes, such as 
oil depletion and accelerated deprecia
tion of real property, was that they were 
not large enough. 

In June, when the administration 
came back to Congress with a second re
quest for a debt ceiling raise, we tax re
,formers sought to vote down the previous 
question so as to make in order loophole
plugging amendments. We lost, but by 
relatively close vote of 205-181. 

The debate surrounding today's re
quest for a higher public debt ceiling has 
taken place amidSt escalating budget 
deficit estimates and campaign promises. 
Rather than raise revenue by closing the 
loopholes which :finance his contributors, 
Mr. Nixon has resorted to the old notion 
of a spending ceiling to solve his 
budgetary__.and electoral-problems. 
This means that while millionaires pay 
pennies in taxes, Federal funds for senior 
citizens, for school lunches, for pollution 
control facilities, will be slashed. 

This administration time after time 
has placed the interests of special privi
lege over the interests of the average 
American. Nor do I see much hope for 
the future. "No tax increase," Mr. Nixon 
has declared, with elaborate and contra
dictory qualifications. But this deliber
ately avoids the issue. The immediate 
issue is not the overall tax rate but the 
tax structure. The issue is reform to 
achieve a fair distribution of the tax bur
den; once this is obtained, raising or 
lowering the tax rates will only be a mat .. 
ter of careful technical adjustment. 

The confused parliamentary situation 
created by the rule making in order both 
the bill and an improved substitute pre
vents me from offering my tax reform 



34624 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE October 10, 1972 

amendment on the floor. I shall there
fore vote against the debt ceiling bill. 

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, the 
President's request, reflected in the 
Debt Ceiling bill currently before us, for 
authority to decree spending cuts in 
Federal programs to limit total Federal 
spending to $250 billion is an affront to 
the Congress and to the American 
people. 

One need only look at the President's 
vetoes-health care, education, emer
gency employment--to know what pro
grr.. ms he would cut if given the go
ahead. That alone is reason enough to 
oppose this provision. 

The more important one, Mr. Chair
man, so far as I am concerned, is the 
effect such an unprecedented delegation 
of power to the President would have 
on the Congress and its role in our tra
ditional Democratic governmental sys
tem. The "power of the purse" is surely 
the most effective tool Congress possesses 
for setting national policy. Admittedly, 
the Congress does not always use that 
power as vigorously as it might and per
haps should. It has failed, for example, 
to use the power of the purse to end 
the war in Vietnam, despite the per
sistent efforts of a great many of us in 
the House to gain majority support for 
such a move. Nevertheless, to turn over 
a m:1jor portion of thls power to the 
President would, at best, seriously weak
en the influence of Congress in the job 
of governing this Nation and, at worst, 
would set us on a course away from our 
system of checks and balances and to
ward government by a single, all-pow
erful executive. To give the President 
authority to alter expenditures ap
proved and directed to be made by the 
Congress would make it unnecessary any 
longer for Congress to worry about how 
it allocates the Nation's resources and 
that, in turn, would go a long way toward 
making Congress itself unnecessary. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not believe the 
American people are ready to give up the 
direct voice they have in the affairs of 
this Nation through their elected repre
sentatives in Congress. I do not believe 
they want to move any more than we 
already have toward Presidential govern
ment. If anything, I believe the Ameri
can public wants to see Congress exer
cise its powers more fully, recognizing 
that the Congress is the best reflection 
of the public will and an active Congress, 
which takes its responsibilities seriously 
and guards them jealously, is the best 
defense this Nation has against the dan
gers inherent in a government by Execu
tive decree. 

Mr. Chairman, the President charged 
in a radio address to the Nation on Satur
day, October 7, that the Congress has 
failed to meet its responsibility to hold 
down Federal spending, and that to vote 
against the provision of this bill to give 
the President authority to reduce Fed
eral spending to $250 billion would be a 
vote for higher taxes. Both these charges 
are distortions of the facts, and identify 
this proposal for what it is-an election 
year maneuver. 

The Congress has cut Presidential 
budget requests by $16 billion since 
1968-by $4.4 billion this year alone. As 

far as taxes are concerned, I agree with 
the view expressed editorially by the New 
York Times yesterday that: 

The nation cannot keep inflation in check 
and meet its social needs without some com
bination of higher taxes and reduced mili
tary expenditures. 

To imply otherwise, as the President 
has, is a cruel hoax upon the public. The 
fact is, as Senator McGovERN has wisely 
pointed out, tax increases for super
rich corporations and individuals, com
bined with cuts in military fat, could be 
just the right approach to achieving a 
balanced Federal budget. 

In short, a balanced budget has eluded 
the President not because of a big-spend
ing Congress, but because he has squan
dered $61.9 billion since he took office on 
the Vietnam war and has opted for tax 
cuts for his big-business cronies rather 
than tax reform that could increase 
revenues and provide equity for the work
ingman without putting further strain 
on middle- and low-income families. 

Mr. Chairman, it is my understanding 
that at the appropriate time, the distin
guished chairman of the Appropriations 
Committee, Mr. MAHoN, intends to offer 
an amendment in the form of a substitute 
which would require the President to 
notify the Congress and enable the Con
gress to approve or disapprove any Presi
dentially proposed cuts in programs for 
which the Congress has made appropria
tions. While there are pitfalls to this 
approach, it is certainly an improvement 
over the bill as it is. To support the pro
vision currently in the bill would indeed, 
as Senator HUBERT HUMPHREY pointed 
out in a recent Washington Post edi
torial, be endorsing a "domestic Tonkin 
Gulf resolution," and I intend to support. 
the Mahon substitute. 

Mr. BADTI...LO. Mr. Chairman, it may 
be that the importance of today's debate 
in connection with legislation to increasP 
the ceiling on the national debt is bein~ 
inflated beyond all proportion. The far.t 
remains that Congress will increase thP 
debt ceiling, because the Governmeilt 
must pay its bills, and whether we ap
prove the spending ceiling mechanisrr 
contained in the Ways and Means Com·· 
mittee bill or the formula in the Mahon 
substitute national spending priorities 
will continue to be distorted and the ad
ministration will continue to prevent the 
will of Congress by impounding appropri
a ted funds. 

This being the political ceiling, Con
gress and the administration have been 
engaged in fierce and protracted debate 
over responsibility for spending increases 
and/or fiscal responsibility, responsibility 
for prospective tax increases, and so on. 
What has not been determined, in all the 
rhetorical flourishes is when and how 
we will end the war which continues to 
drain our national spirit and resources, 
when and how we will end the unemploy
ment and inflation which have wrought 
such havoc among millions of American 
families, when and how we will face up 
to the challenge of the urban crisis in
stead of ducking behind such phony is
sues as busing. 

The President, for his part, feels it is 
to his advantage to campaign against a 
Congress accused of profligate spending, 

and demands a $250 billion spending 
ceiling for fiscal 1973 with the implicit 
threat that any future tax increase will 
be solely the fault of Congress if such a 
ceiling is not imposed. He would like the 
American people to believe that he is 
the paragon of fiscal responsibility, while 
Congress stands guilty of reckless spend
ing. 

The fact is that congressional action 
on the administration's budget requests 
over the past 3 years have added only 
$350 million. The anticipated $6 billion 
increase in outlays for fiscal 1973 can be 
attributed to the black lung benefits pro
gram, the social security increase and 
revenue sharing retroactivity. It can also 
be attributed to a record defense budget 
at a time when the Vietnam war is sup
posedly ending. 

The administration's fiscal prioritie~ 
·seem clear enough: continued blank-· 
checks for the Pentagon and continued 
antipathy toward programs for health. 
education and nutrition. Impose a fiat 
spending ceiling giving total discretion 
for spending cuts to the White House and 
we will see more millions in funds for 
housing and community development 
funds impounded. We will see priority 
given missiles over meals for the elderly. 
We will see schools and libraries suffer 
while the generals and the defense con
tractors run up multibillion bills for proj
ects and programs that will never get off 
the drawing board. 

My own feeling is that a $250 billion 
spending ceiling is not unreasonable. 
There is no question that Federal spend
ing has fed the fires of inflation. But to 
give the President unlimited authority 
to determine the level of spending for 
each and every authorized program 
would be to abandon any remaining con
gressional responsibility for setting the 
Nation's policies and priorities. It would 
be the domestic counterpart to the Gulf 
of Tonkin resolution in which Congress 
abdicated so much of its responsibility in 
the field of foreign affairs to the Presi
dent-and with such tragic results. 

The unwarranted and unprecedented 
use of executive impoundment of con
gressionally appropriated funds under 
the Nixon administration has already 
created a constitutional crisis which has 
not been giv.en nearly enough attention 
either by Congress or the American peo
ple. I am not sanguine that Congress will 
move aggressively enough to recapture its 
lost authority, but of this I am sure: if 
the spending ceiling-item veto formula 
in the committee bill is adopted, the fu
ture role of Congress in our federal sys
tem will not resem>ble anything close to 
a full partnershio with the executive 
branch. The President will ride rough
shod over authorizations and appropria
tions alike, and the country will be run 
essentially by the Office of Management 
and Budget. 

With the hope that there remains 
enough vision and initiative in the Con
gress to tackle the real problems facing 
our society, I urge adoption of the Mahon 
substdtute requiri!Xg congressional ap
proval of spending cuts proposed by the 
President. 

Mr. SEffiERLING. Mr. Chairman, 
after all the rhetoric and rationaliza-
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tion is done, the question remains wheth
er the Members of this Congress are go
ing to discharge their constitutional re
sponsibilities or once again make a huge 
grant of legislative authority to the ex
ecutive branch. 

Members will recall that Winston 
Churchill, when he was Prime Minister, 
remarked: 

I have not become the King's first minis
ter to preside over the liquidation of his em
pire. 

I say to each Member here, "you anti 
I were not elected by the people of our 
districts to liquidate the Constitutional 
powers of the Cong.ress." 

I am shocked by some of the argu
ments advanced in favor of the bill be
fore us and against the Mahon substitute. 
It has been argued that we have already 
allowed the executive to assume many of 
the powers of Congress, so we might as 
well make it official. It has been argued 
that the Congress has failed to create in
ternal machinery to control spending, so 
let us give our legislative powers to the 
President. 

I strongly believe that the Congress 
should reform its internal procedures so 
that it can become a more effective body, 
especially in developing a coherent na
tional fiscal policy. Its failure to do so in
evitably results in an erosion of its pow
ers. President Nixon's request for this 
legislation is surely the handwriting on 
the wall. But surely it should spur us to 
take corrective action in our own house 
instead of giving another blank check to 
the President. 

Congress unwittingly gave away its au
thority to declare war in 1964 when it 
passed the Tonkin Gulf Resolution. Eight 
years, 55,000 dead, and a $100 billion 
later, Congress is still trying to get its 
war powers back. 

The Vietnam war should have taught 
us by now that one of the greatest dan
gers confronting our system of govern
ment today is the tremendous expansion 
of presidential power. Congress' author-
ity over the Federal budget is really the 
only check it has on the executive. It 
is the only way Congress can have some 
influence and control over our national 
priorities. Give that up, and we might as 
well repeal the Constitution and estab
lish a presidential dictatorship. 

The President already has enough 
power to control Government spending. 
He submits the budget to Congress in 
the first place. If he does not like the way 
Congress handles it, he can veto the ap
propriations--as President Nixon has 
done on several occasions. It takes a two
thirds vote in Congress to override a 
presidential veto, and that has only hap
pened once in the 92d Congress. It has 
happened only two other- times since 
1969. 

Under the Constitution the President 
has leverage to hold down spending on 
programs he does not like, but he has to 
do it in full view of the public, through 
the use of the veto. Ther-e is always a 
certain amount of political risk in that. 
What President Nixon is asking for, in 
this new proposal, is the right to cut pro
grams he opposes in the back rooms of 
the budget office. That kind of rule by 
executive decree would be a far cry from 

the open, representative government our 
Founding Fathers gave us. 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Mr. Chairman, 
the issue before us is really quite simple. 
If we enact H.R. 16810, we will have 
taken another important forward step 
along the course of economic expansion 
without ruinous inflation. If we reject 
this bill, we will have turned toward the 
same kind of inflationary spiral that 
dealt us such a damaging blow in the 
mid-to-late 1960's. 

H.R. 16810 provides for a tight debt 
limitation of $465 billion through the 
remainder of this fiscal year. The limita
tion, however, is predicated upon our 
adherence to an equally tight spending 
ceiling of $250 billion for the fiscal year. 
If we fail to provide the limitation on 
expenditures, the statutory debt limita
tion might well prove to be inadequate 
before the end of the fiscal year. 

Against this background, we have a 
clear-cut responsibility to act affirma
tively on both ceilings. To do otherwise 
would be foolish. 

Mr. Chairman, I certainly do not in
tend to go further into details of H.R. 
16810 with respect to either ceiling. The 
chairman of the Ways and Means Com
mittee, and others among my colleagues 
on that committee have thoroughly ex
plained these provisions. 

I would, however, like to comment ad
ditionally and briefly on the third major 
element of this legislation-the provision 
for a joint committee on budgetary con
trol. 

Whereas the expenditure ceiling would 
provide us with a temporary, short-range 
answer to our immediate fiscal crisis, 
the provision for a joint committee on 
budgetary control would offer the oppor
tunity for a longer range, more lasting 
solution. 

It would establish the basic machinery 
for congressional review of both spend
ing and taxing-machinery which is 
sorely needed. If we are ever going to 
get a handle on both income and outgo 
simultaneously in the Congress, we will 
have to move in the direction indicated 
by this third element of H.R. 16810. 

For a long time now, members of the 
Ways and Means Committee have been 
concerned about our inability to attain 
and maintain a good income-outgo over
view. We look at the administration's 
budget from time to time, in connection 
with proposals to increase the statuatory 
debt ceiling, and at those times we can 
and do compare and contrast revenues 
and expenditures. But these occasional 
confrontations with the budgetary facts 
of life have proved to be poor substitutes 
for acting on budget totals at the start of 
the appropriations process. 

Similarly, the Appropriations Com
mittee and the Joint Committee on the 
Reduction of Federal Expenditures have 
attempted to inform the House of the 
effect which appropriations bills might 
have on Federal expenditures. But these 
efforts, too have been inadequate in di
recting enough attention to expenditure 
totals in dealing with the problem of 
program priorities. 

Therefore, it would appear imperative 
that we create a new procedure to fill the 

vacuum which our organizational struc
ture has permitted to develop. 

Title III of H.R. 16810 provides for 
such a procedure. It may not include the 
last word on adequate budgetary con
trol by the Congress, but it does set up 
a satisfactory framework for real prog
ress toward getting a legislative grip on 
expenditures and revenues in this fiscal 
year and laying the groundwork for de
veloping a permanent budgetary control 
mechanism for the years ahead. 

In summary, Mr. Chairman, titles I 
and II of H.R. 16810 are essential to our 
continued economic well-being and title 
III is critical with respect to our hopes 
for budgetary stability in the future. 

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, today 
the House is considering H.R. 16810, the 
debt ceiling bill which includes a $250 
billion spending limitation. 

This bill has been attacked as a scan
dalous giveaway of legislative authority 
to the President. Indeed it is, but it is a 
legislative authority that Congress has 
never had the will to use for itself. 
. Certainly Congress should not give 
away its prerogatives. The Executive 
especially in the last 40 years, has al~ 
ready established definite superiority 
over the Congress in their supposedly co
equal roles in the operation of govern
ment. Only in time of crisis, and then 
only on a temporary basis, should Con
gress consider delegating its spending au
thority. This is a time of crisis. We have 
put a couple of $25 billion deficits back to 
back. There is no end in sight to future 
deficit spending. Our national deficit 
stands at over $400 billion. Our annual 
interest obligatons exceed $23 billion. The 
crisis is not at some obscure future date
it is now. 

The bill before us, I suppose, is bad 
policy; but it is necessary medicine. One 
can even hope that it might force the 
Congress itself to make the hard deci
sions to that the President will not be 
given authority to make his own decisions 
on how to cut spending. As I see it, that 
is one of the great advantages of this 
bill. It might force us, the Congress, to 
make the hard decisions we should have 
been making all along. 

I certainly would not vote for this bill 
if it extended the delegation of powers 
beyond the end of the next fiscal year. 
This bill has only 8 months of duration 
and does expire next June. 

The bill has also been attacked by 
those who fear that the President w111 
cut the programs in which they are espe
cially interested. We do not know now 
what he will cut, but we have an excellent 
way to prevent him from cutting any
thing. That means is simply to awro
priate no more than $250 billion. 

I do not know whether $250 billion 1s 
the right number or whether it should 
be more or less. In this bill I do not have 
the opportunity to change the figure any
way. I do know, however, that this is the 
first blll through which Congress has at
tempted to establish some "fiscal law and 
order" even though through it we are 
asking the President to establish that 
discipline for us. 

Perhaps the best part of this blll 1s 
title m which calls for a committee in
cluding members of the Appropriations 
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and Ways and Means Committees of our 
House to investigate and report back to 
the Congress-prior to the expiration of 
this bill-on methods by which the Con
gress can control its own spending proc
esses, or match its appetites to its re
sources. If the bill accomplishes nothing 
more than forcing us to look at our own 
processes of coordination, it must be con
sidered a valuable piece of legislative re
form. Obviously we cannot have one com
mittee spending more than another 
committee is raising. Yet, that is what 
has happened for all these many years. 

Many years ago, but during most of 
our lifetime, the Congress discovered 
that it could appropriate to its heart con
tent without paying the piper. Therefore, 
Congresses have been happy to appro
priate more money than our taxes col
lected and yet have never been willing to 
collect the taxes to finance our spending 
schemes. Instead of paying the bill in 
taxes, we consumers and citizens have 
paid the bills in terms of inflation, or we 
have had inflated bills deferred by con
trol systems laid over our economy. 

We have a number of choices in the 
Congress. We can raise taxes to satisfy 
our spending appetites. We can lower 
the spending appetites. We can continue 
to spend without taxing and have infla
tion. We can continue to spend without 
taxing and maintain very strict controls 
over our economy; but these controls are 
repugnant to most in this Congress and 
cannot be imposed on a permanent or 
extended basis. 

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I am going to 
support this bill as the only alternative 
that has been presented in the 92d Con
gress that will lead tJ:e Congress. ~r the 
country either to settmg of priont1es or 
to matching our income to our expenses. 
I know that it is not a good policy, except 
on a temporary basis; but I do not know 
of any other way to establish discipline 
in this Congress. 

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Chairman, Arti
cle I of the United States Constitution 
vests in Congress, and Congress alone, the 
total residuum of all legislative powers. 
The mere ability to pronounce law, how
ever, is of no consequence unless coupled 
by those appropriations needed to effect 
their provisions. This dual role of Con
gress must be executed solely by that 
body-to delegate one or the othe~ to ~he 
President is no less than total abdiCatiOn 
of the entire legislative process. 

The constitutional position of the Pres
ident is one who executes not institutes 
dispositive law. While he may be con
sidered a vital catalyst in propounding 
various legislative programs, the Consti
tution does not vest his position with the 
power to inaugurate law. This is the 
function of Congress-a function now 
sought to be rendered purely nugatory by 
the Nixon-Mills bill. 

Congress, as the duly elected legislative 
body of the country, is charged with the 
responsibility of arranging social priori
ties through a scheme of ordered laws. 
Throughout this session Congress has 
been in diligent pursuit of this duty. Now 
it is suggested that one man-the Presi
dent--be vested with total discretion in 
rearranging Congress' determination of 
our social priorities. To remove such 

power from Congress is to remove from 
our constituency the ability to fix respon
sibility for budgetary variations on par
ticular Members of Congress. Instead 
they must be referred to the Office of the 
Budget--a bureaucracy with no identity 
controlled by those civil servants not de
pendent on the ballot box for their terms 
of employment. 

There is no doubt the President must 
be armed with adequate tools to stem the 
tide of rising inflation in this country. 
The abdication of congressional law
making power is not, however, the an
swer, but an expedient measure unsanc
tioned by constitutional authority. Con
gress has already vested the Executive 
with one of the most pervasive and flex
ible pieces of legislation in recent times 
to combat inflation. The Economic Sta
bilization Act bespeaks of wide latitude 
in this area and yet the President, in his 
discretion, cannot, as of this time, find 
the means for its effective utilization. The 
power is now present; the President must 
decide how best to use it. Additional 
grants of power, unbridled by effective 
direction, can only lead to uncertainty at 
best and economic chaos at worst. 

The administration has, thus far, pro
posed increased national appropriations 
unprecedented in the history of this Na
tion. Now, the Executive seeks the flexi
bility of definite legislative powers in or
der to cut spending and curtail infla
tionary trends. This inconsistency not 
only bespeaks of paradoxical reasoning 
but also of a political system totally un
contemplated by our Constitution. 

It is for these reasons that I strongly 
support the proposed Mahon amend
mentr-congress must legislate, decide 
social priorities and have a voice in those 
appropriations needed to effectuate such 
priorities. The Constitution demands no 
less and the Executive can expect no 
more. 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, as a fiscal 
conservative and one who has consist
ently opposed the excessive spending en
gaged in by this Congress, but as one who 
simultaneously views with abhorrence 
the continuing erosion of the preroga
tives of this body as a coequal branch of 
Government, I am caught on the horns 
of a dilemma. On the one hand, there is 
a crisis aspect to the anticipated deficit 
for fiscal year 1973. On the other hand, 
there were more prudent ways to seek to 
avoid this crisis than to resor.t to an un
precedented new power delegated to the 
executive branch by a Congress that has 
difficulty imposing the necessary dis
cipline upon itself. 

I resent, as a Member of the legislative 
branch, being put into the category of an 
irresponsible child who must be dis
ciplined by his father. 

I simultaneously deplore the disposi
tion to proceed in this body with a cham
pagne appetite while the overburdened 
taxpayer has a beer pocketbook. 

Ralph Nader has referred to the Con
gress in his latest book as the broken 
branch. While I disagree with some of the 
conclusions drawn from his analysis of a 
Congress disposed to abdicate its respon
sibilities, I nevertheless feel there is much 
warranted criticism in his analysis of the 

increasingly subservient role played by 
the Congress. 

If this trenq is not reversed and soon, I 
am convinced that our republican form of 
government with its checks and balances 
will be totally destroyed. If it is, we shall 
become an impotent rubberstamp not 
just of the Chief Executive but of imper
sonal and unaccountable members of the 
administrative bureaucracy. There are 
ample historic precedents for such gov
ernments but tragically they have allied 
down the garden path to abuse and the 
loss of personal liberty. 

Societies that seek to be irresponsible 
and free, seek something that never was 
and never will be. By the same token, 
legislative bodies that abdicate respon
sibilities repudiate their reason for 
existence. 

I cannot, in good conscience, repudiate 
my reason for existence as a legislator or 
as a freedom-loving American. 

Woodrow Wilson, who was an astute 
student of history, once observed: 

The history of liberty is a history of limi
tations of governmental power, not the in
crease of it. When we resist, therefore, the 
concentration of power, we are resisting the 
powers of death, because concentra,tion of 
power is what always precedes the destruc
tion of human liberties. 

It is my prayerful hope that my col
leagues in this body will on the one hand 
refuse to relinquish any more of their 
prerogatives than •they already have 
while on the other hand assume the re
sponsibility of exercising restraint in ex
penditures necessary to avoid continuing 
deficits which eat into the pocketbooks of 
everyone-but most severely those who 
can least afford it-and can ultimately 
cause national bankruptcy. 

Mr. Chairman, I am compelled to vote 
against this bill. 

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Chairman, the Mem
bers of this body are probably aware of 
my efforts to focus attention on the de
cline of congressional authority over ap
propriations. This decline is due to the 
increasing impoundment of moneys by 
the Office of Management adn Budget. 

On July 26 of this year, I initiated a 
special order on this problem. Many 
members participated. 

The consensus seemed to be that near
ly every Member of this body has, at one 
time or another, had their district af
fected by OMB's impoundment of funds 
appropriated by Congress. 

Mr. Chairman, this may be elementary, 
but I, and my staff, have searched the 
Constitution in vain for language imply
ing that the Congress can only recom
mend appropriations. I know of no co
lonial-era OMB in our Founding Fa
thers' thoughts. 

And today, this Congress is asked to 
give the executive branch even more 
power-power that the Congress should 
exercise. H.R. 16810 represents a very 
disturbing precedent, Mr. Chairm-an. 

This precedent, if allowed to be set, 
means that 'anytime our economy is out 
of balance, the Congress is to step aside. 
The emergency may be 6 months or a 
year this time. Next time it may be 2 or 
3 years. Then we may begin to regard 
Congress as an advisory body only. 
Elected advisors do not make for democ-
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racy; elected decisionmakers do. Let 
us be a Congress of decisionmakers, not 
advisors. 

During the past few months, Mem
bers hruve been ·interviewed ·and reviewed 
by a project called the "Congress Proj
ect." Now the conclusions of this project 
are being made public. Many Members 
complain, with reason in many cases, as 
to the several conclusions of the "Con
gress Project.'' But this "Congress Proj
ect" has ·one conclusion, however, that is 
disturbing. This conclusion is that Con
gress is the weakest branch of the U.S. 
Government. 

Members of Congress, can we complain 
a;bout this conclusion if we continue to 
give up our powers over the budget? I 
say no, and I think that the citizens of 
America would say "No." 

I urge the adoption of the Mahon sub
stitute. We face a financial crisis. I think 
that my colleague from Texas, the dis
tinguished chairman of the House Ap
propriations Committee, has offered a 
substitute that meets this spending 
crisis with the executive and congres
sional branches as equals in the decision
making process. 

This approach, the Mahon substitute 
for title II of H.R. 16810, is a sound one, 
and more in line with the concepts of 
equal power among the three branches 
of government than is title n of the 
committee bill. 

I salute the Appropriations Committee 
for their work in the 92d Congress. They 
have trimmed to the bone many budget 
requests. Sometimes I have disagreed 
with the Appropriations Committee on 
specific programs. Overall, however, I 
have only admired their cost-cutting 
work this session. 

Mr. Chairman, I support controlling 
inflationary spending. Because the 
Mahon substitute does this without ab
dicating congressional authority, I will 
vote for this approach to controlling our 
spending. 

The fact is, however, that our deficit 
keeps growing year after year, our debt 
ceiling is raised year after year. In almost 
every year, we exceed our budget, and 
the unseen money of obligated funds 
keep flowing through the pipeline in 
larger and larger amounts. 

Thus, in spite of what the Congress 
appropriates, or fails to appropriate and 
in spite of what new programs the Pres
ident recommends or cuts, the deficit 
grows and grows. We must do something 
different than what we have done in the 
past. 

I think the primary responsibility lies 
with the Congress. In the final analysis, 
the Congress represents the people. The 
Congress must have the final word in 
the appropriation of funds. To be re
sponsible, it seems that Congress must 
control the expenditure of funds. 

For years we have ducked that respon
sibility. We, the Congress, must become 
hardnosed. I would think the place to 
begin is to strengthen the staff of the 
Appropriations Committee, and for the 
Appropriations Committee to be a budget 
officer, along with OMB and to set tough 
1im1ts of expenditures and make the 
Congress live up to these limits. 

Our hope lies in the Appropriation 
Committee. A strong willed, tough com
mittee. Else, we should not cry out 
against the President or the OMB when 
funds are cut. 

The Ways and Means Committee can 
help also, that committee passes the tax 
relief to spur up the economy at the 
possible risk of not bringing in enough 
tax money to run the Government. That 
committee also passes social security 
raises without providing adequate taxes. 
And that committee literally passes leg
islation such as revenue sharing, thus by
passing the appropriation process. 

If the Appropriation Committee and 
Ways and Means Committee worked 
closely together, with firm resolve, I 
think the Congress can control spending. 

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Chairman, I in
tend to vote for the bill and against the 
Mahon amendment. Neither vote is an 
easy one to cast, but I believe that the 
circumstances confronting us in the clos
ing days of this session leave us with no 
responsible alternative. 

The $250 billion ceiling presents the 
House admittedly with a real dilemma. 
In approving it we do give the President 
temporary authority to supercede the ac
tion of the Congress in the matter of ap
propriations. Certainly under normal cir
cumstances, we should not yield this au
thority. But this bill also authorizes a 
further sizeable increase in the national 
debt. And we in the House bear a share of 
the responsibility for this increase. If we 
do not like these continuing deficits then 
we must somehow find some way to put 
some top limit on our spending and hold 
down this deficit. 

This we have not so far done. And with 
only a few days left in the session it is 
unrealistic to think that we can do it in 
the next few days through the normal 
legislative processes. 

The Mahon amendment is no real al
ternative to the committee b111, because 
it provides no real spending cut, and very 
little prospect of any real cuts in the 
future. 

I wish some other alternative had been 
offered that would have made cuts yet 
at the same time retained control in our 
hands, such as an overall percentage re
duction, for example. But no such pro
posal has been offered to us. 

The adoption of this ceiling will not 
be painless, of course. The people do want 
Federal spending; they want substantial 
Federal help, no less so in New York State 
than elsewhere. But the people also do 
not want more taxes, and that is even 
more true of New Yorkers than of citizens 
in other States. And if we insist on going 
into debt, without making any effort at 
all to hold the line on spending, then 
further taxes can be the only ultimate re
sult. And so in the interests of fiscal sta
bility and support the committee bill and 
the President's proposed ceiling. 

But I do hope we will move quickly to 
prevent this same situation from con
fronting us again next year. The 1946 
Legislative Reorganization Act directed 
Congress to institute its own legislative 
budget controls. But Congress has never 
carried out that mandate. It is time we 
did so now; and I hope the new study 
committee which this legislation creates 

will have such proposals for us to vote on 
early next year-if we are lucky to be 
back. In that way Congress can then re
cover our proper powers over the purse 
next year and prevent any recurrence of 
the present painful dilemma. 

Mr. HEINZ. Mr. Chairman, I rise to 
oppose H.R. 16810 and the proposed 
Mahon amendment to it. At the outset 
I want to make it clear that I share the 
concern of my colleagues and of the 
President about the need for a $250 bU
lion ceiling on spending. However, in 
granting extraordinary powers to the 
President for a 6-month period, this bill 
removes Congress from the budgetary 
process. And the Mahon amendment 
which attempts to curb the effects of 
this bill by keeping congressional con
trol over budgets has a glaring defect. 
It refuses to accept congressional re
sponsibility for setting a ceiling under 
which we can all live. 

I firmly believe that Congress can and 
must be held accountable for an annual 
self-imposed spending limit. In this 
same context it is clear that any at
tempt to curtail congressional involve
ment in the budget process results in a 
serious abdication of the power dele
gated to the Congress by the Constitu
tion. No Congress should give any Presi
dent the statuatory line item veto power 
incorporated in this bill. 

This bill authorizes not oniy an un
sound principle but a dangerous prece
dent by sanctioning for the first time the 
impounding by the President of funds 
duly authorized and appropriated by the 
Congress. This in itself is an unwar
ranted grant of power to the executive 
branch. However, H.R. 16810 goes far 
beyond even this by giving to the execu
tive branch the clear authority to reduce 
or eliminate appropriations for congres
sionally mandated and guaranteed pro
grams such as Veterans Benefits arld 
even the social security program itself. 

In voting against this measure I would 
like to propose the following course of 
action for Congress: 

That we pass a spending ceiling for 
the next fiscal year by June 30 each 
year; that we require passage of all ap
propriations before the first dollar can 
be spent for any budgetary line item; 
and that we apply a pro-rata reduction 
to all appropriations when the total 
budget exceeds the limit established by 
Congress. I believe such an approach, 
rather than what is proposed in H.R. 
16810, will effectively make us in the 
Congress live up to our constitutional 
responsibilities and avoid further buck- · 
passing to the executive branch. 

Mr. GALIFIANAKIS. Mr. Chairman, 
the manner in which Congress appro
priates and budgets funds is one of the 
most fundamental problems confronting 
our Government today. The American 
people are rightfully concerned about 
this issue and I am certain that we are 
all anxious to see reforms in this area. 
,At this point, I feel there is a distinct 
danger that the real issues surrounding 
the proposals which Congress is consid
ering today will get lost in the flurry of 
activity which marks the last hours of 
this session. There is so little time to 
discuss the complexities and conse-

. 
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quences of the proposals before the Con
gress and their political implications. 

The salient principle brought out in 
today's debate has been the constitu
tional responsibility of the Congress to 
manage our Nation's budget. When there 
is time and opportunity, Congress must 
come to grips with this problem. 

Earlier this session I introduced a bill 
I believe is a reasonable and workable al
ternative to our present fiscal chaos. It 
is the result of a careful examination of 
the alternatives which I believe are 
available to Congress. 

The bill which I introduced, the Fis
cal Responsibility Act of 1972, contains 
four sections: 

The first would make the fiscal year 
coincide with the calendar year. Such a 
change would help enable members of 
Congress to plan budgets more effectively 
on the long-range comprehensive basis. 

The second establishes an annual 
spending ceiling which could not be ex
ceeded unless some provision is made 
to raise the additional revenue. The only 
exceptions would be in cases of national 
emergency or natural disaster. 

The third establishes a Federal im
poundment procedure which will regu
late and limit the manner in which a 
President may withhold appropriated 
funds. 

The fourth, and I believe one of the 
most important sections of my bill, would 
authorize Congress to undertake a study 
of alternative budgetary and fiscal pro
cedures. This study would be a compre
hensive look at all the paths available 
to the Congress to achieve a rational and 
effective fiscal procedure. 

I believe my bill represents the most 
reasonable approach to our fiscal prob
lems. It takes immediate steps toward 
achieving the goal of giving Congress 
greater control over spending, economic 
planning, and bureaucratic growth. 

But, it also provides for further study 
into the matter to determine which addi
tional steps should be taken, if any. I 
sincerely believe that my bill represents 
the most responsible answer to the v!tal 
question of fiscal reform. 

However, the problem presented to us, 
well articulated and argued by Chair
man MILLS supporting his bill and Chair
man MAHoN supporting his substitute, is 
one that must be answered by a vote to
day. Spending must be controlled, e.nd 
the President has asked for the help of 
the Congress. I will vote with Chairman 
MILLS today in hopes of helping the 
President to control spending and in
flation. In the next Congress I will exert 
my influence to reach the objective which 
Chairman MILLS and Chairman MAHON 
obviously agree on-that is, we must en
act final legislation such as I earlier in
troduced which helps the Congress to 
recapture their responsibility through 
internal structural reform. 

Mr. RANDALL. Mr. Chairman, I sup
port H.R. 16810 which provides for a 
temporary increase in the public debt 
limit, but also more importantly places a 
limitation on expenditures and net lend
ing for the :fiscal year ending June 30, 
1973. 

Those of us who have been here in the 
Congress any length of time have trav-

eled down the road of debt increases 
many times before. We have had the op
portunity to be responsible in the sense 
.that we have to recognize that when the 
money has been spent and the bills come 
due they must be paid. Those with a long 
history of voting against an increase in 
the debt ceiling believe they are con
sistent. Yet it would be interesting to find 
out how many of those who have con
stantly voted against the increase in the 
debt ceiling have also voted against total 
appropriations in an amount equal to the 
increase needed, and also whether or not 
over the years they have been as constant 
or consistent in voting against all non
essential expenditures as they have been 
in voting against raising the ceiling. 

During the debate we have heard the 
expression used several times that we are 
at a crisis in this country. This is true. In 
only 5 of the past 20 years has the 
Federal Government shown a budget sur
plus. The only really substantial surplus 
was the $4 billion one in 1956 following 
the very small $50 million surplus in 1952. 
Over all the other years the deficits have 
ranged from $1 billion in 1954 to $25 bil
lion in 1968, and now the accumulated 
deficits from 1969 to 1973 during the 
Nixon administration total $75.8 billion, 
including the estimated $27 billion deficit 
for fiscal year 1973. 

Mr. Chairman, it is not pleasant to 
have to vote for an increase in the debt 
limit. In the past I have seriously con
sidered voting against such lifting of the 
ceiling. But what may be pleasant or even 
popular is not the point at issue today. 
Without such an increase in the debt 
limit all the items drawn against the 
Treasury are faced with the threat ·that 
the limit of our national credit will not 
permit their payment. Think of it. So
cial security beneficiaries, members of 
our Armed Forces, recipients of veterans 
benefits, Government workers, suppliers 
of goods and services would not be paid if 
the debt limit is not increased. Put very 
simply, when bills come due and the debt 
limitation 1s so low it does not permit 
their payment, all operations of our Gov
ernment come to a screeching halt. I am 
sure no Member wants to assume even a 
small part of the responsibility for such a 
happening. 

During general debate on this bill, we 
heard such comments as "the danger 
flag is up," and also such comments as 
"if the credit of our country 1s gone, we 
will be destroying our country from 
within." It was argued that we should 
have been able to see the crisis was com
ing for years. But now it is here. Some
thing must be done. The distinguished 
chairman of the Rules Committee, the 
gentleman frQill Mississippi, presented 
some figures that are impossible to re
fute. The interest on the national debt 
now runs $2,637,000 an hour, $44,000 a 
minute, and $735 every second. I am not 
certain of the factual basis for the asser
tion, but in a discussion of how long it 
would take to pay off the debt based on 
the record of repayment since the close 
of World War II, it was stated that it 
would take about 900 years. If that 1s 
true, then it is certain we are not putting 
a burden on our grandchildren, but on 
our great, great, great grandchildren, 

and even this kind of thinking is based 
on the assumption that if we do not do 
something very soon about the national 
debt, our beloved Republic may not last 
long enough to see the debt retired. 

As we approach the vote on this meas
ure in the heat of this election year, some 
may wish to consider what is the politic 
thing to do or the impolitic thing not 
to do. We all concede that to give this 
power to the President under title II to 
limit expenditures and net lending for 
fiscal 1973 to $250 billion, is a rather 
unusual grant of power. Why is this 
necessary? Simply because Congress has 
demonstrated again and again that it 
cannot or will not limit expenditures. 
Organized pressures for spending by 
special interests seem to be so great that 
Congress always yields. 

As much as any other Member, I hate 
to think of abdicating any of our powers 
in the Congress. But we may be at a 
point right now where there is no other 
alternative. The time has come to call a 
spade a spade. As I understand the tem
per of my district, two of the biggest 
issues, are the concern over a possible 
tax increase next year and the twin con
cern over continued inflation. Now I have 
never been one of those that believes 
each and everything the President tells 
us. Back on October 7 he indicated that 
in his judgment a vote against the 
spending ceiling of $250 billion for this 
current fiscal year could very well be a 
vote for higher taxes in 1973, and went 
on to indicate that if H.R. 16810 is passed 
and the title n limitations are imposed, 
there would be no tax raise in 1973 and 
perhaps not in 1974. 

If I had any inclination to oppose a 
proposal to fix some kind of firm limita
tion on expenditures I would be going 
against a commitment which I made 
throughout my congressional district last 
spring, and particularly at several large 
gatherings during the month of May. At 
that time I said something had to give, 
something had to be done, or else when 
the time came that the people of this 
country and throughout the world real
ized that our debt was $500 billion, a new 
word would creep into our vocabulary. 
The people would soon realize that this 
$500 billion was really one-half trillion, 
and as the meaning of the overpowering 
magnitude of a trillion dollars soaked 
in to the understanding of our people 
and also the rest of the people in the 
world, there would be a kind of earth
quake in our own stock market and all 
the international money markets. The 
dollar would be in more trouble than it 
had never seen before. I cannot and 
will not talk out of one side of my mouth 
in my district and talk out of the other 
side of my mouth on the fioor of this 
House. I will never indulge in this kind 
of double talk or conduct myself in this 
manner. 

Mr. Chairman, another reason that I 
support H.R. 16810, is because its title 
ill sets up a joint committee to review 
the operation of the budget ceiling and 
to recommend procedures for improving 
congressional control of budgetary out
lays and receipt totals. Those who sug
gest we have one appropriations commit
tee are incorrect and inaccurate. As a 
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matter of fact we have over a dozen 
committees on appropriations, and this 
leads to a fragmented review of the total 
budget. The only budget we have today 
is rthe budget of the executive 'branch. 

Many years ago under thrrut beloved 
Missourian, Clarence Cannon, for 1 year 
there was a consideration of all appro
priations bills in one measure at one 
time. It was an ordeal, bUJt the record 
shows rthere was a substantial surplus 
that year. Title m of this bill may not 
be perfect, but it is lthe start of an ap
proach to what in my judgment should 
have been the law long ago, and thrut is 
that no appropriations bill can be con
sidered. until the Congress-repeat, the 
Congress-adopts a comprehensive 
budget for the fiscal year on its own, 
not some budget prepared by the execu
tive branch. Any housewife knows that 
there is no way for her to work under 
a household budget unless she sets a 
ceiling for all the family expenditures 
that she must control. We in Congress 
have failed to follow such a sensible pat
tern. Therefore, I suggest that we are all 
ultimaJtely responsible for where we are 
t;oday. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, it has been sug
gested that we are abdicating our re
sponsibility and turning everything over 
to the President. That is not true. Rather, 
we abdicated our responsibility long be
fore this bill ever came ~along. Why is this 
so? Because we never saw fit or took the 
time to propose or work out a congres
sional budget. All we do is go through the 
motions of adding or subtracting a few 
items from the budget of the executive 
branch. We have never devised a vehicle 
for adequate congressional control over 
our Federal outlays. 

Moreover, we must devise some kind 
of mechanism which will consider all 
nonappropriated funds in one bucket or 
one basket along with all the appropri
ated funds rather than just adding or 
taking away a little bit here and there 
from the items of the executive budget 
turned over to us, at the beginning of 
each calendar year. 

To complicate matters, we have back
door spending. There is far too much of 
this automatic spending. Perhaps that is 
the chief reason for the great inflationary 
impact that we are experiencing today. 
The only alternative that I see at this 
time is to try to work out some kind of 
control over total spending by adopting 
our own congressional budget. Another 
one of our faults is that all we do is con
sider obligational authority. We never 
carefully consider expenditure control. 
In other words, we never consider what 
will be spent in any given year but only 
extend obligational authorities over a 
year or years in the future. 

In my view there is nothing wrong or 
evil about title m. It simply creates a 
joint committee of 30 members from 
the Ways and Means Committee and the 
Appropriations Committee, and on the 
other side from their Finance Committee 
and their Appropriations Committee. 
Years ago all revenue and appropriations 
was considered by one committee. Per
haps this historic situation is a kind of 
precedent for title m of this bill. 

As we come to a vote on this bill it 

should be remembered that at the pres
ent time the Executive already has the 
power to withhold expenditures except 
in a few prohibited areas. Actually this 
bill does little more than the President 
can already do without this bill. It has 
been argued that Congress is today the 
weakest part of the tripod of our Gov
ernment, and that this kind of a thing 
will make it even weaker. It is suggested 
that this grant of authority gives the 
President power no previous Congress has 
ever granted him. Well, those arguments 
may be partially true, but if I read the 
temper of my constituents correctly, they 
are not interested in some close case of 
constitutional interpretation. They are 
not interested in any jurisdictional mat
ter, or even any point of parliamentary 
procedure. What they want and will de
mand is an expenditure control to avoid 
an increase in taxes. They want this now, 
and they want to be sure that unre
strained expenditures will not add more 
fuel to the fires of inflation. 

Mr. ChairmBtn, I would have preferred 
that there be a clause in this bill that 
the President can not cut any program 
more than 5 or 10 percent. If the rule 
under which this bill came to the floor 
would have permitted it, I would have 
offered such an amendment. I opposed 
the so-called Mahon substitute. There 
was nothing wrong with it, except that it 
just did not do anything or accomplish 
much of anything. It was meaningless. 

I support this temporary increase and 
I also support title n with the $250 btl
lion limitation on expenditures and net 
lending for fiscal 1973. It must be em
phasized that this is a temporary limi
tation. I agree it would be a bad thing to 
do this permanently. It would be unwise 
if we made this a habit and did this year 
after year. But such is not the case. Just 
as the debt ceiling increase is temporary, 
so is title II temporary. It is so temporary 
that it only applies until June 30, 1973, 
just about 8 months away. But we are in 
a crisis. We are in trouble. We are af
flicted with the great disease of spending 
more and more each year than we take 
in, in revenue. A dread disease calls for 
some bitter medicine, and that is why I 
support title II with a strict limitation 
for the next 8 months and also title m, 
in the hopes that a new review operation 
of a budget by the Congress rather than 
a budget by the executive branch may 
bring expenditures under control once 
again, then and only then Congress can 
truly assert its authority over the purse 
strings, as was contemplated in the 
Constitution. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have permission to revise and ex
tend their remarks at this point in the 
RECORD. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. 

Chairman, I yield myself 10 minutes. 
Mr. Chairman, there was a President 

who used to say, "Let us reason together." 
Let me borrow his phrase, and ask that 
we reason together, about the very seri-

ous fiscal problems everyone in this de
bate admits that we as a . nation face. 

The fiscal problem is made very 
apparent by the increase in the debt 
limit provided by title I of this bill 
that is absolutely essential if we are to 
continue the operations of the Govern
ment after October 31 on a responsible 
basis. This increase in the present overall 
limit of $450 billion through October 31 
to $465 billion through June 30 of next 
year is essential. 

Mr. Chairman, let me point out that 
this is the third time this year that we 
have had to act to increase the capacity 
of the Government to borrow in order to 
pay the bills that were already incurred 
and are coming due. 

There has been little discussion about 
the increase in borrowing authority to
day, and I think probably that is a good 
thing, because it is not a controversial 
matter. At other times, we have had 
controversy over the amount of a pro
posed increase in the debt ceiling because 
some of us felt the executive branch was 
asking for more borrowing authority 
than it needed. Sometimes we were suc
cessful in getting some reductions in ex
cessive borrowing authority, but an ade
quate ceiling was always established and 
with my support. 

Mr. Chairman, let me point out: Un
less spending is limited to $250 billion, as 
is proposed by the ceiling in this bill, the 
$465 billion in borrowing authority pro
vided will not get us through this fiscal 
year. If expenditures are allowed to ex
ceed this ceiling, we will have further re
quests for borrowing authority, more in
terest payment, and more inflation. 

The debate today has correctly fo
cused on the question of Congress doing 
two things: first, directing that expendi
tures in this fiscal year not exceed $250 
billion, and second, giving the Presi
dent the authority to carry out that 
mandate. The real question we have to 
ask ourselves as we approach these issues 
is: Do we feel that we are spending too 
much? 

We seem to generally agree that we 
are, and unless we do something about 
it, we are going to have to pay some 
very heavy penalties. We are going to 
have to pay the penalty of inflation; we 
are going to have to pay the penalty of a 
deterioration of the dollar at home and 
abroad; and we are going to have to pay 
the penalty of large tax increases. 

Mr. Chairman, I have heard no one 
come into the well of the House and ad
vocate that we are not spending 
enough, and I do not expect to hear it 
from anybody. No one has said that we do 
not have enough inflation, and that we 
ought to feed the fires more. I have not 
heard anybody come into the well of the 
House and say we should have a large 
tax increase. 

There rare some of us-and I am one 
of them-who have differed with some 
of the things that have been said down
town. I think our fiscal situation is such 
that I do not know how we can get by 
without some kind of a tax increase in 
the next year or so. As one looks down 
the road and sees the commitments that 
have been made-by the executive 
branch and by the Congress of the United 
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State~for the expenditure of money 
beyond the receipts under present law, 
a tax increase may well be required. 

Our people have ~to be advised that they 
cannot constantly ask for more and more 
services, all of which cost money, and 
escape the responsibility of having to pay 
for those services in the form of taxes. 

That is what the issue of an expendi
ture ceiling is all about. Our willingness 
to face up to the responsibility of funding 
the services we demand, has created a 
fiscal crisis, threatening renewed infla
tion unless we tighten our belts. 

If you refuse to do something about 
current spending and the current def
icit, then you are in effect openly ad
vocating increased inflation and sub
stantial increases in the people's taxes. 
There is just no other way to get around 
it. 

Much has been said today----m1d I sup
pose this is to be expected at this sea
son of an odd-numbered year-as to who 
is responsible for this fiscal crisis, and 
who should take the blame for spending 
being out of hand. Frankly, there is 
enough blame to go around and touch 
every base. I am not going to excuse the 
President, since he has advocated spend
ing programs that I have not supported. 

I say to my friend, the chairman of 
the Committee on Appropriations, with 
whom I sympathize, that he and I voted 
:together in opposing a number of these 
proposals. Revenue sharing is one. Mem
bers of the House will recall what I hoped 
and thought was a vigorous but reasoned 
plea to turn down the bill. Frankly, I will 
make a similar plea on Thursday when 
the conference report comes up, because 
I do not think it is any better now than 
when it passed the House. It costs more 
money than it did when it left the House, 
and I am still against it. However, that 
still does not relieve me of the responsi
bility as a Member of Congress of facing 
up to the large deficit we face-not just 
because of programs I voted for, but 
because of the action of the Government 
of the United States-the President and 
the Congress acting together. 

That is the responsibility we have to 
face up to. It does not do any good to try 
to hide behind the excuse; that some 
of the programs were passed without my 
support. 

I heard the gentleman from Ohio and 
others talking about revenue sharing. I 
was not for it, either. I think I opposed 
it as consistently and vigorously as any 
Member of this House. But if it is on the 
books, it is part of our spending. Most of 
the money in revenue sharing was in the 
budget recommended by the President. 
That is not a budget-busting item if the 
budget the President asked for in Jan
uary and his supplemental requests are 
the baseline criteria. The gentleman 
from Texas, the chairman of the Com
mittee on Appropriations, called the 20-
percent social security increase an ex
penditure and talked about its effect on 
the budget. You will recall that this in
crease was added in the Senate to the 
last debt ceiling bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I yield my
self 5 additional minutes. 

No committee has even considered the 
20-percent increase in benefits or the 
method of financing associated with 
that proposal. It was added on the floor 
of the Senate and it went to a confer
ence committee. We had some differ
ences, as to whether the conference 
committee even reached agreement. We 
took votes in the conference and came to 
an agreement, and then pretended no 
agreement was reached in order to by
pass some of the House rules on confer
ence agreement. This dubious procedure 
aside, the substantive decision to provide 
a 20-percent increase was a mistake. 
It should have been 10 percent. If it had 
been 10, then we would have some lee
way to take needed action now as we go 
into a conference on other social security 
amendments, many of them needed to 
create equities in the social security 
system. Now we cannot put any of these 
needed amendments on the books with
out increasing social security taxes be
ginning next year. We completely pre
empted any of the periodic financial 
latitude occurring in the system from 
time to time due to increased earnings 
levels for the 20-percent rise. 

But it does not do me any good to say 
that I was not for it and, therefore, as 
far as I am concerned we do not have a 
fiscal problem. We have a fiscal problem 
whether we like it or not; whether we 
as individuals had anything to do with 
it or not. 

And I suggest we have the responsi
bility of doing something about it. I 
think the executive branch, both past 
and present, share the blame because 
the spending initiatives often originated 
in the executive branch. Any objective 
economist will tell you that the infla
tion of the last few years was the spend
ing that we originated in the "guns and 
butter" philosophy of 1966, 1967, and 
1968, when we began living way beyond 
our means as a nation. 

But even that argument is not suffi
cient to let us hide behind the skirts of 
somebody else. It will not obviate the 
fiscal crisis that we face nor obliterate 
the clear path of fiscal responsibility we 
must now take. 

If we spend $250 billion, we will still 
have a $4.5 billion deficit on a full em
ployment budget basis. 

I agree with my friend, the gentleman 
from Oregon <Mr. ULLMAN), about some 
of the problems associated with the full 
employment budget concept. It covers up 
what the true deficit picture is. On a uni
fied budget basis, there will be a $25 bil
lion deficit, and on a Federal funds basis 
a $32.4 billion deficit. But it is generally 
agreed that a full employment budget 
of any magnitude is stimulative; and 
even with a $250 billion ceiling we will 
have a $4.5 billion deficit in fiscal year 
1973 on this basis. 

The chairman of the Committee on 
Appropriations (Mr. MAHoN) who Is also 
the chairman of the Committee on 
Reduction of Federal Expenditures has 
reported that congressional action 
through September 30 has increased out
lays above the Presidents budget of $250 
billion by $7 billion. This is the latest 
report of that committee. This would 
mean outlays of $258 billion instead of 

$250 billion, unless we have an effective 
spending ceiling. This also increases the 
deficit on a full employment, unified ·and 
Federal funds basis and would re
quire a ~further increase in the debt 
ceiling. 

We have to admit that there 1s 
sufficient blame for all to share, and 
Congress has a big responsibility. 

I am amused in reading the substitute 
resolution to be offered the chairman 
of the Committee on Appropriations. He 
recites the deficits in the last 3 years 
totaling $70 billion and another deficit 
coming up this year. The implication is 
that it is the President of the United 
States who is responsible and we should 
not have these deficits. Where do you 
suppose the President got that money? 
Everyone here admits that there is not a 
penny-not 1 red cent that the President 
can spend unless he first gets it from the 
Congress. 

The President does not find some 
money someplace. We have authorized 
it. We have appropriated it and in some 
cases we have directed that he spend it. 
We cannot avoid sharing the respon
sibility for those large deficits. 

I am not going to blame the Com
mittee on Appropriations for all these 
problems. I sympathize with the chair
man of the Committee on Appropria
tions. I would like to win you over to 
my side of the argument and recognize 
that we do have to take responsible 
action. I sympathize with you because 
much of the increased spending that is 
taking place is because of the Commit
tee on Appropriations is being bypassed. 
We bypassed it in the revenue sharing, 
and the gentleman knows I approved 
that procedure. 

The Water Pollution Control Act 
Amendments considered the other day 
included large amounts of contract au
thority that also bypasses the Appropria
tions Committee. 

We have to do something. We just 
cannot let events simply take their 
course. My problem with the chairman 
of the Committee on Appropriations is 
that he admits and agrees in nearly 
every speech that I have heard him make 
in this session that spending is out of 
hand and that we have to get it under 
control. 

But now what does he suggest? I agree 
with the gentleman from California (Mr. 
HoLIFIELD) that Congress has the au
thority to do the reducing itself. I agree 
with the gentleman from Mississippi 
(Mr. WHITTEN) who says that Congress 
can impose its own priorities to reduce 
spending to $250 billion. But I do not see 
any indication that having failed to take 
that action until the twilight hours of 
this Congress, that we will act now. We 
are getting ready to adjourn and we 
certainly cannot do anything while we 
are in adjournment. 

Then, when you come back here, as 
the minority leader pointed out, it will be 
February before Congress begins oper
ating, and the year will be nearly over 
before action can be taken. You cannot 
put a spending ceiling for $2.50 million 
for the fiscal year 1973 on in April or 
May of that fiscal year when the year is 
nearly over. You have to act now. 
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But who is going to act? I have not 

heard the chairman of the Committee 
on Appropriations suggest that he was 
getting his committee together and they 
were going to stay in session and go 
through all of the actions of Congress 
to find out where they could cut to get 
it down to $250 billion or some other rea
sonable ceiling, and then bring in a bill 
for rescission. No, we are not going to do 
anything, as the Mahon substitute con
firms. 

The Speaker suggested this ceiling and 
emphasis on restraint is something now 
that the President is proposing. I can un
derstand that the Speaker is busy and it 
may not have come to his attention, but 
this was recommended by the admin
istration early this year. It was force
fully brought to the attention of the Con
gress in connection with the debt ceil
ing increase that they asked for in June. 
It was emphasized again in September. 
The administration has consistently 
pointed out that spending was getting 
out of control and have suggested a 
ceiling. 

Some time ago, the chairman and I 
talked to the chairman of the Commit
tee on Appropriations and expressed the 
hope that that committee would take this 
matter under its jurisdiction. But we are 
within 4 or 5 days of adjournment 
and no action has been taken. 

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

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair
man, I yield myself 5 additional min
utes. 

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

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I yield to 
the gentleman. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Yes, something can 
be done and it would be fairly simple to 
have a debt ceiling limitation placed in 
the bill, a spending limit which would 
direct the President to cut percentage
wise the different programs that the 
Congress passes to the point where it 
would meet that ceiling. That could be 
done. 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Sure, you 
could do that, but I do not think the 
gentleman would recommend a meat ax 
approach of that kind, cutting without 
any regard to the relative need and merit 
of the programs involved. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield further? 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I yield to 
the gentleman. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I will say that the 
meat-ax approach is where we give the 
President the right to bludgeon to death 
specific programs he does not like which 
the Congress has passed. 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Let me ad
dress myself to that point. I am glad the 
gentleman focused my attention on this 
issue at this time. 

Congress is not going to act. Congress 
has the authority. We could rescind 
spending bills if we had the will to do it, 
but the will is not there. Let us admit it. 
We are now trying to find some excuses 
to avoid imposing a ceiling. But the one 
thing we know we can do, because it has 
been done before, is to establish a ceil
ing. Before we were asked to impose a 

ceiling for it by the Executive, but we in
sisted that the Executive take that re
sponsibility. We said, you cannot spend 
any more than this given amount, and 
we will give you the authority to cut 1back 
to the amount specified, in this case $250 
·billion. There is the one hope that we 
have, the one mechanism we have, for 
bringing expenditures down to a respon
sible level. Let us use it. 

There are those who have come up with 
this argument about abdication of power. 
As the gentleman from Oregon <Mr. ULL
MAN) pointed out, we abdicated that a 
long time ago. We never exercised con
trol over expenditures in any given year. 
We have always said that was an execu
tive prerogative. There are those who 
argue-the gentleman from Florida <Mr. 
PEPPER) -that constitutionally, the Pres
ident must spend every penny we give 
him. Then on the other side, it has been 
argued just a moment ago that the Presi
dent does not have to spend anything. 
I think our problem in part is that we 
just do not know the degree to which 
either one of these positions is right. 

I think there is a degree of truth in 
each of them. There are some things the 
President cannot do unless we give him 
authority in this bill. There are others 
we know he can do, and there are others 
in the gray areas. The only way we can 
resolve that is by giving him the author
ity. 

The gentleman talked a;bout abdication 
of power. We have abdicated before. W~ 
abdicated in 1967-68 when we had an 
emergency. If there is an a:bdication this 
time, what are we abdicating for? Eight 
months. And to what intent? Out of a 
potential expenditure of between $250 
and $260 billion we are asking the Presi
dent to exercise this cut $6 to $10 billion. 
On the other $250 billion-a quarter of a 
trillion dollars-and the overwhelming 
proportion of the total, the gentleman's 
argument is completely inapplicable. 
When one ·talks about abdicating power 
to the executive branch, compared to 
what we have done in the past, this is 
peanuts-and is essential. We have ab
dicated power in the past without getting 
anywhere near the kind of results or 
solving problems as serious as those con
fronting us today. 

Let me point this out: Passing the ceil
ing today is going to help us beyond 
fiscal 1973. It is going to be of some help 
in fiscal1974 and fiscal1975, because it is 
the basis upon which those fiscal years 
prescind from. And hopefully by then 
Congress itself will have faced up to the 
responsibility of providing spending au
thority within responsible overall limits. 

We must take advantage of the part of 
the bill that sets up the committee to 
take a look at how Congress handles 
money matters to see if we cannot de
velop a system that will work and help us 
face the problems that will confront us 
beyond fiscal 1973. 

Let me just conclude by saying this, 
Mr. Chairman: What does the Mahon 
amendment do? I am just as surprised 
as I can be at my friend on the Appro
priations Committee. He says we have 
got to do something to get expenditures 
under control. Then what does he ad
vocate? 

He says "Mr. President, on January 
2 you tell us what you would like to have 
done by way of cutbacks and we will take 
a look at it and see what we want to do." 

Why do we abdicate to him even by 
saying we are going to wait for his list? 
If Congress can do it and we have got 
the willingness to do it, Mr. Chairman, we 
should be working on it right now and 
not passing the buck and saying maybe 
we will do something in January. That 
is all the Mahon amendment does. 

Let me point out that in January the 
President has to submit a budget for the 
fiscal year 1974, but as part of that budg
et he also has to submit an updated 
fiscal year 1973 budget, and in there of 
course he can detail the areas of reduc
tions he feels he has the authority to 
make and that should be made to restore 
fiscal reponsibility to the budget. 

But all that is recommended by the 
Mahon amendment is that we duck the 
issue. We duck the issue as to whether we 
want more inflation. We duck the issue 
as to whether we are going to have to 
impose much higher taxes. And we duck 
the issue as to whether we want to face 
up at all to the problem of excessive 
spending. 

If we vote for the Mahon amendment 
we are saying we do not care what hap
pens to the dollar, and we do not care 
what happens to inflation. Having failed 
to be fiscally responsible, we will be 
denying the Executive the power to be 
fiscally re~onsible. 

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
our remaining 5 minutes to the gentle
man from Louisiana <Mr. WAGGONNER). 

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, we 
have been listening attentively all after
noon and we have heard over and 
over again much the same arguments. I 
want to try for a few moments to sum
marize and close the debate on UUs sub
ject. We have heard some say today that 
they are going to oppose this bill be
cause they do not want to give up con
gressional prerogatives to the executive 
branch, and there is some merit to that 
argument, but where were those same 
people, I would ask on this occasion, 
when just before the July recess we voted 
to grant, that is; this Congress did, a 20-
percent social security increase, at 
which time as a part of that proposal 
we gave to the executive branch the au
thority in the future to grant cost-of
living increases to social security bene
ficiaries without any consideration of 
the Congress? But the Congress is go
ing to have to provide the taxes to fi
nance those now-given-away preroga
tives when the cost-of-living increases 
are granted. 

Then I hear some say that they are 
afraid this constitutes a line item veto 
authority for the President, and I sup
pose that if he chooses to use it in this 
way it could do exactly that. But if I 
can be brutally frank and political, if 
that is the fear of Members, common
sense tells me that there lS more to lose 
by not going along with t;he President if 
that is true than there is by going along 
with him, because then he might look 
with a little bit more favor if we sup
port him-but I am not advancing the 
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idea that we support this proposal for 
that reason. . 

There have been some who have said 
we have a booby trap in this bill on .page 
2. They say this gives to the President 
the authority under a formula to cut 
wherever he wants whenever he wants. 

It does give him some authority. It 
really does not give him any authority he 
does not already have, but I would point 
out that we have done it before. I h?ld 
here in my hand the joint resolutiOn 
which passed the 90th Congress, Ho~e 
Joint Resolution 888. It calls for making 
continuing appropriations for the fiscal 
year 1968, and for further purposes. Sec
tion 204 of that bill, which I have here in 
my hand, did exactly the same thing in 
almost exactly the same language, so 
there is not anything new about that. 

But, we have heard all these reasons. 
Let us get down to the meat of the cocoa
nut; get down to the facts. Th~re are 
really only three points to consider as 
we give consideration to whether or ~ot 
we are going to write into law a spendi~g 
limitation. These three points covered In 
this proposal have to do, first, with the 
debt ceiling increase. Who here would 
deny the need today for a debt ceiling in
crease prior to June 30, calendar year, 
1973? That is where this debt ceiling in
crease is intended to carry us through; 
June 30 of next year. 

We may not like to vote for debt ceil
ing increases but everybody wants the 
U.S. Government to pay its debts. You 
and I the Congress made those debts. 
We ar~ going to have to have a debt ceil
ing increase of at least $15 billion if we 
write this expenditure ceiling into law, 
but if we do not write this $250 billion 
limitation into law, we are going to have 
to have a debt ceiling increase far in 
excess of the proposed $465 billion; $65 
billion of which is considered temporary 
in nature, but you and I know that it 
is not temporary for the foresee8ible fu
ture, because the Mahon proposal does 
not, as has already been said here today, 
provide for a spending limitation. 

It simply asks, as others have said, for 
the President to tell us by January 2 of 
next year what cuts he thinks should be 
made if we are going to limit the ceiling 
to $250 billion. Then Congress must act 
but it will be too late to be effective. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the gen
tleman has expired. 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 3 additional minutes to the 
gentleman from Louisiana. 

Mr. W AGGONNER. If we are going to 
limit it to $250 billion, then and only 
then will we give consideration to what 
the Congress ought to do. That is the 
first point. 

The second thing has to do with the 
fiscal situation or point of view. Who 
here today would say that we do not have 
runaway inflation in this country? Who 
here today would deny that the deficits 
which we have incurred in this Govern
ment over recent years is anything else 
but the doing of this Congress? I submit 
to the Members that the Congress 
neither has the desire nor the will in an 
off -election year, to say nothing of an 
election year such as this, to limit spend
ing, to control spending as it should be 

done. We do not have the guts. We can 
not resist the pressure. 

I am going to read for a moment in 
trying to show what the financial plight 
of this Government is, from the CoN
GRESSIONAL RECORD, page 24473. 

We were considering then the water 
pollution control amendments of 1972. 
The distinguished Chairman of the Ap
propriations Committee, my friend from 
Texas (Mr. MAHON) was speaking. These 
are his words: 

I have a document here, a scorekeeping 
report on the expenditure effects of all con
gressional actions and inactions, which is 
provided at the taxpayers' expense by one of 
the congressional joint committees. In 
checking these figures I find the following. 
Including the $5 billion in the pending bill, 
the appropriation bills and nonappropria
tion bills out of the legislative committees, 
such as this one, the House has thus far
and most of our bills have not been final
ized-the House has busted the President's 
budget request for new spending authority 
in fiscal year 1973 that began only three 
weeks ago by the astronomical sum of $20,-
770,436,000. To be perfectly clear I should 
add that that figure includes $6 billion ad
vance contract authority for fiscal 1974 in 
the $18 billion, 3-year package for waste 
treatment construction grants voted by the 
House some weeks ago. Does that bring a. 
chill or tear? 

Mr. MAHoN asked. He answered the 
question for himself: "Apparently not." 

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

Mr. WAGGONNER. I am happy to 
yield to my distinguished friend from 
Texas. 

Mr. MAHON. I would hope the gentle
man might be yielded a little additional 
time, if necessary. 

In that debate we were debating the 
Patman bill for an additional $5 billion 
of public works. I fought it strenuously. 
As the gentleman will remember, we de• 
feated it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen
tleman from Louisiana has again 
expired. 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair
man, I yield the gentleman 3 additional 
minutes. 

Mr. MAHON. So we defeated that bill. 
That brought the $20 billion over the 
budget down by $5 billion, to about $15 
billion. 

Where was the other money? There 
was another $2.8 billion in general rev
enue sharing over the budget. Another 
was the Water Pollution Act, of $11 bil
lion in new contractual authority over 
the budget. I was speaking of those 
measures, and some others. 

Mr. W AGGONNER. I realize quite well 
what the gentleman was speaking about. 
The point is that the gentleman pointed 
out for the Congress and the REcoRD at
tests to that fact, that we were $20 billion 
over the budget. That is the reason why 
we feel 'We have to do something about 
it. No matter where it was, if it is over it 
is over. It stlll creates the same fiscal 
crisis. 

Mr. MAHON. I said that if we passed 
that $5 billion of the Patman bill we 
would be over in the sum of $20 blliion. 

Mr. WAGGONNER. Let me read the 
statement back to the gentleman again. 

I find the following. Including the $5 bil-
lion in the pending bill-

Mr. MAHON. That is right. 
Mr. WAGGONNER. Reading further: 
The appropriation bills and nonappropria

tion bills out of the legisl'Wtive com
mittees, such as this one, the House 
has thus far-and most ot our bills have not 
been finalized-the House lm.s busted the 
President's budget request for new spend
ing authority in fiscal year 1973 tha.t began 
only three weeks ago by the astronomical 
sum of $20,770,436,000. 

Mr. MAHON. But the $5 billion, which 
is the beginning part of the sentence, 
was not approved by the Congress. We 
defeated that. That brings it down to the 
Clean Water bill, general revenue shar
ing, and some other smaller items. 

Mr. W AGGONNER. I do not believe 
the chairman would feel that $15 billion 
was small. It seems large to me. 

Mr. MAHON. No. It was not small and 
I strongly opposed the clean water bill 
and the revenue sharing bill. 

Mr. W AGGONNER. At least we are in 
agreement that the fiscal condition of 
this country is in bad, bad shape, and re
quires some corrective action by the Con
gress. 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. W AGGONNER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Let me 
point out that the statement of the gen
tleman was made some months ago. Since 
then some other things have taken place 
which have moved us on up. I might 
point out the fact that we have a $18 
billion social security bill in conference 
right now. 

Mr. MAHON. I certainly hope that a 
better job on that will be done than was 
done on revenue sharing and some of the 
other measures. 

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, if 
I may proceed, I said that there were 
three basic features of this bill to which 
we have to give consideration. I talked 
about the portion of the bill having to do 
with the debt ceiling. I talked about it 
from the fiscal standpoint. 

Now let me talk to the Members, and 
especially to my Democratic friends, 
about the political aspects of this pro
posal. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the gen
tleman from Louisiana has again expired. 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair
man, I yield the gentleman an additional 
3 minutes. 

Mr. WAGGONNER. So far as I am 
concerned, this may be the real thing we 
had better base our decision on. 

Consider the political aspects of this 
proposal. Who among the Members, in
dividually, or among the Democrats col
lectively, can afford, from this moment 
on, once this vote is taken, to have his 
constituents say to him and to have the 
President of the United States say to the 
country that the Democrats do not want 
to do anything about controlling spend
ing in this country? 

If Members want-and I do not-aRe
publican House of Representatives, they 
are going to take a step, a big step and 
perhaps a fatal step, in that direction if 
they ignore the political aspects of this 
proposal. 
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It is not political folly. Dick Nixon is 
the smartest Republican who ever oc
cupied the White House in our lifetimes. 
Mind you, he has got you over a barrel. 
He has got me over a barrel, and that is 
true whether you like it or whether I like 
it or not. 

I think it is fatal for a Democrat to 
oppose this ceiling. I am going to tell you 
why. He is going to be off the hook as 
far as his promise for no increase in 
taxes for the next 4 years if we do 
not do something about and enact this 
expenditure ceiling. He will not have an 
obligation; he has told the country about 
this. He will not need a tax increase he 
says if the Congress is willing to enact 
this spending ceiling. In my personal 
opinion, we ought to make every effort 
to prevent a tax increase. We have dem
onstrated no desire to control spending 
thus far. 

But there is something else you have 
to have, and this is title m, we call it 
the Ullman amendment. We have got to 
have the mechanism to give control of 
this budget and these appropriations 
back to the U.S. Congress, and 
I believe this will be a good step in the 
right direction toward that goal. 

Are the Members aware that every 
living Secretary of Treasury who has 
served under every President wants this 
expenditure ceiling? They think it is 
necessary and that includes some people 
who served as Democratic Secretaries of 
the Treasury as well. 

But let us not worry just about the 
President of the United States; let us 
not worry just about these Secretaries of 
the Treasury who used at least to be Sec
retaries of the Treasury. The people of 
the United States want something done 
about the financial plight of this country. 
They want an expenditure ceiling, and 
they know this Congress can do some
thing ~about it if it wants to. Are you 
going to ignore them? You cannot and 
get by with it. 

Well, the Members may say they are 
not giving or they do not want to give 
the President any additional power. Let 
me tell you this: He can, truthfully, im
pound funds until hell freezes over, and 
he can accomplish the goals, I readily 
admit, whether we do it or not. 

I am saying to the Members that it 
would be political suicide individually 
and collectively for us as Democrats not 
to try to be fisca1ly responsible. We can
not afford to say to this Nation as Demo
crats: "That is your problem, Mr. Presi
dent." 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair
man, I have no further requests for 
time. 

The CHAmMAN. The Chair would 
like to state the parliamentary situation. 

Under the rule, the bill is considered 
as having been read for amendment. 

The bill is as follows: 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
A Tnerica in Congress asseTnbled, 

TITLE I-TEMPORARY INCREASE IN THE 
PUBLIC DEBT LIMIT 

SEC. 101. During the period beginning on 
November 1, 1972, and ending on June 30, 
1973, the public debt limit set forth 1n the 

first sentence of section 21 of the Second 
Liberty Bond Act (31 U.S.C. 757b} shall be 
temporarily increased by $65,000,000,000. 
TITLE II-LIMITATION ON EXPENDI-

TURES AND NET LENDING FOR FISCAL 
1973 
SEC. 201. (a) Expenditures and net lending 

during the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973, 
under the budget of the United States Gov
ernment shall not exceed $250,000,000,000. 

(b) The President shall, notwithstanding 
the provisions of any other law, reserve from 
expenditure and net lending, from appropri
ations or other obligational authority here
tofore or hereafter made available, such 
amounts as may be necessary to effectuate 
the provisions of subsection (a). 

(c) In the administration of any program 
as to which-

(1) the amount of expenditures is limited 
pursuant to subsection (a), and 

(2) the allocation, grant, apportionment, 
or other distribution of funds among recipi
ents is required to be determined by appli
cation of a formula involving the amount ap
propriated or otherwise made available for 
distribution, 
the amount available for obligation (as de
termined by the President) shall be substi
tuted for the amount appropriated or other
wise made available in the application of the 
formula. 
TITLE III-JOINT COMMITTEE TO RE

VIEW OPERATION OF BUDGET CEILING 
AND TO RECOMMEND PROCEDURES 
FOR IMPROVING CONGRESSIONAL CON
TROL OVER BUDGETARY OUTLAY AND 
RECEIPT TOTALS 
SEC. 301. (a) There is hereby established a 

joint committee composed of thirty members 
appointed as follows: 

( 1) seven members from the Committee 
on Ways and Means of the House of Repre
sentatives, appointed by the Speaker of the 
House; 

(2) seven members from the Committee on 
Appropriations of the House of Represent
atives, appointed by the Speaker of the 
House; 

(3) one additional Member of the House 
of Representatives, appointed by the Speaker 
of the House; 

( 4) seven members of the Committee on 
Finance of the Senate, appointed by the 
President pro tempore of the Senate; 

( 5) seven members of the Committee on 
Appropriations of the Senate, appointed by 
the President pro tempore of the Senate; and 

{6) one additiona.l Member of the Senate, 
appointed by the President pro tempore of 
the senate. 

(b) The joint com.m.Lttee created by sub
section (a) shall make a full study and re
view of-

( 1) the procedures which should be adopted 
by the Congress for the purpose of im
proving oongressiona.l control of budgetary 
outlay and receipt totals, including proce
dures for establishing and maintaining an 
overall view of ea.ch year's budgetary outlays 
which is fully coordinated with an overall 
view of the anticipated revenues for that 
year, and 

(2) the operation of the limitation on ex
penditures and net lending imposed by sec
tion 201 of this Act for the fiscal year end
ing June 30, 1973. 
The joint committee shall report the results 
of such study and review to the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives and to the 
President pro tempore of the SenBite, not 
later than February 15, 1973. 

(c) ( 1) The chaJ.rman of the joint commit
tee shall be selected by the members of the 
joint committee. 

(2) The joint committee is authorized to 
appoint such staff, and to request such as
sistance from the existing staffs of the Con
gress, as may be necessary to carry out the 
purposes of this section. 

(d) The joint committee shall cease to 
exist at .the close of the first session of the 
Ninety-third Congress. 

The CHAIRMAN. No amendment shall 
be in order except: First, amendments 
offered by direction of the Committee on 
Ways and Means to title I of the bill; 
second, an amendment containing the 
text or a portion of the text of House 
Concurrent Resolution 713, if offered as 
an amendment in the nature of a substi
tute to title II of the bill; and, third, an 
amendment proposing to strike out title 
m of the bill. 

Are there any amendments to title I 
of the bill by the committee? 

Mr. MILLS Of Arkansas. There are no 
committee amendments. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MAHON 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment to title II of the bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. MAHON. Page 2, 

line 3, after section 201, strike out the re
mainder of lines 3 through line 23, inclusive, 
and insert the following: "The President is 
hereby respectfully requested to advise the 
Congress not later than January 2, 1973, of 
the speciflc reductions in budget authority 
and budget outlays (by appropriation or 
fund), and changes in existing law affect
ing same, that in his judgment may best be 
made in order to limit budget outlays for 
the fiscal year 1973 to not more than $250,-
000,000,000. It is the sense of the Congress 
that, upon receipt of the list of such speciflc 
reductions and modiflcatlons, the Congress 
shall consider legislation dealing With the 
President's recommendations." 

The CHAmMAN. The gentleman from 
Texas is recognized for 5 minutes in sup
port of his amendment. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, we are 
rapidly approaching the moment of de
cision. We have had a very lively and in
formative debate. We have had pre
sented to us one of the most unique 
pieces of legislation that has ever been 
presented during my service here. 

It has been said by some that we have 
authorized the executive to amend the 
law in previous actions. I shall place in 
the RECORD at a later point documenta
tion showing that this statement is 
somewhat inaccurate. 

How am I going to vote? Well, I am 
going to vote for the much-lambasted 
Mahon amendment, because I believe in 
economy and economy means saving the 
value and the integrity and the power of 
the Congress. I do not want to give it 
away. I am too frugal to do that. 

Now, what is my vote going to achieve? 
My vote is going to achieve some very 
important economies not necessarily be
cause of title II but because of title I. 
I think the long-range benefits of my 
amendment to title II will be good. The 
President could promptly send us at any 
time between now and January his list, 
which is no doubt now substantially com
pleted and in the hands of the Director 
of the Office of Management and Budget. 

How am I going to vote? I am going to 
vote for title I because of the $465 bil
lion debt ceiling in title I. What does 
that mean? That means whenever this 
becomes law the President has to tailor 
spending in keeping within the debt ceil
ing. That is what he will have to do and 
what he proposes to do. 
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By voting for title I and voting for my 
amendment to title II you achieve our 
goal. We protect the integrity of the 
Congress and the President retains the 
right to make reductions within the law. 
We do not give him the right to in effect 
enact additional law himself and to 
change congressional enactments. 

We had Mr. Weinberger, the Director 
of the Office of Management and Budget, 
before the Committee on A,ppropria.tions 
to talk about the overall budget. We said~ 
"Why are you withholding funds which 
Congress has appropriated? You are im
pounding funds." He said, in effect, there 
1s a debt ceiling and that he was trying 
to establish reserves so that the debt 
ceiling would not be exceeded. That 1s a 
reason why funds are being withheld. 

On page 166 of the hearing on Janu
ary 27 he simply says, "I am holding 
these funds back." He is doing that now. 
He has actually already started and as 
he will continue to do so after this legis
lation is passed. He said he was holding 
these funds back "to help meet a stat
utory limitation on the outstanding pub
lic debt." 

So if you want an economy vote, then 
vote for title I and then vote for my 
amendment to title II to try to get a 
long-range more effective handle on the 
problem of Government spending. 

The President has the authority under 
title I of this legislation to tailor spend
ing to fit the debt ceiling. And if the 
Committee on Ways and Means and the 
Congress will sit tight on this $465 billion 
ceiling, then he can enforce the savings 
which he proposes to enforce rather 
than spend 2 percent more than he 
otherwise would do. 

I feel that the Committee on Ways 
and Means has never been willing to 
use this tool as effectively as it should 
be used, but Mr. Weinberger knows 
about it, and he is reserving those funds 
against the expenditure ceiling. 

Can it be said that if my amendment 
is adopted we have done nothing? Cer
tainly not, we are taking important and 
meaningful steps toward restraint in 
spending. 

I make no apology for the amendment 
which preserves the power of the Con
gress over legislation and at the same 
time gives the President the authority 
under title I to make reductions in keep
ing with the debt ceiling. Why should 
we not preserve our constitutional power 
and at the same time let the President 
use the power that has been used since 
Thomas Jefferson to reserve funds-not 
change the law-if it is necessary to do 
so under emergency situations? And it 
will be necessary in this case under the 
expenditure limitation. 

Now, if the President wants to come 
back in January or shortly and say, 
"Yes. I can do that, but I would like for 
you to change the law to some extent on 
a few matters that I think are impor
tant," then we would certainly act on 
that. We are on a sound basis, and I 
hope you will vote for the Mahon 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, under leave to revise 
and extend my remarks in the RECORD, I 
wish to make reference to a colloquy 
earlier in the debate with the gentleman 

from Louisiana (Mr. WAGGONNER) in re
gard to a statement I made in the House 
on July 19, 1972. 

I now quote pertinent parts of the 
RECORD of July 19 when I was speaking 
in opposition to a $5 billion public works 
spending bill sponsored by the gentle
man from Texas (Mr. PATMAN) and the 
Banking and CUrrency Committee of the 
House: 

INCREASES OVER THE BUDGET 

I have a document here, a scorekeeping 
report on the expenditure effects of all con
gressional actions and inactions, which is 
provided at the taxpayers' expense by one 
of the congressional joint committees. In 
checking these figures I find the following. 
Including the $5 billion in the pending b111, 
the appropriation bills and nonappropriation 
bills out of the legislative committee, such 
as this one, the House has thus far-and 
most of our bills have not been finalized
the House has busted the President's 'budget 
request for new spending authority in fiscaJ 
year 1973 that began only three weeks ago by 
the astronomical sum of $20,770,436,000. To 
be perfectly clear I should add that that 
figure includes $6 billion advance contract 
authority for fiscal 1974 in the $18 billion, 
3-year package for waste treatment construc
tion grants voted by the Hc:mse some weeks 
ago. Does that bring a chill or tea.r? Appar
ently not. 

Have we been dulled and made insensitive 
by some virus that 1s infesting the country? 

• • • • • 
We must provide more revenue, or we must 

somehow try to do a Uttle less by way o! 
escalating spending. Do I want to go home-
do you waillt to go home--and tell your con
stituents that you have supported thus far 
this session $20 billion in spending authority 
over the President's budget? 

Do the Democrats want to do that? 
Do the Republica.ns want to do thrut? 
Should the people of this country be ex-

pected to endure this sort of ~treatment at 
the hands of their elected officials? I am just 
wondering-and so are qu.tte a few more. 

Let me now make reference to the basic 
information supporting my statement at 
that time with respect to the $20 billion 
figure. On page 5 of the June 30, 1972, 
scorekeeping report of the Joint Commit
tee on Reduction of Federal Expendi
tures, there appears the figure $20,770,-
436,000. This figure represents new obli
gational authority enacted by the House 
as of June 30. This figure included 
amounts in appropriation bills and new 
obligational authority provided other
wise. Significantly, only $479 .million of 
that amount resulted from action on ap
propriation bills. The remaining portions 
grew out of actions authorizing spending 
in nonappropriation bills. 

The foregoing quote from the REcoRD 
and the figures I have given relate to the 
June 30 date and only to actions by the 
House. The figures have sharply changed 
since June 30. 

At that time I was speaking of new 
obligational authority, not spending. To
day's debate involves spending figures 
only but I want to again put the situation 
in perspective. 

The facts are, and I am speaking only 
of spending and not of appropriations or 
new obligational authority, that Congress 
will have, when it concludes this session, 
increased spending probably by about $6 
billion over the President's budget. This 
is accounted for in nonappropriation 
bills. Indeed, in appropriation bills han-

dled by the Congress, it is estimated that 
at the end of this session we will have 
reduced spending by about $1.5 billion. 
DELEGATION OF LEGISLATIVE AUTHORITY TO THE 

EXECUTIVE 

Under further leave to revise and ex
tend my remarks, I would like to ad
dress, for a moment, the statement made 
in this debate that Congress has in pre
vious action delegated to the Executive 
the same broad legislative powers now 
proposed under title II of the committee 
bill. This statement specifically 1s based 
on the fact that section 201 (c) of the 
committee bill is similar to section 204 of 
Public Law 90-218, which was a con
tinuing resolution for fiscal year 1968. 
I include at this point the language of 
the present committee bill. 

(c) In the administration of any program 
as to which-

(1) the amount of expenditures is limited 
pursuant to subsection (a), and 

(2) the allocation, grant, apportionment, 
or other distribution of funds among recip
ients is required to be determined by appli
cation of a formula involving the amount 
appropriated or otherwise made available for 
distribution. 
the amount available for obligation (as de
termined by the President) shall be substi
tuted for the amount appropriated or other
wise made available in the application of the 
formula. 

And now I include for the RECORD the 
language of Publlc Law 90-218: 

SEc. 204. In the administration of any pro
gram as to which ( 1) the amount of obliga
tions is limited by section 202(a) (2) of this 
title, and (2) the allocation, grant, appor
tionment, or other diStribution of funds 
among recipients is required to be deter
mined by application of a formula involving 
the amount appropriated or otherwise made 
available for distribution, the amount avail
able for obligation as limited by that section 
or as determined by the head of the agency 
concerned pursuant to that section shall be 
substituted for the amount appropriated or 
otherwise made available in the application 
of the formula. 

The point I wish to make is that the 
similarities between these sections do 
not touch upon the argument that the 
proposed committee bill would delegate 
unprecedented legislative authority to 
the Executive. 

Public Law 90-218 directed the Presi
dent to make reductions in budget au
thority and in outlays. But it did not au
thorize him to reduce spending man
dated under previously enacted legisla
tion, which the present proposal specif
ically does. 

Section 203 of Public Law 90-218 ex
empts from reduction the permanent ap
propriations such as interest on the debt, 
trust funds, all the designated "relatively 
uncontrollable, programs, and-and 
here I quote "and other items required 
by law in the fiscal year 1968." The com
plete language of section 203 of Public 
Law 90-218 follows: 

SEc. 203. (a). This title shall not apply to 
obligations for (1) permanent appropria
tions, (2) trust funds, (3) items included 
under the iheadling "relatively uncontrol
lable" in the table appearing on page 14 of 
the Budget for the fiscal year 1968 (House 
Document No. 15, Part 1, 90th Congress, 1st 
Session), and other items required by law in 
the fiscal year 1968, or (4) programs, projects, 
or purposes, not exceeding $300,000,000 in the 
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aggregate, determined by the President to be 
vital to the national interest or security, ex
cept that no program, project, or purpose 
shall be funded in excess of amounts ap
proved therefor by Congress. 

The proposed ceiling under the present 
committee bill is completely comprehen
sive, excepting no program, whereas Pub
lic Law 90-218 exempted from reduction 
perhaps half of total Federal expendi
tures. 

As I have indicated; the language of 
Public Law 90-218 specifically exempts 
outlays mandated by law. Section 201<a) 
of the proposed committee bill directs the 
President to hold Government outlays to 
$250 billion, and section 20'1 (b) directs 
him to carry this out "notwithstanding 
the provisions of any other law." 

I include all of the language of section 
201<b) at this point: 

(b) The President shall, notwithstanding 
the provisions of any other law, reserve from 
expenditure and net lending, from appropria
tions or other obligational 81Uthor1ty hereto
fore or hereafter made available, such 
amounts as may be necessary to effectuate 
the provisions of subsection (a). 

My position is that this language does 
constitute an unprecedented delegation 
of legislative authority to the Executive. 

The proposed spending ceiling in title 
n of this bill is different in concept and 
design from any spending ceiling here
tofore enacted ·by t)le Congress. 

Under further leave to revise and ex
tend my remarks I include in the REc
ORD at this point the text of House Con
current Resolution 713 from which my 
amendment is taken: 

Whereas the President has requested au
thority to impose a limitation on expendi
tures and net lending for fiscal year 1973 
in the amount of $250,000,000,000, including 
authority to change existing laws and make 
unspecified reductions in existing manda
tory spending programs such as social secu-
1fity, impacted area school aid, veterans' 
benefits, education and health programs, 
and other programs on which Congress has 
acted to date; and 

Whereas consistent with the constitu
tional responsib111ty of the Congress to make 
appropriations for support of the Govern
ment, it is the practice for Congress to make 
specific appropriations for the various ac
tivities of the Government; and 

Whereas the Congress is concerned about 
the fiscal plight of the country, especially tn 
view of continued and mounting budget 
deficits and infiationary pressures; and 

Whereas the total deficits in Federal funds 
for the last three fiscal years have exceeded 
$70,000,000,000; and 

Whereas the most recent estimate of the 
executive branch of the Federal funds deficit 
for fiscal year 1973 is $32,400,000,000; and 

Whereas approximately one-fourth of the 
Federal debt will have accumulated in just 
these last four years; and 

Whereas in the ·annual appropriation b1lls 
for the fiscal year 1973, the Congress is in 
the process of reducing spending in excess 
of $1,000,000,000; and 

Whereas in other b1lls, including bills rais-· 
ing social security benefits, "black lung" 
benefits, and veterans benefits, the Congress, 
with the concurrence of the President, has 
exceeded the related budget estimates; and 

Whereas in certain other bills, including 
general revenue sharing and water pollution 
control, the Congress is 1n the process of 
enacting spending authority for fiscal year 
1973 in excess of the related budget esti
mates for 1973; and 

Whereas the President has not advised 
Congress of the specific reductions in budget 
authority and budget outlays which he 
would make .to limit outlays to not more 
than $250,000,000,000; and 

Whereas to grant the authority to impose 
such a Umitation on expenditures, including 
authority to amend basio legislation govern
ing mandatory programs, would tn effect 
transfer legislative authority to the execu
tive branch; and 

Whereas the Congress cannot responsibly 
act on the proposed limitation of f250,000,-
000,000 on expenditures and net lending 
without an advance opportunity to assess 
the impact of •the consequent reductions 
(which, it now appears, would approximate 
$6,000,000,000) on specific programs and 
activities: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the House of Representatives 
(the Senate concurring), That the President 
1s hereby respectfully requested ·to advise. 
the Congress not later than January 2, 1973, 
of the specific reductions in the budget au
thority and budget outlays (by appropria
tion or fund), and changes in existing law 
affecting same, that in his judgment may 
best be made in order to limit budget out
lays for the fiscal year 1973 to not more than 
$250,000,000,000; and that it 1s the sense of 
the Congress that, upon receipt of the list of 
such specific reductions and modifications, 
the Congress shall consider legislation deal
ing with the President's recommendations. 

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in opposition to the amend
ment offered by my friend, the gentle
man from Texas (Mr. MAHoN). 

Mr. Chairman, let us look first to see 
what is in the bill itself. The bill provides 
in title II a directive to the President to 
reserve such funds as are necessary that 
have heretofore been appropriated and 
authorized by the Congress, to stay with
in the spending limitation of $250 bil
lion-a right that every President, ac
cording to my good friend, the gentleman 
from Texas, from Thomas Jefferson on 
down, has exercised, the right to reserve 
moneys and not spend them in the fiscal 
year that is in existence. That has been 
done. There is nothing here, absolutely 
nothing except with respect to moneys 
put out under formulas that the Presi
dent clearly does not have the authority 
already to do-and some of his lawyers 
think he has the authority even with 
respect to what is made available to units 
of Government under different formulas. 
So do not think you are giving him any
thing he does not already have. He has 
that authority. 

What does the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. MAHON) propose to do through his 
amendment? Go right back to that same 
process of doing nothing we have not 
done up to date; namely, take the con
trol of the rate of spending ourselves. We 
could do it, yes, but let us look at his 
proposition. The President is very cor
dially invited, under the language of it, 
to submit to the Congress certain areas 
where he would like for us to rescind, 
apparently, appropriations that have al
ready been made. That must be done by 
January 2. 

Congress meets on January 3. It has to 
go through the process of organization. 
How long do you think the Congress 
would take, if it had the willingness to 
operate under the Mahon amendment, 
to begin to work? Certainly no sooner 
than March, and more likely in April. 

How much reduction could you make in 
the last 3 months of a fiscal year? 

Mr. Chairman, this is bad medicine. 
But the situation that we face in this 
country, if only I could get my colleagues 
to recognize it, is so clear every place 
you look. Do not pay any attention to 
the statements that emanate from those 
of us who are running for political office, 
take everything we have said with a 
grain of salt if we are in charge, it is 
not as bad as someone thinks it is if we 
are outside and running, and some of 
them think it is a lot worse than we 
would inside. So let us take the state
ments with a grain of salt. 

We have a crisis, and we have had it 
for years. The gentleman from Texas 
says, yes, we have had it. 

Now is the time for us to face up to the 
the fact that if we do not get the country 
off the track we are proceeding down 
today we are going to go into :fiscal 
bankruptcy, and the kind that nobody in 
this country wants to happen to the 
dollars that we work for in this country, 
and the dollars which we attempt to 
accumulate a few for the time when we 
retire, so that we can take care of our
selves, but at the pace we are going there 
is not going to be much of value left to 
those dollars. 

Let me tell you what you will do if you 
vote for the Mahon proposal, the pro
posal of my good friend, the gentleman 
from Texas. You will vote to completely 
disregard the immediate inflationary 
processes that are around here, and 
rising again, because you are going to 
put them off by not trying to do anything 
about it until March next year when it 
will be too late. 

You will be disregarding the growing 
crisis of the dollar abroad and you are 
going to put it off until March when it 
will be too late to do anything about it. 
You are sending out to the world a mes
sage that the Congress has turned down 
a Presidential request to join the Presi
dent in getting control of spending. 

I am not exaggerating the situation, 
Mr. Chairman, I am trying to be brutally 
frank with my colleagues. I just say, as 
others have said, the political part of 
this worries me greatly. I have been 
fighting to do everything I can to keep 
CARL ALBERT, the Speaker Of the House, 
in that chair where you sit in the next 
Congress. 

If we abdicate here any willingness to 
join in controlling spending and thereby 
reducing the inflationary pressures, aJ.l in 
the world that the President has to do is 
to go before the American people on tele
vision and ask for a Congress as a result 
of the vote on November 7, a Congress 
that will cooperate with him in getting 
control of spending and in doing some
thing about inflation. 

I tell you-you are playing with your 
own political lives and destinies when 
you vote for the Mahon amendment. I 
hope it will be voted down. 

The CHAffiMAN. Under the rule, all 
time for debate on the amendment has 
expired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. MAHON). 
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TELLER VOTE WITH CLERKS 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I demand 
tellers. 

Tellers were ordered. 
Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I demand 

tellers with clerks. 
Tellers with clerks were ordered; and 

the Chairman appointed as tellers 
Messrs. MAHON, BETTS, BURKE of Massa
chusetts, and ULLMAN. 

The Committee divided, and the tell
ers reported that there were--ayes 167, 
noes 216, not voting 48, as follows: 

[Roll No. 420] 
[Recorded Teller Vote) 

AYES-167 
Abzug Fulton O'Konski 
Adams Fuqua O'Neill 
Addabbo Garmatz Passman 
Albert Giaimo Patman 
Anderson, Gonzalez Patten 

Calif. Grasso Pepper 
Annunzlo Gray Perkins 
Ashley Green, Pa. Peyser 
Aspin Gude Pickle 
Aspinall Hlanna Pike 
Badillo Harvey Poage 
Barrett Hawkins Podell 
Begich Hays Price, Ill. 
Blatnik Hechler, W.Va. Rangel 
Boggs Heckler, Mass. Rees 
Boland Helstoski Reid 
Bolling Henderson Reuss 
Brademas Hicks, Mass. Riegle 
Brinkley Hicks, Wash. Roberts 
Brooks Holifield Rodino 
Burke, Mass. Howard Roe 
Burlison, Mo. Jacobs Rooney, Pa. 
Burton Johnson, Calif. Rosenthal 
Carney Jones, Ala. Roush 
Casey, Tex. Jones, N.C. Roy 
Celler Karth Roybal 
Chisholm Kastenmeler Runnels 
Clark Kazen St Germain 
Conyers Kluczynski Sarbanes 
Corman Koch Scheuer 
Culver Kyros Seiberling 
Curlin Leggett Shipley 
Daniels, N.J. Lennon Sikes 
Danielson Long, Md. Sisk 
Delaney McCormack Slack 
Dellenback McFall Smith, Iowa 
Dellums McKay Steed 
Dent Macdonald, Stokes 
Diggs Mass. Stubblefield 
Dingell Madden Symington 
Donohue Mahon Teague, Tex. 
Dorn Mazzoli Thompson, N.J. 
Drinan Meeds Tiernan 
Dulski Melcher Udall 
Eckhardt Minish Van Deerlin 
Edmondson Mink Vanik 
Edwards, Callf. Mitchell Waldie 
Eilberg Mollohan White 
Esch Monagan Whitten 
Evins, Tenn. Moorhead Wilson, 
Fascell Morgan Charles H. 
Flood Moss Wolff 
Flynt Murphy, Dl. Wright 
Foley Natcher Yates 
Ford, Nedzi Yatron 

William D. Nix Young, Tex. 
Fraser Obey Zablocki 

Abbitt 
Abernethy 
Alexander 
Anderson, Ill. 
Anderson, 

Tenn. 
Andrews, Ala. 
Andrews, 

N.Dak. 
Archer 
Arends 
Ashbrook 
Baring 
Belcher 
Bennett 
Bergland 
Betts 
Bevill 
Biaggi 
Biester 
Blackburn 
Bow 
Bray 
Broomfield 

NOES-216 
Brotzm.an 
Brown, Mich. 
Brown, Ohio 
Broyhill, N.C. 
Broyhill, Va. 
Buchanan 
Burke, Fla. 
Burleson, Tex. 
Byrnes, Wis. 
Byron 
Cabell 
Camp 
Carey, N.Y. 
Carlson 
Carter 
Cederberg 
Chamberlain 
Chappell 
Clancy 
Clausen, 

Don H. 
Clawson, Del 
Cleveland 
Collier 

Collins, Tex. 
Colmer 
Conable 
Conover 
Conte 
Coughlln 
Crane 
Daniel, Va. 
Davis, Ga. 
Davis, Wis. 
de la Garza 
Dennis 
Derwinski 
Devine 
Dickinson 
Downing 
Duncan 
duPont 
Edwards, Ala. 
Erlenborn 
Eshleman 
Findley 
Fish 
Fisher 

Flowers Lent 
Ford, Gerald R. Long, La. 
Forsythe Lujan 
Fountain McClory 
Frelinghuysen McCloskey 
Frenzel McCollister 
Frey McCulloch 
Galifianakis McDade 
Gaydos McEwen 
Gettys McKevitt 
Gibbons McKinney 
Goldwater McMillan 
Goodling Mailliard 
Griffin Mallary . 
Griffiths Mann 
Grover Mathias, Calif. 
Gubser Mathis, Ga. 
Hagan Mayne 
Hall Michel 
Hamilton Miller, Ohio 
Hammer- Mills, Ark. 

schmidt Minshall 
Hansen, Idaho Mizell 
Harrington Montgomery 
Harsha Mosher 
Hastings Myers 
Hebert Nelsen 
Heinz Nichols 
Hillis Pettis 
Hogan Pirnie 
Horton Powell 
Hosmer Preyer, N.C. 
Hull Price, Tex. 
Hunt Pryor, Ark. 
Hutchinson Quie 
!chord Quillen 
Jarman Railsback 
Johnson, Pa. Ranaall 
Jonas Rarick 
Jones, Tenn. Rhodes 
Keating Robinson, Va. 
Kee Robison, N.Y. 
Keith Rogers 
Kemp Rousselot 
King Ruppe 
Kuykendall Ruth 
Kyl Sandman 
Landgrebe Satterfield 
Landrum Saylor 
Latta Scherle 

Schnee bell 
Schwengel 
Scott 
Sebelius 
Shoup 
Shriver 
Skubitz 
Smith, Calif. 
Smith, N.Y. 
Snyder 
Spence 
Springer 
Staggers 
Stanton, 

J. William 
Steele 
Steiger, Ariz. 
Steiger, Wis. 
Stephens 
Stratton 
Stuckey 
Talcott 
Taylor 
Teague, Calif. 
Terry 
Thomson, Wis. 
Thone 
Ullman 
Vander Jagt 
Veysey 
Vigorito 
Waggonner 
Wampler 
Ware 
Whalen 
Whalley 
Whitehurst 
Widnall 
Wiggins 
Williams 
Wilson, Bob 
Winn 
Wyatt 
Wydler 
Wylie 
Wyman 
Young, Fla. 
Zion 
Zwach 

NOT VOTING-48 
Abourezk 
Baker 
Bell 
Bingham 
Blanton 
Brasco 
Byrne, Pa. 
Caffery 
Clay 
Coll1ns, Dl. 
Cotter 
Davis, S.C. 
Denholm 
Dow 
Dowdy 
Dwyer 
Evans, Colo. 

Gallagher 
Green, Oreg. 
Gross 
Haley 
Halpern 
Hanley 
Hansen, Wash. 
Hathaway 
Hungate 
Link 
Lloyd 
McClure 
McDonald, 

Mich. 
Martin 
Matsunaga 
Metcalfe 

Mikva 
Miller, Calif. 
Mills, Md. 
Murphy, N.Y. 
O'Hara 
Pelly 
Pucinski 
Purcell 
Roncalio 
Rooney, N.Y. 
Rostenkowski 
Schmitz 
Stanton, 

JamesV. 
Sullivan 
Thompson, Ga. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The CHAIRMAN. Are there any fur

ther amendments to be proposed which 
are germane under the rule? If not, 
under the rule, the Committee rises. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the Chair, 
Mr. ABERNETHY, Chairman of the Com
mittee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union, reported that that Com
mittee having had under consideration 
the bill <H.R. 16810) to provide for a 
temporary increase in the public debt 
limit and to place a limitation on ex
penditures and net lending for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1973, pursuant to 
House Resolution 1149, he reported the 
bill back to the House. 

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

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

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

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The question was taken; and there 

were--yeas 221, nays 163, not voting; 46, 
as follows: 

[Roll No. 421] 
YEAS-221 

Abbitt Galifianakis 
Anderson, Ill. Gaydos 
Anderson, Gettys 

Tenn. Giaimo 
Andrews, Ala. Goldwater 
Andrews, Goodling 

N.Dak. Grasso 
Archer Gray 
Arends Griffin 
Belcher Griffiths 
Bennett Grover 
Bergland Gubser 
Betts Hamilton 
Bevill Hammer-
Biester schmidt 
Boland Hanley 
Bow Hansen, Idaho 
Bray Harsha 
Broomfield Harvey 
Brotzman Hastings 
Brown, Mich. Hebert 
Brown, Ohio Heckler, Mass. 
Broyhill, N.C. Hicks, Mass. 
Broyhill, Va. Hillis 
Buchanan Hogan 
Burke, Fla. Horton 
Burleson, Tex. Hosmer 
Byrnes, Wis. Howard 
Byron Hunt 
Cabell Hutchinson 
Camp !chord 
Carey, N.Y. Jarman 
Carlson Johnson, Pa. 
Carter Jon as 
Cederberg Jones, N.C. 
Chamberlain Jones, Tenn. 
Clancy Keating 
Clausen, Kee 

DonH. Keith 
Cleveland Kemp 
Collier King 
Collins, Tex. Kuykendall 
Colmer Kyl 
Conable Landrum 
Conover Latta 
Coughlin Lent 
Curlin Lujan 
Daniel, Va. McClory 
Davis, Ga. McCloskey 
Davis, Wis. McCollister 
de la Garza McCulloch 
Dennis McEwen 
Devine McKay 
Dickinson McKevitt 
Dorn McMillan 
Downing Mahon 
Duncan Mallllard 
du Pont Mallary 
Edwards, Ala. Mann 
Erlenborn Mathias, Calif. 
Esch Mayne 
Eshleman Mazzoli 
Fascell Melcher 
Findley Michel 
Fish Miller, Ohio 
Fisher Mllls, Ark. 
Flood Minshall 
Flowers Mizell 
Flynt Mollohan 
Ford, Gerald R. Monagan 
Forsythe Montgomery 
Fountain Myers 
Frellnghuysen Natcher 
Frenzel Nelsen 
Frey Nichols 
Fuqua Passman 

Abernethy 
Abzug 
Adams 
Addabbo 
Alexander 
Anderson, 

CaUf. 
Annunzio 
Ashbrook 
Ashley 
Asp in 
Aspinall 
Badillo 
Baring 
Barrett 
Begich 

NAYS-163 
Biaggi 
Bingham 
Blackburn 
Blatnik 
Boggs 
Bolling 
Brademas 
Brasco 
Brinkley 
Brooks 
Burke, Mass. 
Burlison, Mo. 
Burton 
Carney 
Casey, Tex. 
Celler 

Patten 
Pepper 
Pettis 
Peyser 
Pickle 
Pike 
Pirnie 
Powell 
Preyer, N.C. 
Price, Tex. 
Quie 
Quillen 
Railsback 
Randall 
Reid 
Rhodes 
Robinson, Va. 
Robison, N.Y. 
Rogers 
Rooney, Pa. 
Rousselot 
Roy 
Runnels 
Ruppe 
Ruth 
Sandman 
Schnee bell 
Scott 
Sebelius 
Shipley 
Shoup 
Shriver 
Smith, Iowa 
Smith, N.Y. 
Snyder 
Spence 
Springer 
Staggers 
Stan. ton, 

J. Wllliam 
Steele 
Steiger, Ariz. 
Steiger, Wis. 
Stephens 
Stratton 
Stubblefield 
Talcott 
Taylor 
Teague, Calif. 
Terry 
Thomson, Wis. 
Thone 
mlman 
Vander Jagt 
Veysey 
Vigorito 
Waggonner 
Wampler 
Ware 
Whalley 
Whitehurst 
Widnall 
Wiggins 
Williams 
Wilson, Bob 
Winn 
Wyatt 
Wydler 
Wylie 
Wyman 
Young, Fla. 
Zablocki 
Zion 
Zwach 

Chappell 
Chisholm 
Clark 
Clawson, Del 
Collins, ill. 
Conte 
Oonyers 
Corman 
Crane 
Culver 
Daniels, N.J. 
Danielson 
Delaney 
Dell en back 
Dellums 
Dent 
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Derwinski Kluczynski Roberts 
Diggs Koch Rodino 
Dingell Kyros Rosenthal 
Donohue Landgrebe Roush 
Drinan Leggett Roybal 
Dulski Lennon St Germain 
Eckhardt Long, La. Sarbanes 
Edmondson Long, Md. Saylor 
Edwards, Call!. McCormack Scherle 
Ellberg McDade Scheuer 
Evins, Tenn. McFall Schwengel 
Foley Macdonald, Seiberling 
Ford, Mass. Sikes 

William D. Madden Sisk 
Fraser Mathis, Ga. Skubitz 
Fulton Meeds Slack 
Garmatz Minish Smith, Call!. 
Gibbons Mink Stanton, 
Gonzalez Mitchell James V. 
Green, Pa. Moorhead Steed 
Gude Morgan Stokes 
Eragan Mosher Stuckey 
:Hall Moss Symington 
:Hanna Murphy, Ill. Teague, Tex. 
Erarrington Nedzl Thompson, N.J. 
:Hawkins Nix Tiernan 
:Hays Obey Udall 
Hechler, W.Va. O'Konski Van Deerlln 
Heinz O'Neill Vanik 
Erelstoskl Patman Waldie 
Erenderson Perkins Whalen 
Hicks, Wash. Poage White 
Holifield Podell Whitten 
Erull Price, Til. Wilson, 
Jacobs Pryor, Ark. Charles H. 
Johnson, Cali!. Rangel Wolff 
Jones, Ala. Rarick Wright 
Karth Rees Yates 
Kastenmeier Reuss Yatron 
Kazen Riegle Young, Tex. 

NOT VOTING-46 
Abourezk 
Baker 
Bell 
Blanton 
Byrne, Pa. 
Caffery 
Clay 
Cotter 
Davis, S .C. 
Denholm 
Dow 
Dowdy 
Dwyer 
Evans, Colo. 
Gallagher 
Green, Oreg. 

Gross 
Haley 
Halpern 
Hansen, Wash. 
Hathaway 
Hungate 
Link 
Lloyd 
McClure 
McDonald, 

Mich. 
McKinney 
Martin 
Matsunaga 
Metcalfe 
Mlkva 

So the bill was passed. 

Miller, Call!. 
Mills, Md. 
Murphy, N.Y. 
O'Hara 
Pelly 
Puclnskl 
Purcell 
Roe 
Roncalio 
Rooney, N.Y. 
Rostenkowski 
Satterfield 
Schmitz 
Sullivan 
Thompson, Ga. 

The Clerk announced the .following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Davis of South Carolina for, with Mrs. 

sumvan against. 
Mr. Pucinski for, with Mr. O'Hara against. 
Mrs. Hansen Of Washington for, Mr. Mikva 

against. 
Mr. Murphy of New York for, Mr. Dow 

against. 
Mr. Satterfield for, Mr. Caffery against. 
Mr. Roe for, Mr. Matsunaga against. 
Mr. Baker for, Mr. Cotter against. 
Mr. Eralpern for, Mr. Roncalio against. 
Mr. Martin for, Mr. Denholm against. 
Mr. Rostenkowski for, Mr. Blanton against. 
Mr. McKinney for, Mr. Metcalfe against. 

Until further notice: 
Mr. Miller of California with Mr. Bell. 
Mr. Byrne of Pennsylvania with Mr. Mc-

Donald of Michigan. 
Mr. Rooney of New York with Mr. Gross. 
Mr. Abourezk with Mr. Lloyd. 
Mr. Hathaway with Mr. McClure. 
Mr. Hungate with Mr. Mills of Maryland. 
Mr. Evans of Colorado with Mr. Schmitz. 
Mrs. Green of Oregon with Mrs. Dwyer. 
Mr. Purcell with Mr. Thompson of Georgia. 
Mr. Link with Mr. Dowdy. 
Mr. Gallagher with Mr. Haley. 
Messrs. CHAPPEL and HAGAN 

changed their votes from "yea" to "nay." 
Mr. GOLDWATER changed his vote 

from "nay" to "yea." 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that all Mem
bers participating in debate on the bill 
just passed be granted permission to 
revise and extend their remarks; and, 
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that all Members may have 5 legisla
tive days in which to revise and extend 
their remarks on the bill just passed. 

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

There was no objection. 

PERMISSION TO FILE CONFERENCE 
REPORT ON H.R. 14989, DEPART
MENTS OF STATE, JUSTICE, COM
MERCE, THE JUDICIARY, AND 
RELATED AGENCIES, APPROPRIA
TIONS, 1973 

Mr. SLACK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent that the managers may 
have until midnight tonight to file a 
conference report on the bill <H.R. 
14989) making appropriations for the 
Departments of State, Justice, Com
merce, the judiciary, and related agen
cies for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1973. 

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

There was no objection. 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 10420, 
MARINE MAMMAL PROTECTION 
ACT OF 1972 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I call up 
the conference report on the bill <H.R. 
10420) to protect marine mammals, to 
establish a Marine Mammal Commis
sion; and for other purposes, and ask 
unanimous consent that the statement of 
the managers be read in lieu of the 
report. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from Mich
igan? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the statement. 
(For conference report and statement, 

see proceedin.gs of the House of October 
2, 1972.) 

Mr. DING ELL <during the reading). 
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that further reading of the statement be 
dispensed with. 

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

There was no objection. 
(Mr. DINGELL asked and was given 

permission to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, the ma
rine mammal bill which we are consid..: 
ering here is very similar to the bill 
which this body passed last March by an 
overwhelming vote. Essentially, it sets 
up a system regulating the taking of all 
marine mammals by U.S. citizens or in 
U.S. waters and allows responsible par-

ticipation by the public in the regulatory 
process. Further, it establishes an inde
pendent commission to review activities 
in this area and to make appropriate rec
ommendations to the Government and 
to the Congress. 

In some respects, the bill reported by 
the conference does differ from that 
which we considered earlier this year, 
and I would like to take just a few mo
ments to outline those differences. 

Principal among these is the establish
ment of a permanent moratorium on the 
taking of marine mammals, where the 
House bill contained a 5-year morato
rium period in the conference bill has a 
number of specific exemptions, however, 
which we believe will make the program 
workable. During the moratorium period, 
the Secretary is authorized to issue sci
entific or display permits to allow the 
taking of marine mammals. Both permits 
will require review by the Marine Mam
mal Commission and its Committee of 
Scientific Advisors before issuance and 
public hearings. I think that the con
ferees were quite clear in their feelings 
that, at least with regard to the scientific 
permits, the hearing and review process 
might be accelerated in proper cases to 
allow the Secretaries of Commerce and 
Interior to act with expedition where 
such action might be necessary in order 
to obtain the basic data and knowledge 
required to carry out the program. 

Regular permits may not be issued 
without a great deal of preliminary in
formation, and the issuance of proper 
scientific permits will allow that in
formation to be obtained. 

Another exemption from the mora
torium will apply in the case of com
mercial fishermen who take marine 
mammals as an incident to their fishing 
operations. Here the moratorium will 
not apply until 2 years from the date 
of enactment, although the Secretary is 
authorized and directed immediately to 
establish regulations to see that these 
activities present a minimum hazard to 
marine mammals. 

The Secretaries are further author
ized to waive the moratorium in appro
priate cases, subject, however, to the 
basic constraint elsewhere in the act: 
that any taking must be demonstrated 
to be not to the disadvantage of the 
species or stocks of the animals in
volved. I might note in this regard a 
fundamental concept of the bill, stated 
as a declaration of policy in section 2: 
that the primary objective of the man
agement of marine mammals is to main
tain the health and stability of the 
marine ecosystem upon which they, and 
ultimately we, depend. I will say that 
I cannot imagine a case in which the 
objectives of ecosystem stability and 
non-disadvantageous taking might con
flict; but if they should, it is ecosystem 
protection which must prevail. 

The act contains an exemption to al
low Indians, Aleuts and Eskimos to take 
marine mammal for subsistence pur
poses, as did our bill. It expands this 
exemption, however, to allow taking for 
the purposes of creating articles of na
tive handicrafts and clothing. I have 
been asked if this would permit natives 
to take polar bears and to sell the skins 
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of these bears to nonnatives for trophies. 
It is clear that this taking would be pro
hibited without a permit, issued to the 
ultimate recipient of the skin. 

Another exemption to the moratorium 
will allow the Secretary to exempt from 
the operation of the act for up to 1 
year from the date of enactment, per
sons who might otherwise suffer undue 
economic hardship. Similar language is 
found in the Endangered Species Act, 
and can be justified as a means of pro
tecting persons such as importers who 
have made financial commitments be
fore this time, and who, without this 
authority, might be seriously and ad
versely affected. We expect and I think 
I can assure my colleagues that these 
exemptions will not be lightly considered 
or given. 

There was some discussion last March 
of the inequities of allowing a vessel or 
other conveyance to be subject to for
feiture, and in the light of this discus
sion, the House conferees felt it desirable 

· to agree to the Senate proposal, which 
allowed forfeiture of the cargo of the 
vessel and assessment of a monetary 
penalty against the vessel or conveyance 
of not to exceed $25,000. We retained a 
reward provision permitting payment to 
those furnishing information leading to 
a conviction for violation of the act. 

The bill that passed the House covered 
fur seals as well as other marine mam
mals; the Senate bill did not. We ac
cepted the Senate exemption, but in
structed the Secretary to carry out a full 
study of the animal populations and of 
the relationship of this legislation to the 
existing international treaty. The results 
of this study are to be reported back to 
us within a year. At that point we will be 
in a better position to handle the ques
tion of how best to regulate the taking of 
fur seals in the Pribilof Islands. 

Another major change in the bill re
lated to the troublesome area of Fed
eral-State relationships. The House bill 
preempted regulation of all marine 
mammals, but allowed the development 
of cooperative Federal and State pro
grams. The compromise reached in con
ference was to continue the Federal pre
emption, but to allow the States to take 
over marine mammal programs. under 
Federal review. as and when the States 
elect to do so by adopting appropriate 
laws and regulations. We are not, I can 
assure my colleagues. anxious to fore
close State activities in this area. What 
we did attempt to do was to insure that 
State and Federal programs are consis
tent with one another, and with a ra
tional scheme for protecting marine eco
systems and the animals within those 
ecosystems. If the Federal and State 
Governments will work together toward 
this objective, which would appear to be 
common to both, then this legislation 
will have done what we all hope for it. 

Rather than go into more detail, I 
would like to include at this point in 
the RECORD a section-by-section analysis 
of the bill as reported out of the con
ference, prepared by staff and giving 
more detail on the bill so reported: 

COST OF H.R. 10420 

(In thousands of dollars) 

Fiscal year-

1973 197 4 1975 1976 1977 

Sec. 110- Research on 
marine mammals _____ 2, 500 

Sec. Ill- Research on 
Commercial Fisheries Gear_ _______ _____ __ _ 1, 000 

Sec. 114-Adminis
tration of the 
Legislation: 

Commerce _____ ____ 2, 000 
Interior_______ ____ _ 700 

Title 11- Commission 
and Advisory Com-
mittee__ _____________ 1, 000 

2, 500 2, 500 2, 500 2, 500 

1, 000 ---- --- ------ - - -----

2, 000 2, 000 2,000 2, 000 
525 525 525 525 

1, 000 1, 000 1, 000 1, 000 
-----------------------TotaL __ _________ 7, 200 7, 025 6, 025 6, 025 

SECTION -BY -SECTION ANALYSIS 

SHORT TITLE 

6,025 

SEc. 1. The Act may be cited a.s the "Marine 
Mammal Prot ection Act of 1971 ". 

F~INGS AND DECLARATION OF POLICY 

SEc. 2. ( 1) This subsection makes the point 
that certain species and stocks of marine 
mammals may be threatened with depletion 
or extinction by man's uncont rolled activi
ties. 

(2 ) This subsection stresses the value and 
importance oi marine mammals to the stabil
ity of the ecosystem of which they are a part 
and provides rthat they should not be per
mitted to diminish below their optimum sus
tainable population. Emphasis is placed on 
the need to protect those geographic areas of 
significance for each species of marine mam
mals from adverse activities. 

(3) This subsection states thwt not enough 
is known of the ecology and population 
dynamics of all marine mammals. 

( 4) This subsection finds that immediate 
negotiations should be undertaken to en
courage the development of international 
arrangements for research on and conserva
tion of all marine mammals. 

( 5) This subsection indicates that marine 
mammals and their products either move in 
interstate commerce or affect ,the ecosyst ems 
of which they are a part in such a way as to 
affect other animals and products, and the 
protection and conservation of fna.rine mam
mals is necessary to insure the continuing 
availability of such products which move in 
interstate commerce. 

( 6) This subsection states that marine 
mammals are resources of grea t significance 
and that it is congressional policy that they 
should be protected and encouraged to de
velop consistent with sound policies of re
source management. The primary objective 
of this management must be to maintain t he 
health and stability of the marine ecosystem; 
this in turn indicates that the anim.als must 
be managed for their benefit and ndt for the 
benefit of commercial exploitation. 

DEFINITIONS 

SEc. 3. This section defines the various 
terms used in the bill. 

( 1) "Depletion" or "depleted" refers to the 
situation in which species or stocks of ani
mals have declined s1gnificantly or have 
reached a point at which their future may 
be in jeopardy. The concept is broader than 
that of "endangered species" within the 
meaning of the Endangered Species Conser
vation Act of 1969. It provides the Secretaries 
of Interior and Commerce with authority 
to step in to protect a.nima.ls from species 
and stocks which have declined signiftca.ntly 
before they have become formally endangered 
or actually extinct. 

The Act requires consultation with the 
Marine Mammal Commission a.nd the Com
mittee on Scientific Advisors on Marine 

Mammals before a designation of a "de
pleted" species or stock is made. The Act 
wm allow species or stocks to be protected 
before they have reached endangered status. 

The desigriation of a species or stock as 
depleted under the Aot, however, will not 
automatically qualify an animal for protec
tion under the Endangered Species Act of 
1969 and will not expand that Act, as It is 
presently written, to cover endangered stocks 
within otherwise abundant species. On the 
other hand, species now or later on the en-

. dangered list will fall within the definition 
of depleted within this Act. 

(2) "Management" and "conservation" 
refer to the collection and application of 
biological information necessary to keep ani
mals within a given species or population 
at the optimum carrying capacity of their 
habitat. The scope of this definition Includes 
all those activities which are part of a mod
em scientific resource program.. This term 
further includes, as appropriate, the peri
odic or total protection as well as regulated 
taking of any species or population. 

(3) "District Court of the United States" 
means the various U.S. District Courts. 

(4) "Humane" in the context of taking 
marine mammals means the method of tak
ing which involves the least possible amount 
of pain and suffering which can be inflicted 
upon the animals involved. It is not a simple 
concept and involves factors such as mini
mizing trauma to groups of highly intelligent. 
social animals such as whales and porpoises 
where the taking of any member may be dis
tressing to the group. In many cases, where 
an animal may not be taken humanely the 
blll wlll prevent that animal from being 
taken at all. 

( 5) "Marine mammals" means mammals 
which are physiologically adapted to the 
oceans, such as sirenians (manatees and sea 
cows), cetaceans (whales, porpoises, and air 
breathing dolphins) and pinnipeds (seals, sea 
lions, walruses and others). The term also 
includes animals such as polar bears which 
are adapted to an intermittent land-sea en
vironment. For the purpose of the Act, the 
t erm includes parts of marine mammals, in
cluding but not limited to their fur and 
skins. 

(6) "Marine mammal product" means 
processed or unprocessed merchandise made 
in whole or in part from marine mammals. 

(7) "Moratorium" is defined as the cessa
tion of the taking of marine mammals and 
a ban on the importation of marine mammals 
and their products. 

(8) "Optimum carrying capacity•• refers to 
the ability of a given habitat to support the 
optimum sustainable population of a species 
or stock without adversely affecting the 
ability of that habitat to continue that func
tion. 

(9) "Optimum sustainable population" is 
defined as the number of animals which wlll 
result in the maximum productivity of the 
population or species when considered in the 
context of the health of the ecosystem of 
which the particular species or stock is a 
part, as well as the carrying capacity of the 
habitat. 

(10) "Person" means individuals, corpo
rate entities, or employees of a.ny govern
ment. 

(11) "Population stock" involves a new 
concept, permitting and requiring the secre
taries to discriminate between different 
groups of animals distinguishable from other 
populations of the same species. The Alaskan 
polar bear, for example, is clearly a popula
tion stock within the general worldwide spe
cies classification for polar bears. 

(12) "secretary" within the context of this 
Act refers to the secretaries of Interior or of 
the Department within which NOAA is pres
ently operating (presently the Department 
of Commerce). depending on the animals for 
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which they are given responsibility. The 
Secretary of Commerce is thus given respon
sibility for all cetaceans and all pinnipeds, 
other than walruses; the Secretary of In
terior is given responsibility for all other 
marine mammals. 

(13) "Take" is defined broadly by the Act, 
as including harassing, hunting, capturing, 
or killing any marine mammal or attempt
ing to do so. The act of taking need not be 
intentional: the operation of motor boats in 
waters in which these animals are found can 
clearly constitute harassment. 

(14) "United States" includes all lands 
over which the United States government has 
jurisdiction. 

( 15) "Waters under the jurisdiction of the 
United States" means waters out to the 
twelve mile limit. 

EFFECTVE DATE 

SEc. 4. For most purposes, the effective 
date of the Act is sixty days after the date 
of enactment. 

TITLE I~ONSERVATION AND PROTECTION OF 
MARINE ANIMALS 

Moratorium and exceptions 
SEc. 101 (a.) This subsection prescribes a. 

permanent moratorium, beginning on the 
effective date of the Act (sixty days after the 
date of enactment), on the taking and im
ports. tion of all marine mammals and marine 
mammal products. There are, however, cer
tain stated exceptions to this moratorium: 

Subparagraph (1) authorizes the Secre
tary to issue permits for scientific research 
or for public display, following review of the 
permit application by the Marine Mammal 
Commission and its Committee of Scientific 
Advisors, established under Title II of the 
Act. Those bodies are instructed to review 
the application in the light of the expressed 
purposes and policies of the Act, and to ap
prove them if they are found to be consistent. 
If the permit application is for importation 
and is approved by the Secretary, the appli
cant is then entitled to receive a. certificate 
to that effect for presentation to customs 
representatives to allow passage of the ani
mal or goods. 

Subparagraph {2) authorizes an exception 
to allow the taking of marine mammals as an 
incident to commercial fishing operations. 
During the two year period immediately fol
lowing the enactment of the Act, no formal 
permit is required, although commercial 
fishermen would be subject to broad regula
tory powers of the Secretary, designed to in
sure that the smallest hazard is presented to 
animals which may be involved. Following 
the two-year period, incidental catches wlll 
be subject to normal permit procedures. The 
zero mortality and injury goal is applicable 
immediately and continues into the period 
beyond two years from the date of enactment. 
The Secretary is also instructed to request 
assistance from the Committee of Scientific 
Advisors on the numbers of marine mammals 
kllled under existing .and future fishing 
techniques. 

This subparagraph also directs the Secre
tary of the Treasury to monitor foreign fish
ing techniques and to prohibit the importa
tion of fish or fish products caught through 
the use of techniques which are forbidden 
to U.S. fishermen. To this end, the Secretary 
is directed to communicate with the govern
ments of the nations involved as to their 
current fishing practices. 

(a.) (3) (A) grants additional authority to 
the Secretary, during the moratorium, to 
make decisions affecting marine mammals. 
It provides that the Secretary may permit 
exceptions to the moratorium when such 
exceptions would be in accordance with the 
policy of the Act to preserve and conserve the 
animals involved. The Secretary's authority 
would include the power to determine that a. 
State's laws on marine mammals apply in lieu 

of the Act. The criterion which must be 
met in any decision to waive the moratorium 
or defer to· State law is that the principles 
of resources protection and conservation em
bodied in the Act must be maintained. 
Should a decision to make an exception to 
allow taking or importation pursuant to the 
Feder.a.l Act be made, then the sections of 
the Act on prohibitions, regulations and 
permits will apply. (In the case of importa
tion, and additional requirement must be 
met; namely, that the program for taking 
marine mammals in the country of origin 
must be consistent with the prohibitions 
and policies of the Act. If it is found not to 
be consistent, then the importation cannot 
be allowed for any purpose.) If a. decision 
is made to defer to State law, then the pro
visions of that law will apply; provided, of 
course, that the State law has been found 
to comply with the Act and continues to 
do so. 

The Secretary's decision to waive the 
moratorium would not be a final action, 
from which appeal might be taken: recourse 
to the courts must await action under Sec
tion 103 of the Act. The Act requires that 
the hearings to be held by the Secretary on 
the regulations which he proposes to adopt 
would also encompass his decision to waive 
the mor.atorium. 

(a) (3) (B) provides that during the mora
torium, except for research purposes indi
cated in subparagraph 101{a) (1), no permit 
may be issued for the taking of any marine 
mammal classified .a.s an endangered species 
or as depleted, and additionally no importa
tion may be made of any such marine mam
mal. 

(b) This subsection excepts from the mor
atorium and other provisions of this Act the 
taking of marine mammals by native Alaskan 
Eskimos, Indians or Aleuts who live on the 
coast of the North Pacific or the Arctic Ocean, 
but only if the taking ( 1) is for subsistence 
purposes by natives living in Alaska or (2) is 
done for purposes of creating and selling 
authentic native articles of handicrafts and 
clothing, and (3) in either case is not done 
in a wasteful manner. Such subsistence 
purposes include taking for food, clothing, 
heating, and other necessities of life. The 
subsection specifically defines the term "au
thentic native articles of handicrafts and 
clothing" to permit sales in interstate and 
foreign commerce. 

As defined, "authentic native articles of 
handicrafts and clothing" must be manufac
tured without the use of mass copying de
vices in the exercise of traditional native 
handicrafts, including improved methods of 
production utilizing modern implements, 
such as sewing machines, so long as no large 
scale mass production industry results. The 
information of traditional native groups, 
such as cooperatives is permitted under the 
Act. The subsection also permits the sale of 
edible portions of marine mammals, such as 
meat, skin, and seal oil in Alaska native 
villages and towns or for consumption by 
Alaskan natives presently residing outside 
the state. It is intended that federal and 
state authorities both will work with the 
natives to insure that the taking of any 
species of marine mammal is accomplished 
wihout undue loss of such mammals. Ex
amples of some areas in which such govern
mental cooperation may be undertaken are 
the taking of bowhead whales, some of which 
are lost beneath the ice, and alleged infre
quent incidents of indiscriminating firing 
into walrus heads by native hunters. 

This subsection also allows the Secretary 
(or the State of Alaska if such authority 

is delegated) to place limitations upon the 
taking of any marine mammal by Alaskan 
Eskimos, Indians or Aleuts if the Secretary 
determines any depleted species or stock of 
marine mammal to be threatened by native 

activities. It is intended that the Secretary, 
in establishing such limitations, shall desig
nate the species or the stock of the species 
in question, as well as a description of the 
geographical area involved, the season for 
taking, or any other factors contributing to 
such limitations. The limitations shall be 
lifted as soon as the need for imposing them 
has disappeared. 

The Secretary is given the authority to cur
tail or to terminate the native taking when
ever he concludes that such taking is en
dangering, depleting or inhibiting the res
toration of endangered or depleted stocks. 
The actions of the Secretary in administer
ing the provisions relating to taking by na
tives will be subject to review by the public 
and by the Congress, in order to see that his 
responsiblllties have adequately been met. 

(c) This subsection qualifies the moratori
um section further by permitting the Secre
tary to allow persons up to one year as a grace 
period during which they need not comply 
with provisions of the Act, as the Secretary 
deterlnlnes. It does not apply, however, to 
persons covered by section 101 (a) (2). This 
exception to the Aot only operates at the 
discretion of the Secretary, and is designed 
to minimize undue economic hardship. The 
concept is taken directly from section 3 (b) 
{16 u.s.a. 668cc-3(b)) of the present En
dangered Species Act. The Endangered 
Species Act authorizes the Secretary of Inte
rior, in order to minimize undue economic 
hardship to a person importing a species 
of fish or wildlife that is placed upon the 
endangered species list, to continue such im
portation in such quantities and for such 
periods not rto exceed one year as the Secre
tary deems appropriate. The situation which 
will a.rise upon enactment of the Marine 
Mammal Protection Act is analogous to the 
situation which occurs under the Endan
gered Species Act when a. new a.nim:al is 
placed on the Endangered Species List. Sub
stantial adjustments will be required to take 
account of the new law just as an importer 
of an endangered animal which suddenly 
is placed on the list will need to Inake adjust
ments in his contracts, etc. The situation is 
directly analogous in the case of tunafish 
processors since, without the special excep
tion, it could happen that a processor would 
be forbidden by Section 102(c) to import 
tunafish for which he may have contracted 
earlier. 

Prohibitions 
Sec. 102. (a) This section states that it is 

unlawful, except as provided in sections 101 
(moratorium), 103 (regulations), 104 (per
mits), 111 (gear development research) and 
113 (treaties) for any person or vessel sub
ject to the jurisdiction of the United States 
to take any marine mammals on the high 
seas. It also prohibits any person or vessel 
or conveyance from taking any marine mam
mal on waters or lands under the jurisdiction 
of the United States unless expressly pro
vided for by an existing international treaty, 
convention, or agreement to which the 
United States is a party. 

In addition, it is unlawful for any person 
to use any port, harbor, or other place un
der the jurisdiction of the United States in 
connection with a prohibited taking or to 
use such port for unlawful importation of 
marine Inammals or marine mammal prod
ucts. The subsection further prohibits any 
person subject to United States jurisdiction 
from possessing, transporting, selling or offer
ing for sale any marine mammal taken un
lawfully. It also makes it unlawful for any 
person to use, in a commercial fishery, any 
fishing techniques that are in violation of 
any regulations issued by the Secretary for 
the purposes of carrying out this Act. 

(b) This subsection makes it lllegal to im
port any marine Inammal within certain 
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specified categories unless that mammal is 
imported pursuant to permit issued for le
gitimate scientific research. The categories 
of animals are those: ( 1) pregnant when 
taken, (2) nursing (either parent or young) 
or less than eight months old, whichever 
occurs alter, (3) taken from a. species or 
stock which has been designated by the Sec
retary a.s depleted or from a. species which 
is listed as endangered or ( 4) taken in
humanely. This subsection wlll bar the 1m
port of marine mammals or products taken 
from the baby Canadian harp seal. 

(c) This subsection imposes an absolute 
and permanent ban on the importation of 
animals taken in violation of this title or 
taken in a foreign country in violation of 
the laws of that country. Importation of 
marine mammal products is banned in cases 
where importation of the mammal would be 
banned and in cases where the sale of the 
product is prohibited by the country or ori
gin. Once the Secretary has taken steps to 
control the types of gear that can be used 
in commercial fishing, this section would 
also ban importation of fish caught by meth
ods proscribed for fishermen subject to U.S. 
jurisdiction. This subsection will close the 
United States market to the tuna fish caught 
in this fashion. 

(d) This subsection makes the subsections 
banning importations prospective only. It 
will serve to protect those with inventories 
of products at the time these actions become 
unlawful. 

(e) The subsection states that provisions 
of the Act will not affect any marine mam
mal or marine mammal product which was 
taken before the date that the Act goes into 
effect. 

Regulations on taking of marine mammals 
Sec. 103. (a) This section establishes the 

baSic theme of this Act. It states that the 
Secretary, on the basis of the best available 
scientific evidence and after consultation 
with the Marine Mammal Commission, shall 
issue regulations on the taking or importing 
of marine mammals to insure that such tak
ing or import:l.ng does not occur to the dis
advantage of the species or stocks from which 
the animals are taken and that such taking 
would be consistent with the policies of the 
Act. It requires, in effect, that limitations 
be established which will be designed to act 
for the benefit of the animals in question. 
While clearly it is not to the benefit of an 
individual animal to be taken, the Commit
tee was persuaded by overwhelming scien
tific evidence that there are, in fact, cases in 
which animal species or stocks may be bene
fited by removing excess members. In these 
cases, the Secretary will establish appropri
ate limitations which will permit the taking 
of these animals. 

(b) This subsection lists the general cri
teria which may be considered by the Secre
tary in the process of prescribing 11m1tations 
under the Act. These include a wide range of 
factors such as the effect of limitations on 
present and future animal populations. U.S . 
treaty requirements, ecological and environ
mental considerations, the conservation and 
development of fishery resources and eco
nomic and technological feasibility. 

The Secretary, for example, in regulating 
the operations of the tuna industry with re
spect to the incidental catching of porpoises 
must consider the technical capability of 
these fishermen to avoid injury to porpoises. 
It is not the intention of the Congress to 
shut down or significantly to curtan the ac
tivities of the tuna fleet so long as the Secre
tary Is satisfied that the tuna. fishermen are 
using economically and technologically prac
ticable measures to assure minimal hazards 
to marine mammal populations. 

(c) The regulations prescribed by the Sec
retary may include a number of factors; the 
number of an'imals to be taken or imported, 
what animals may be taken or imported, 

when and from where this taking or import
ing may take place and restrictions on cer
tain fishing techniques which he has found 
to cause undue fatalities to marine mammals 
in the particular fishery involved. 

(d) This subsection requires the establish
ment of 11m1ta.tions to take place after full 
agency review open to public comment and 
hearing pursuant to the Adm1nistraltive Pro
cedure Act. Before or at the time of an
nouncing proposed regulations, the Secre
t11lry 15 required to make available to the pub
lic a number of documents: (1) a. statement 
of the size of the populations affected. (2) 
a statement on the impact of his proposed 
regulations on the optimum sustainable 
population of the species or stock involved, 
(3) the scientific evidence upon which he 
proposes to base his regulations, and (4) any 
studies or recommendations relating to these 
regulations. At :this point in the develop
ment of the rulema.klng procedure the public 
is given the right, and the necessary informa
tion, to participate, and if it considers such 
action appropriate, to protest against the es
tablishment of these regulations. 

(e) This subsection requires the secretary 
to report on the status of marine maiiUXlals 
to the public and the Congress within six 
months of the effective date of the Act and 
once a. year thereafter, and in his report the 
Secretary shall outline the actions he has 
taken, and those measures believed necessary 
to assure the well ,being of such madne mam
mals. This wlll not require the Secreta.ry to 
restudy each species and stock annually, but 
will require him to update, where appropri
ate, what had been done since the last re
port was filed. 

Permits 
Sec. 104. (a) This subsection a.llows the 

Secretary .to issue permlrt;s authorizing the 
taking or importation of any marine mam
mal. 

(b) This subsection requires permits is
sued under the .authority of the Act to be 
consistent wlith the regulations prescribed 
in Sec. 103 and states that such permits 
specify terms and conditions under which 
~ animals may ·be taken or imported. 
Whenever the reason for such taking is over
population, before issuing any permit to 
take a mammal the Secretary must first 
consider the possibillty of transporting ex
cess members of this population to other 
M"eas which were formerly the habitat of 
such anima.ls. 

(c) Scientific resea.rch permits or permits 
for the display of marine mammals by profit 
and non-profit institutions must be issued 
by the Secretary subject to his requirements 
a.s to the manner in which those animals may 
be captured, transported and ca.red for. These 
permittees must also report to the Secretary 
on the ways in which these requirements 
have been carried out. If the Secretary is not 
satisfied with these activities or these re
ports, he may take appropriate action, which 
includes the revocation of permits and as
sessment of penalties. 

(d) This subsection authorizes the Sec
retary to prescribe procedures to carry out 
his permit authority. It requires him to make 
publlc notice of permit a.ppllcations received 
and to invite comments from interested 
members of the public. Permit applicants 
must show that the taking or importation of 
marine mammals will be consistent with the 
purposes of this Act as indicated above and 
with regulations established under Sec. 103. 
The subsection authorizes the Secretary to 
grant public hearings upon request of any 
interested party, if the request is made on 
a timely basis. The Secretary is instructed to 
act in an expeditious fashion and to make 
full public disclosure of his action in issuing 
or denying a permit requested. The subsec
tion also authorizes permit appllcants or op
posing parties to obtain judicial review of 
the issuance or refusal to issue a permit 
under this section. 

(e) This subsection authorizes the Sec
retary to modify, suspend or revoke permits 
to make them consistent with revised regula
tions under Sec. 103, or where the permit has 
been violated. Such actions by the Secretary 
can only take effect after the permittee has 
had an opportunity for a. hearing. Notice of 
such modification, suspension or revocation 
must be published in the Federal Register. 

(f) This subsection requires permits is
sued by the Secretary to be in the possession 
of the authorized person during the process 
of the authorized taking or importation or 
at any other time incidental to that taking 
or importation. The copy of the permit must 
be physically attached to any container in 
which the marine mammal is placed or be 
aboard the vessel involved. 

(g) This subsection requires the Secretary 
to charge a reasonable fee for permits issued, 
to be done through an informal rulemaking 
procedure allowing interested parties to com
ment. 

(h) This subsection authorizes the Sec
retary to issue general permits under ap
propriate regulations covering the use of such 
permits. Fishermen, Eskimos, and others who 
may have a continuing problem may thus 
obtain general permits from the Secr'eta.ry 
covering situations in which it is anticipated 
that permission is required, subject to those 
regulations which the Secretary considers 
consistent with the purposes and policies of 
the Act. 

Penalties 
SEc. 105. (a) This subsection authorizes the 

assessment of civil penalties by the Secretary 
for violation of the Act or permits or regu
lations issued under the Act, in the amount 
of not more than $10,000 for each violation. If 
the penalty is not paid, the Secretary is au
thorized to refer the matter to the Depart
ment of Justice for action. 

(b) This subsection authorizes crimlnal 
action and fines up to $20,000 for each vio
lation or up to one year imprisonment, or 
both, for any person who knowingly violates 
the Act or permits or regulations issued 
thereunder. 

Vessel fine, cargo forfeiture, and rewards 
SEc. 106. (a.) This subsection makes the car

go or the cash value of the cargo of any vessel 
or other conveyance (such as an airplane or 
snowmobile) affected by the Act subject to 
forfeiture. The forfeiture may be imposed if 
the vessel is employed in the unlawful tak
ing of any marine mammal. Negligent opera
tion of power-driven vessels may constitute 
prohibited activity, if it takes place in wa
ters where marine mammals are known to 
exist. 

Subsection (b) renders such vessels (and, 
by implication, other conveyances) them
selves Hable for civil penalties. These may 
be assessed a.s maritime liens, but the penalty 
for each offense may not exceed $25 ,000. 
Any such penalties shall be assessed by the 
U.S. district court having jurisdiction over 
the vessel. 

Subsection (c) authorizes rewards, to be 
paid out of the General Treasury, to be paid 
to persons providing information leading to 
the conviction of any person for violation 
of this Act. Payments may not be made un
der the authority of this section, however, 
to Federal, state or local enforcement offi
cers acting in performance of their duties. 

Enforcement 
Sec. 107. (a) The Secretary is charged with 

basic responsibilities for enforcement of Title 
I , except as otherwise provided. He is ex
pected, however, to utilize other Federal 
agencies, such as the Coast Guard, for pur
poses of enforcement. 

(b) The Secretary may also designate State 
officers and employees as enforcement agents, 
although they are not considered as U.S. 
employees for purposes of laws administered 
by the Civil Service Commission. 

(c) This subsection authorizes U.S. judges 
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and magistrates to issue warrants or other 
process required for enforcement of this Act. 

(d) The subsection authorizes appropriate 
officials to execute warrants or processes. It 
further authorizes those officials to arrest 
persons violating the law in their presence 
or view, with or without a. warrant, and per
mits searches of vessels or conveyances either 
with a warrant or other process, or if the offi
cials has reasonable cause to believe a. vio
lation has occurred or is occurring. Such offi
cials may also seize the cargo of any vessel 
where such vessel has been used in violation 
of the Act or reasonably appears to have been 
so used. Marine mammals or marine mammal 
products taken in violation of the Act may 
also be seized and disposed of in accordance 
with appropriate regulations. 

(e) This subsection requires the Secretary 
to expedite proceedings when a. seizure has 
taken place. He is required to notify the 
owner or consignee of the seizure of these 
goods as soon as possible. When appropriate, 
the Secretary may either hold marine mam
mals or products, or other cargo, or permit 
the person concerned to retain them after 
posting bond. After assessment of civil pen
alties, the subsection permits the Secretary 
to proceed against the marine mammals and 
products or other cargo concerned, and for
feited, for appropriate disposition. The sub
section requires marine mammals and prod
ucts, and other cargo, seized in connection 
with a. criminal violation to be forfeited to 
the Secretary. It allows the forfeiture of prop
erty or other items taken in conjunction with 
the violation. Marine mammal products, or 
other cargo, which have been seized must be 
returned to the owner or consignee, if (a.) a. 
civil penalty is assessed, but no action is 
taken to recover that penalty, or (b) if crimi
nal action is unsuccessful and the Secretary 
has not thereafter commenced proceedings 
for the imposition of civll penalties. 

International program 
Sec. 108. This section requires the Secre

tary, acting through the Secretary of State, 
to: ( 1) initiate negotiations for bilateral or 
multlla.tera.l agreements for the protection 
and conservation of the marine mammals 
covered by this Act, (2) initiate negotiations 
With foreign governments that either 
through their own involvement, or that of 
their citizens or companies, are engaged In 
commercial fishing operations which ti:ie 
Secretary has found to be unduly harmful 
to any species of marine mammals, rn order 
to develop bilateral or multilateral treaties 
for the purposes of protecting such marine 
mammals, (3) encourage the development of 
ot her international agreements for the pro
t ection of specific ocean and land regions 
which are of special significance to marine 
mammals, (4) initiate the amendment of 
any existing international treaties for the 
protection and conservation of marine mam
mals in order to make such treaties con
sistent with this Act, (5) seek the conven
ing of an international meeting on marine 
mammals before July 1, 1973, for among 
other things, the signing of a binding inter
national convention for the protection and 
conservation of all marine mammals and 
further, for the implementation of para
graph 3 of this section, and (6) report to 
Congress within one year of the enactment 
of this Act on the results of the activities 
called for under section 108. 

In addition, subsection (b) requires study 
of the taking of North Pacific fur seals. With
in one year of the date of enactment of the 
Act, the Secretary is required to report back 
to the Congress on the results of (A) a. 
joint study with the Marine Ma.mmal Com
m ission on the present status of these fur 
seals, and (B) a joint study with the Sec
retary of State on necessary or desira.b1e 
modifications of the existing international 
treaty and/or this Act. If either study in
dicates that problems exist, the Secretary is 

further instructed to take the steps necessary 
to resolve these problems. 

Federal cooperaticm with States 
SEC. 109. (a) Th1s subsection preempts 

State laws regarding marine mammals, but 
allows the Secretary to approve and accept 
State programs, which after review, are found 
to be consistent With the Act. This would 
allow .the State to engage in a permit pro
gram, under Federal review, or a. cooperative 
or exclusive enforcement program. The sub
section clarifies the circu:mstances under 
which State marine mammal programs are 
continually reviewed. It also specifically a.u
·thorizes State officials to take marine ma.m
mals in a. humane manner if done for the 
welfare of .the public or tthe animal, and if 
such taking is intended ;to return the ani
mal to a wild condition and in an unharmed 
state. This would cover state agents return
ing beached pilot whales to the sea.. 

(b) This subsection authorizes the Secre
tary to make grants to the states to develop 
and implement laws and progra.ms for the 
conservation of marine mammals consistent 
with the purposes and policies of the Act. 

(c) Provides that the Secretary shall enter 
into cooperative agreements with state offi
cials to delegate administration of the Act 
to the States. 

Marine Mammal Research Grants 
SEc. 110. (a) This subsection authorizes the 

Secretary to make grants or to provide other 
appropriat e financial assistance to state and 
other agencies, public or private institutions, 
or other persons in order .to assist them in 
carrying out research on subjects relevant to 
the protection and conservation of marine 
mammals. 

(b) This subsection authorizes !the Secre
tary to estwbllsh reasonable terms and con
ditions upon grants provided under the sec
tion 110 as a~ppropriate to protect the in
terests of the United States. Any grant shall 
be reviewed by the Marine Mammal Commis
sion prior to being given out. 

(c) This subsection authorizes annually, 
for the fiscal year in which the section takes 
effect and for each of the next four fiscal 
years $833,333 to the Secretary of the Inte
rior and $1 ,666,666 to the Secretary of the 
Department within which NOAA is operating. 
Commercial fisheries gear development and 

financial assistance 
SEc. 111. (a) The Secretary of the Depart

ment within which NOAA is operating is au
thorized to carry out a research and develop
ment program in order to devise better fish
ing methods and gear with the objective of 
reducing to maximum extent practicable the 
incidental taking of marine mammals dur
ing commercial fishing operations. The Sec
retary is authorized to issue such regulations 
as he deems necessary to carry out this ob
jective of reducing the level of incidental 
taking of marine mammals. At the end of two 
full years the Secretary shall report to Con
gress the results of his research and develop
ment activities. If new fishing methods or 
gear are developed, which are capable of fea
sible application, the Secretary shall by regu
lations require the same to be adopted by 
persons engaged in commercial fishing oper
ations. Persons following the regulations es
tablished by the Secretary under this sec"' 
tion need not obtain permits for incidental 
taking of marine mammals during the first 
two years of the moratorium. The Secretary is 
authorized $1,000,000 for the fiscal year end
ing June 30, 1973, to carry out this subsec
tion, and a like amount for the next follow
ing fiscal year. 

The Secretary and the Secretary of State 
are further directed to commence negotia
tions within the Inter-American Tropical 
Tuna. Commission in order to obtain essen
tial compliance with the Act. The Secretary 
and Secretary of State are also authorized 
and directed to request the Director of In-

vestiga.tions of this Commission to make rec
ommendations to the member nations of the 
Commission to utilize any new commercial 
fishing method and gear. Additionally, au
thorized agents of the Secretary are empow
ered to accompany U.S . commercial fishing 
vessels, if space is available, on fishing trips 
for purposes of research and observation. 

Regulations; administration 
SEc. 112. (a.) This subsection authorizes 

the Secretary in consultation with other ap
propriate federal agencies, if any, to adopt 
regulB~tions to carry out the purpose of the 
Title. 

(b) All federal agencies are authorized to 
cooperate on mutually agreeable terms with 
the Secretary in carrying out the purposes 
of the Title. 

(c) This subsection authorizes the Secre
tary Ito enter into agreements, as necessary, 
with any person or agency of government in 
order to carry out the purposes of Title I 
of the Act. 

(d) This subsection requires the Secretary 
to review annually all programs in which the 
United States participates, involving the 
taking of marine mammals on land. If the 
U.S. activities cannot be administered on 
lands owned by the United States in a man
ner consistent with the Adt, the Secretary 
must thereupon suspend the program and 
notify the Congress, recommending legisla
tion to resolve the problem. 

Application to other treaties and 
conventions; repeal 

SEc. 113. This section makes it clear that 
the Act is to be applied as supplemental to 
and not in violation of existing international 
treaties, conventions or agreements, or any 
statutes which implement the same, which 
otherwise apply to marine mammals such as 
those applying to whaling and fur seals. 
Thus the Act does not apply to the Norith 
Pacific fur seal because this mammal is 
covered by the North Pacific Fur Seal Con
vention. It also repeals the proviso in the 
Act (16 U.S.C. 659) regarding the protection 
of sea lions in Alaskan waters. 

This section also grants authority to the 
Secretary to issue a. finding as to whether 
this Act shall apply to a. violator or whether 
the penalties under any international treaty, 
convention or agreement with respect to the 
protection of marine mammals from takings 
incidental to commercial fishing operations 
shall apply. An example might be that the 
Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission 
may adopt regulations effecting essential 
compliance wi'th this Act. In such a. case the 
Secretary may declare that section 105 of this 
Act does not apply and that penalties pro
vided in the international agreement, treaty 
or convention do apply. 

Authorizations 
SEc. 114. (a) This subsection authorizes 

$2,000,000 to be appropriated annually for 
each of the next four following fiscal years 
ending June 30, 1973, and for the next four 
following fiscal years, to enable the Depart
ment of Commerce to carry out its responsi
b111ties under Title I. 

(b) This subsection authorizes the sum of 
$700,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1973, and $525,000 for each of the next four 
years to be appropriated, to enable the De
partment of the Interior to carry out its re
sponsib111ties under Title I. 

TrrLE ll-MARINE MAMMAL COMMISSION 

Establishment of Commission 
SEc. 201. (a) Establishes the Marine Mam· 

mal Commission. 
(b) The commission is composed of three 

members serving three year staggered terms. 
appointed by the President from a list sub· 
mitted by the Chairman of the Council on 
Environmental Quality, the Secretary of the 
Smithsonian Institution, and the heads of 
the National Science Foundation and the 
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National Academy of Sciences of individuals 
who are knowledgeable in the fields of ma
rine ecology and research management and 
who are not then or will be thereafter in a. 
position to benefit from the taking of marine 
mammals. The section bars existing govern
ment employees from service as a member of 
the Commission. Members of the Commis
sion may not be reappointed unless serving 
as a. replacement to fill a vacancy. 

(c) The President shall designate the 
Chairman of the Commission from among 
the members. 

(d) Members of the Commission shall be 
compensated on a. daily rate equivalent of a. 
08-18 {$138.48 at this time) for each day 
the members are engaged in the actual per
formance of their duties. They are also en
titled to reimbursement for travel expenses. 

(e) The Title requires the appointment 
of Executive Director who will be a. full time 
employee of the Commission, paid a.t a. rate 
not in excess of that established for a. GS-18. 

Duties of Commission 
Sec. 202. (a) The Commission is required 

to do the following: 
(1) Review existing federal laws and inter

national treaties relating to marine mam
mals, including those dealing with whales 
and fur seals. 

(2) Review existing information on the 
stocks of marine mammals and ways in which 
they may be managed consistent with the 
purposes of the Act and of the most humane 
possible ways of taking marine mammals; it 
shall also review the research programs car
ried out under the Act and all applications 
for research permits, authorized under Sec. 
103. 

(3) Carry out necessary stuc\ies in connec
tion with the protection and management of 
marine mammals. 

(4) Recommend to the appropriate Secre
tary, and to other ofilcials, such additional 
steps as it considers desirable in the interest 
of marine mammals. 

(5) Recommend appropriate policies to the 
Secretary of State for strengthening existing 
international treaties and recommend addi
tional measures for protection of marine 
mammals. 

(6) Recommend to the Secretary of the 
Interior revisions to the Endangered Species 
List as they may affect marine mammals, and 

(7) Recommend to the Secretary, other of
ficials, and the Congress, measures deemed 
necessary or desirable to carry out the pur
poses of this Act, including those which it 
deems appropriate to protect Alaskan natives 
who may be adversely affected by the Act. 

(b) The Commission is required to con
sult with the Secretaries at their request, 
and shall furnish its reports and recom
mendations before publication to them for 
comment. 

(c) The Commission's reports and recom
mendations are specifically designated as 
public records, to be available to the public 
on reasonable terms and conditions. Other 
activities of the Commission are also matters 
of public record, subject to the provisions 
of the Freedom of Information Act. 

(d) Where the Commission has made rec
ommendations to federal ofilcials, those of
ficials must respond to those recommenda
tions on a substantive basis within 120 days. 
Where those recommendations have not been 
followed or adopted, the appropriate ofilcial 
is required to return them to the Commis
sion together with a detailed explanation of 
his reasons for his failure to follow these 
recommendations. 
Committee of Scientific Advisors on Marine 

Mammals 
Sec. 203. (a) This section authorizes and 

directs the establishment of a. Scientlfic Com
mittee of nine independent scientists knowl
edgeable in marine ecology and marine 
mammals affairs. The members of this Com
mittee are to be appointed by the Chairman 

of the Commission, with the advice of the 
Chairman of the Council on Environmental 
Quality, the Director of the National Science 
Foundation, the Chairman of the National 
Academy of Sciences, and the Secretary of 
the Smithsonian Institution. 

(b) The members of the Scientific Com
mittee are to be compensated in like man
ner as the members of the Marine Mammal 
Commission. 

(c) The Commission is required to consult 
with the Scientific Committee on studies and 
recommendations on research programs con
ducted under the authority of the Act and 
all applications for scientific research per
mits. Recommendations made by the Com
mittee, or members of the Committee, to the 
Commission which are adopted by the Com
mission must be transmitted to the appro
priate federal agency and the Congress with 
a.n explanation of the Commission's reasons 
for not accepting such recommendations. 

Commission Reports 
SEc. 204. This section requires the Com

mission to transmit to the Congress an an
nual report describing its activities, includ
ing findings and recommendations by and to 
the Commission, together with the responses 
to those recommendations. 
Coordination with other Federal Agencies 
SEc. 205. This section authorizes the Com

mission to have access to all federal studies 
and data. relating to marine mammals. It 
authorizes the Commission to utilize the fa
cilities of federal agencies, under coopera
tive arrangements, and directs the Commis
sion to take every feasible step to avoid 
duplication of research a nd to carry out the 
purposes of this Act. 

Administration of Commi ssion 
SEc. 206. This section authorizes the Com

mission to do the necessary things in order 
to carry out its administrative responsibili
ties under the Act. Its financial and adminis
trative services are to be provided by the 
General Services Administration and appro
priate reimbursement made therefor. 

Authorizations 
SEC. 207. This section authorizes the sum 

of not to exceed $1 million for the fiscal year 
in which Title II is enacted, and for the next 
four fiscal years thereafter. Not more than 
one-third of the total amount of any sums 
appropriated to the Marine Mammal Com
mission pursuant to this Title shall be ex
pended on activities other than research and 
studies conducted under the authority of 
202 (a) (2) and 3. This limitation was added 
to min1m1ze the temptation on the part of 
the Commission to develop another paper
shufiling bureaucracy. It is the express intent 
of the Committee that the administrative 
activities of the Committee be held to a ir
reducible minimum; the Commission is ex
pected to make every etfort to see that its 
program is carried out accordingly. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. DINGELL. I yield to the gentle
man from Missouri. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, will the gen
tleman advise the House before we take 
action on the conference report as to 
whether all Senate added -on legislation 
was germane to the House-passed bill and 
whether or not there was an increase in 
cost over that authorized by the House? 

Mr. DINGELL. I would advise my 
friend, the gentleman from Missouri, that 
my view and in the view of the staff of 
the committee all of the Senate language 
was germane to the House-passed bill, 
and to the best of my knowledge there 
were no nongermane additions by the 
Senate to the bill before us. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, will the gen
tleman yield further? 

Mr. DINGELL. I yield to the gentle
man from Missouri. 

Mr. HALL. Can the gentleman advise 
me as to the cost added on by the other 
body? 

Mr. DINGELL. The cost estimates I 
have and I can give the gentleman: For 
fiscal years 1973, $7.2 million; for fiscal 
year 1974, $7.025 million; for fiscal year 
1975, $6.025 million; and for fiscal years 
1976 and 1977, $6.025 million. 

Mr. HALL. The question is, Mr. Speak
er, is that an increase on the part of the 
other body over the House-passed legis
lation? 

Mr. DINGELL. I will say to the gentle
man that the Senate had a larger figure 
in the bill which they passed than did the 
House. The compromise represents a 
slightly higher figure than the House fig
ure, but a lower figure than the Senate 
figure. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I asso
ciate myself with the distinguished 
chairman of the Subcommittee on Fish
eries and Wildlife, Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries Committee (Mr. DINGELL) in 
urging passage of the conference report 
on H.R. 10420, marine mammal legisla
tion. 

I sincerely feel that this legislation 
represents the most carefully drafted, 
structured, and intricate bill which I 
have had the pleasure of serving as a 
conferee on during this session of Con
gress. The overall policy issue of marine 
mammal protection is an important one 
which has been charged with a great deal 
of emotion and concern from small 
schoolchildren, environment organiza
tions, scientists, fishery organizations, 
Members of Congress, and Federal, State, 
and local officials responsible for wildlife 
and marine resource management. The 
final product represents many long hours 
of devotion to the legislation on the part 
of all our conferees but, in particular, 
a great deal of the credit for producing 
a strong, viable end product which 
should meet with the approval of all con
cerned goes to our very able subcommit
tee chairman (Mr. DINGELL). 

In its final version, the bill provides for 
an indefinite moratorium on the taking 
of any marine mammal with authority 
vested in the Secretary of Interior or 
Commerce, depending on the species in
volved, to waive the moratorium after 
public hearings and within certain speci
fied regulations as to the extent of the 
waiver. 

The measure also permits the taking 
of marine mammals by Alaskan Natives 
for subsistence purposes and preserves 
the cottage industry of such Natives sub
ject to control by the Secretary. 

In regard to those marine mammals 
taken accidentally or incidentally to 
commercial fishing operations, the con
ferees adopted a general goal that such 
damage should be "reduced to insignifi
cant levels approaching a zero mortality 
and serious injury rate". I wish to make 
it crystal clear that this language in no 
way will or should result in the closure 
or drastic curtailment of the Nation's 
commercial fishing industry simply be
cause the biological fact exists that some 
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species of fish and marine mammals can
not be separated from a commonly 
shared food source in order to permit 
commercial fishing operations without 
the taking of a single marine mammal. 

The statement of the conferees in this 
regard is an expression of desire that 
appropriate efforts be taken, under the 
commercial fishing gear development 
section and other applicable laws, to de
velop more advanced gear and fishing 
method technology to assist in the fur
ther reduction of the level of accidental 
taking. 

The phrase "zero mortality and seri
ous injury rate" has no other legislative 
fiat, directive, impact, or binding obli
gation on the part of the Secretary to 
reach for, strive for, and/or obtain a 
zero mortality goal by the potential or 
actual elimination of this Nation's com
mercial fishing industry or by the elimi
nation of certain fishing techniques, such 
as the purse-seine method, simply to sat
isfy an expression of a general policy 
objective. We all desire that marine 
mammal mortalities be reduced Signifi
cantly-and as fast as possible-but 
there must be an appropriate balancing 
of equities between the two extremes of 
a zero mortality rate and elimination of 
a commercial fishing industry. 

The final version preserves the intri
oate and complex administrative and 
procedural aspects which appeared in 
both versions of the bill. In add:ition, the 
Marine Mammal Commission is pre
served with appropriate research author
ity and duties in regard to assisting the 
Secretaries in the promulgation of regu
lations and permits. I am sure it is the 
desire of the conferees in both Houses 
that the provisions of this legislation be 
implemented within a short period of 
time, and that the Marine Mammal Com
mission, Committee of Scientific Ad
visors, and the Secretaries work in close 
harmony and purpose with each other in 
accomplishing the objectives of the act. 
Should the procedures built into the 
measure become cumbersome, duplica
tive, and result in difficulties of admin
istration and implementation, I am sure 
that the appropriate committees in both 
bodies will take appropriate action to 
remedy the problem by vigorous over
sight and subsequent legislation amend
ing the act. 

Mr. Speaker, .for perhaps the first 
time, this country and Congress has 
recognized the need to enact legislation 
which would provide for conservation 
and protection of marine mammals prior 
to the time that many if not all such 
species become extinct or decline beyond
the point of no return. Yet this legisla
tion, standing by itself, cannot begin to 
provide the mechanisms of control and 
protection necessary to insure worldwide 
conservation and assistance to these im
portant species. It is absolutely impera
tive that other nations develop appropri
ate domestic legislation, enter into bi
lateral and multilateral agreements, and 
take other appropriate action to insure 
the continued growth, survival and vi
ability of these marine mammals. 

The wholesale harvesting of marine 
mammals such as whales, porpoises, and 
others for commercial and food purposes 

must be internationally prohibited or 
regulated, controlled, and enforced in 
order to prevent ultimate elimination of 
marine mammal species as a result of 
unsound, illogical, and unacceptable har
vesting practices of other nations. To this 
end, our domestic legislation should serve 
as a model for other nations and the 
international community. The bill places 
a very strong, pointed, and direct man
date on the part of the Secretary of State 
to take those actions designed to expand 
the principles of the measure to the high 
seas and to other countries. Without a 
strong initiative on the part of this Gov
ernment, acting through the Department 
of State, the objectives of •this legislation 
will be defeated, for U.S. involvement in 
the taking of marine mammals is rela
tively minute in comparison with other 
countries. 

The role the States do and should play 
under this legislation is an important 
one. The final version recognizes the tra
ditional involvement of States in species 
management and conservation by pro
viding that, once the State laws and pro
gram are reviewed and accepted by the 
Secretary, the States would then be dele
gated a great deal of authority and re
sponsibility in regard to issuance of per
mits, enforcement, scientific research, 
and assistance in implementation of the 
act's provisions. Indeed, without the 
strong support and participation of the 
States in furthering the legislation's ob
jectives, these legislative goals might not 
be reached. 

Mr. Speaker, throughout the detailed, 
long and involved hearings on this leg
islation, it was repeatedly brought to 
your committee's attention that this 
country lacked scientific, technical, and 
practical knowledge on marine mam.
mals and their aquatic environment, and 
thus was handicapped in providing data 
as to mortality rates, causes of mortality, 
and proven or recommended methods to 
further conserve, protect, and enhance 
marine mammal populations. It is the 
strong desire and intention of your con
ferees and the Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries Committee that adequate and 
appropriate funding of the measure ·be 
accomplished in order to insure that the 
conservation and management of these 
marine mammals may be accomplished 
on the basis of scientific fact and knowl
edge rather than from individual or 
group emotionalism and personal pref
erence for one species management ap
proach as opposed to others. 

The agreements reached in conference 
are good ones, and I urge final passage 
and speedy enactment of the legislation. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the 
previous question is ordered on the con
ference report. 

There was no objection. 
The conference report was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

AUTHORIZING CLERK TO MAKE 
CORRECTION IN ENROLLMENT OF 
H.R. 10420, PROTECTION OF MA
RINE MAMMALS 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I o:ffer a 
concurrent resolution <H. Con. Res. 717) 
and ask for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the concurrent resolu
tion as follows: 

H. CON. RES. 717 
Resolved by the House of Representatives 

(the Senate concurring), That the Clerk of 
the House of Representatives, in the enroll
ment of the bill (H.R. 10420) to protect 
marine ma.nuna~ls; to establish a Marine 
M-ammal Commission; and for other pur
poses, is authorized and directed to make 
the following correction: 
. One page 11 of the conference report, on 

llne 1, insert the word "of" after the word 
"conditions". 

The concurrent resolution was agreed 
to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON HOUSE 
JOINT RESOLUTION 984, . INDUS
TRIAL PROPERTY PROTECTION 
Mr. FRASER. Mr. Speaker, I call up 

the conference report on the joint res
olution <H.J. Res. 984) to amend the 
joint resolution providing for U.S. par
ticipation in the International Bureau 
for the Protecti~n of Industrial Property, 
and ask unanunous consent that the 
statement of the managers be read in 
lieu of the report. 

The Clerk read the title of ·the bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from Min
nesota? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the statement. 
<For conference report and statement 

see proceedings of the House of Octobe; 
4, 1972.) 

Mr. FRASER (during the reading). 
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
dispense with further reading of the 
statement. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. FRASER. Mr. Speaker, House 

Joint Resolution 984 was passed by the 
House on March 20, 1972, and by the 
Senate on September 14, 1972, after it 
was amended in the Senate Foreign Re
lations Committee. The House version 
provided for an open-ended authoriza
tion for "such sums as may be necessary" 
subject to congressional review in annual 
appropriation requests from the execu
tive branch. I introduced the original bill 
at the request of the administration to 
delete the previous ceiling of $15,000 a 
year and to change the name of the or
ganizations from "International Bureau 
for the Protection of Industrial Proper
ty" to that of "International Bureau of 
Intellectual Property.'' 

In amending House Joint Resolution 
984, the Senate imposed a ceiling of 
4 percent to the annual U.S. contribu
tion, noting that in previous years the 
United States as a class I member of the 
organization had never been assessed 
more than 3.89 percent of the total budg
et of the organization. Subsequent to 
the Senate action, I was informed by the 
Department of State that due to the 
lowering of the assessment for a number 
of African states, the United States, 
along with other major industrialized 
countries who are class I members, would 
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be assessed about 4.1 percent of the budg
et of the organization beginning next 
year. In a House-Senate Conference on 
House Joint Resolution 984, it was agreed 
that the ceiling should be raised from 
4 percent to 4.5 percent in order to ac
commodate the increase in the U.S. as
sessment. 

I understand that the executive branch 
agrees to this change in the ceiling. By 
approving the conference report figure of 
4.5 percent, . the House will be allowing 
the United States to pay its assessed con
tribution to this organization for the 
foreseeable future. Each year, of course, 
the exact amount requested by the ad
ministration will be subject to congres
sional approval in the annual appropria
tion process. 

The International Bureau of Intellec
tual Property performs the following ad
ministrative functions: First, provides 
the Secretariat for the Paris Convention, 
particularly as regards the assembly and 
executive committee of that conven
tion; second, handles the preparatory 
and administrative work of the confer
ences of revision; third, conducts studies 
and provides services to member states 
to facilitate the protection of industrial 
property; fourth, serves as a clearing
house for information on and interpreta
tion of patent and trademark laws; fifth, 
serves as a medium to promote ratifica
tion by states of the revisions of the Paris 
Convention and the adherence of new 
members; and sixth, publishes a monthly 
periodical and other publications de
signed to further industrial property 
protection. Because U.S. nationals have 
more industrial property-that is, pat
ents and trademarks-to be protected 
abroad than any nation in the world, the 
effective administration of the Paris 
Convention by the International Bureau 
is extremely important to the United 
States. 

I urge that the House accept the re
port of the conference committee. 

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

Mr. FRASER. I yield to the gentle
men from Missouri. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, may I ask 
what the House-passed figure was that 
the other body changed into a per 
centum? 

Mr. FRASER. When the House passed 
the resolution it was open ended. The 
House resolution provided for such sums 
as may be necessary. The Senate put a 
4-percent ceiling on that, which proved 
to be too low. It is now 4¥2 percent. 

Mr. HALL. We are again in the unusual 
and embarrassing position of the other 
body being more frugal than we are. 

May I ask the gentleman a question 
similar to one I asked the other day? Who 
determines what amount the 4 percent 
is of? 

Mr. FRASER. This is done through 
agreement by the Committee of Nations. 
We are obtaining the same rate as the 
Soviet Union and a number of the other 
larger countries, but the dollar figure 
itself is subject to the appropriation 
process and our share of the amount may 
not exceed 4¥2 percent without coming 
back to Congress. 

Mr. HALL. The gentleman does assure 
the body that even within the 4 percent 

or 4¥2 percent-! see it is 4¥2 percent
it is subject to the appropriation process? 

Mr. FRASER. That is correct. 
Mr. HALL. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. MAILLIARD. Mr. Speaker, I 

urge approval of the conference report on 
House Joint Resolution 984, which 
amends the joint resolution providing for 
U.S. participation in the International 
Bureau for the Protection of Industrial 
Property. 

The subcommittee chairman, Mr. 
FRASER, ha:s already explained the pur
pose of the legislation, so I will not dis
cuss it in detail. However, I do want to 
point out that this legislation was re
quested by the administration and that 
the executive branch is satisfied with the 
conference agreement. 

This little 'known organization-the 
International Bureau for the Protection 
of Industrial Property-performs a vital 
role for the United States because U.S. 
nationals have more industrial prop
erty-patents and trademarks-to be 
protected 'than any other nation in the 
world. 

The responsibilities of the Internation
al Bureau include serving as a clearing
house for information on and interpreta
tion of patent and trademark laws. It 
also provides the Secretariat for the 
Paris Convention for the Protection of 
Industrial Property, which is the prin
cipal multilateral agreement in the in
dustrial property field, with 78 mem:ber 
states. 

I urge approval of this conference 
report. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the 
previous question is ordered on the con
ference report. 

There was no objection. 
The conference report was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON S. 635, 
MINING AND MINERALS POLICY 
ACT OF 1970 
Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, I call up 

the conference report on the bill <S. 635) 
to amend the Mining and Minerals Policy 
Act of 1970, and ask unanimous consent 
that the statement of the managers be 
read in lieu of the report. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from Col
orado? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the statement. 
<For conference report and statement, 

see proceedings of the House of October 
3, 1972.) 

Mr. ASPINALL (during the reading). 
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that further reading of the statement be 
dispensed with. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, the con

ferees on S. 635, a bill to amend the 
Mining and Minerals Policy Act of 1970, 
have met and have resolved the differ
ences between the House and Senate ver
sions of the bill. 

I should like to point out that the ob-

jectives and purposes of both versions 
of the legislation are almost identical. 
Only the method of implementation dif
fers. Both would provide for a more ade
quate national program of mining and 
minerals research through the establish
ment of research centers throughout the 
United States. Both would promote the 
training of mining and minerals engi
neers, scientists, and technicians by pro
viding matching grants and other finan
cial assistance. 

The language agreed upon by the Con
ference Committee is substantially the 
House language. The differences and the 
recommendations of the conferees are as 
follows: 

First. The Senate-passed bill estab
lished the research and training pro
gram by amending the Mining and Min
erals Policy Act of 1970. The House 
amendment established the program by 
a separate statutory enactment which 
merely supplements the 1970 act. The 
conferees adopted the Senate approach. 

Second. The second difference in
volved the designation of eligible col
leges or universities for participation in 
the program. This difference was resolved 
by adopting the House language with a 
clarifying amendment that provided a 
priority for State tax-supported schools 
of mines and for tax-supported colleges 
or universities which have or hereafter 
establish a unit for education and re
search in the minerals engineering fields. 

Third. The third major difference in
volved the level of appropriations. This 
issue was resolved by reducing the appro
priation authority contained in the 
House version for annual sustaining 
grants from $500,000 annually to $200,000 
in the first year, $300,000 in the second 
year and $400,000 in the third and sub
sequent years. The effect of this amend
ment was to reduce the Federal expendi
tures by $30.6 million in the first 3 years 
and by $5.1 million annually thereafter. 

Fourth. Two other minor differences 
were also resolved. The first involved the 
Secretary's authority to utilize funds for 
scholarships and fellowships. The money 
for these grants was changed from the 
annual sustaining grant appropriation to 
the appropriation authorization for ad
ditional research. The second difference 
concerned the size and composition of the 
advisory board. The size of the board was 
limited to nine, and the Director of the 
U.S. Geological Survey was added as a 
member. 

Mr. Speaker, I feel that S. 635 is an 
excellent proposal that deserves favor
able action by this body. I strongly urge 
its enactment. 

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the conference report on S. 
635, and urge its adoption. 

My colleagues will recall that S. 635 
passed the House, amended, in lieu of 
H.R. 6788 on May 22, 1972. The purpose 
of the program authorized in that legis
lation and agreed to by the conference 
committee is to amend the Mining and 
Minerals Policy Act of 1970 to provide a 
more adequate national program of min
ing and minerals research by providing 
matching grants and other Federal fi
nancial assistance to mining and miner
als resources research centers through
out the United States. 
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The importance of this program to 

the ~onomic, political, and social wel
fare of the United States can be suc
cinctly stated. The United States faces 
three interrelated problems with regard 
to its mineral requirements. First: our 
mil\eral requirements are large and 
growing. Our per capita consumption is 
five times the world average and by the 
year 2000 our consumption is expected 
to increase fourfold. Second: our miner
al technology is advancing too slowly. 
In fact, it is declining. We have produced 
very few new recovery processes and 
techniques since World War II. In fact, 
other foreign nations have surpassed 
our ability to come up with new mining 
and minerals technology. Third and 
most important: is our lack of trained 
technical manpower in the mining and 
minerals technology field. By 1985, 40,-
000 new mineral specialists will be 
needed to maintain the present work 
force of 70,000 specialists, but at the 
present rate only about 20,000 will be 
trained. 

The language agreed upon by the con
ference committee on this legislation will 
go far in turning around our serious de
ficiency in mining and minerals tech
nology. The language agreed upon by the 
conferees is substantially the language 
of the House passed bill. 

The conference committee was faced 
with only three major points in disagree
ment. The first point involved the legis
lative format of the program established 
by the legislation. The House-passed bill 
established a mining and minerals re
search program as a separate statutory 
enactment. The Senate-passed bill es
tablished a similar program as an 
amendment to the Mining and Minerals 
Policy Act of 1970'. Good legislative draft
ing dictates that such a program be es
tablished as a separate statutory enact
ment supplementing the congressional 
declarations of the Mining and Minerals 
Policy Act of 1970. As one of the con
ferees on this legislation I preferred the 
House position and sought to maintain 
that position in the conference. Unfor
tunately, and for what were in my judg
ment most dubious reasons I found the 
House receding from its position on this 
point. The result is that we will establish 
this important program as an amend
ment to a policy d~laration. 

The second major point of issue in
volved the designation of the eligible col
lege or university within a State to par
ticipate in the program as a mining and 
minerals resources research institute. 
The conference committee on this point 
saw fit to adopt the House language with 
a clarifying amendment and as is clearly 
explained in the joint statement of the 
committee of conference. 

The third major issue in the confer
ence concerned the authorization of ap
propriations. The conferees agreed upon 
the House passed language with an 
amendment to reduce the annual sus
taining grant to each participating State 
institute. The effect of this amendment 
was to considerably reduce the estimated 
Federal expenditures for this program. 

At this point I would say to my col
leagues that this program is not ex
cessively expensive if measured or com
pared to the fundamental and inter-
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related problems facing this country in 
meeting its present and future mineral 
requirements. The prosperity and future 
welfare of this Nation is largely de
pendent upon the development of our 
mining and mineral resources technol
ogy and with due regard for our natural 
environment. 

Mr. Speaker, I strongly urge my col
leagues to support the adoption and pas
sage of this conference report. 

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

The previous question was ordered. 
The conference report was agreed to. 
Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the House re
cede from its amendment to the title of 
S. 635 and agree to the same. 

The SPEAKER. Is there obj~tion to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Colorado? 

There was no objection. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 

CHANGING THE NAME OF PERRY'S 
VICTORY AND INTERNATIONAL 
PEACE MEMORIAL NATIONAL 
MONUMENT 
Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill <H.R. 9554) to 
change the name of the Perry's Victory 
and International Peace Memorial Na
tional Monument, to provide for the ac
quisition of certain lands, and for other 
purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. · 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from Colo
rado? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

H.R. 9554 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the 
Perry's Victory and International Peace 
Memorial National Monument, established in 
accordance with the Act of June 2, 1936 (49 
Stat. 1393; 16 U.S.C. 433a), is redesignated the 
Perry's Victory and International Peace 
Memorial. 

SEc. 2. Section 3 of the Act of June 2, 1936 
(49 Stat. 1393; 16 U.S.C. 433c), is amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following 
new sentence: "The Secretary of the Interior 
is authorized to purchase with appropriated 
funds not to exceed fourteen acres of land, 
or interests in land, for addition to the Perry's 
Victory and International Peace Memorial." 

SEc. 3. The following laws and parts of laws 
are repealed: 

(1) Sections 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, and 7 of the Act 
of March 3, 1919 (ch. 116 (4{) Stat. 1322)). 

(2) Section 4 of the Act of June 2, 1936 
(49 Stat. 1393; 16 U.S.C. 433d). 

SEc. 4. There are authorized to be appro
priated such sums as may be necessary to 
carry out the purposes of this Act. 

With the following committee amend
ments: 

Page 2, line 5, stJ.'Iike out "fourteen" and 
insert "four". 

Pages 2, lines 14 through 16, strike out all 
of Section 4 and insert in lleu thereof the 
following: 

SEc. 4. There are authorized to be appro
priated such sums as may be necessary to 
carry out the purposes of this Act, but not 
more than $370,000 shall be appropriated for 

the acquisition of lands and interests in 
lands and not m-ore than $5,177 000 shall be 
appropriated for development:' The sums 
authorized in this section shall be available 
for acquisition and development undertaken 
subsequent to the approval of this Act. 

The committee amendments were 
agreed to. 

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, H.R. 
9554 is a bill which was introduced by 
our colleague from Ohio (Mr. LATTA) 
dealing with the site presently known as 
the Perry's Victory and International 
Peace Memorial National Monument in 
the State of Ohio. 

This site, which is located on South 
Bass Island on Lake Erie is dedicated to 
the great naval engagement which took 
place on the Great Lakes during the War 
of 1812 and to the lasting peace which 
has resulted in the ensuing years. H.R. 
9554 is not a complex bill. It does four 
things: 

First, it redesignates the area as 
simply "Perry's Victory and Internation
al Memorial." 

Second, it revises the present policy 
with respect to land acquisition and 
authorizes the Secretary to purchase 
lands for the memorial-heretofore 
lands could only be acquired by donatio~ 
or purchase with. donated funds. 

Third, it authorizes the appropriation 
of public funds in order to carry out the 
acquisition program and in order to pro
vide for the public facilities which are 
needed at the site. 

Finally, it abolishes the Perry's Vic
tory Memorial Commission which has 
not met for more than 20 years. 

This bill authorizes the appropriation 
of $370,000 to cover the cost of land ac
quisition involved. This amount is needed 
in order to pay the fair market value of 
the lands plus administrative costs and 
relocation costs associated with Federal 
land acquisition programs. 

For development, the committee rec
ommends that a ceiling be placed on the 
entire development program for the me
morial totaling $5,177,000. Of this 
amount, $2,099,000 is attributable to the 
lands being acquired pursuant to this 
legislation and the remainder-$3,078,-
000-is attributable to the existing site. 

Mr. Speaker, that very briefly describes 
the bill before the House. It has been re
viewed by the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs and I am pleased to speak 
in support of it. 

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of H.R. 9554 introduced by our 
colleague, the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. LATTA). 

The purpose of H.R. 9554 is twofold: 
First, it commemorates the victory of 
Admiral Perry in the Battle of Lake Erie 
in the War of 1812 and, second, it memo
rializes the 100 years of peace between 
the United States, Canada, and Great · 
Britain since the War of 1812. 

The memorial at Put-in-Bay, Ohio, 
consists of 21.44 acres located on South 
Bass Island. It was constructed under 
the direction of the Perry's Victory Cen
tennial Commission between October 
1912 and June 1915, to commemorate 
Commodore Oliver Hazard Perry's deci
sive victory in the Battle of Lake Erie on 
September 10, 1813, and the 100 years of 
peace the United States had enjoyed 



34646 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE October 10, 1972 

with Great Britain since the War of 
1812. The memorial consists of a tower
ing column of granite 352 feet high and 
45 feet in diameter at its base. The top 
of the column serves as an observation 
platform from which one may view the 
spot, 6 miles to the west, where Com
modore Perry won one of the most bril
liant naval victories in our history. 
Under the floor of the rotunda at the 
base of the column are buried three Brit
ish and three American officers killed in 
the Battle of Lake Erie. 

The memorial and adjacent lands were 
ceded to the United States by the State 
of Ohio and accepted by an act of Con
gress on March 3, 1919. The act also cre
ated the Perry's Victory Memorial Com
mission to administer the site. Then, in 
1936 Congress provided for the creation 
of the Perry's Victory and International 
Peace Memorial National Monument, 
and for its administration, protection, 
and development by this Department, 
with the Perry's Victory Memorial Com
mission serving as a board of advisers. 

H.R. 9554 abolishes the Perry's Victory 
Memorial Commission, which has not 
functioned as a group for more than 20 
years. It also deletes the words "National 
Monument" from the area's present des
ignation. This area, -in itself, has no 
known historical significance. 

The existing residential developments 
in the village of Put-in-Bay on the west 
side of the present memorial area en
croach upon it to the extent of compet
ing with and detracting from the gen
eral appearance and setting of the memo
rial column and tend to destroy its over
all effectiveness. If the view of the marble 
column, which dominates the memorial 
area, is to be preserved free from these 
existing obstructions or other undesir
able developments in the future, addi
tional lands should be purchased. H.R. 
9554 amends the 1936 act to authorize 
the Secretary of the Interior to pur
chase with appropriated funds not more 
than 4 acres of land and interests in.Iand 
for additions to the area. The 4-acre area 
with improvements will cost about $370,-
000, of which $35,000 is attributable to 
the Uniform Relocation Assistance and 
Real Property Acquisition Policies Act 
of 1970. 

H.R. 9554 also authorizes the appro
priation of $5,177,000 for much needed 
development of the memorial. 

Mr. Speaker, I support the passage 
of this bill. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, the bill 
now before the committee is H.R. 9554 
by Representative LATTA which provides 
for the redesignation of the Perry's Vic
tory and International Peace Memorial 
National Monument along with various 
other changes related to the site. 

The memorial presently consists of 
about 21.5 acres of land located on South 
Bass Island at Put-In-Bay, Ohio. The 
structure is a massiv.e 352-foot granite 
shaft which was constructed 100 years 
after the decisive Battle of Lake Erie 
which sealed a lasting peace between the 
United States and its northern neigh
bor. 

At the present time, existing law pre
cludes any expansion of the memorial 
site except by donations; however, testi
mony before the subcommittee suggested 

that some additional lands were needed 
in order to protect the character of 
the memorial from adverse develop
ments. As recommended, this legis
lation would authorize the Secretary to 
acquire up to 4 acres of land for use in 
conjunction with the memorial. Existing 
cottages on the lands, as well as a few 
commercial establishments, cause the es
timated land acquisition costs to seem 
relatively high; however, the committee 
agreed that the acquisition was appro
priate in order to preserve the values of 
the site from adverse encroachments. 

The committee has recommended two 
amendments which will limit the size of 
the additions to the area and the amounts 
authorized to be appropriated. I will 
offer and explain them at the proper 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, the Department of In
terior has recommended approval of this 
legislation, and I urge its adoption by 
the committee. 

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, at the out
set permit me to thank you for calling 
H.R. 9554, a bill "To change the name of 
the Perry's Victory and International 
Peace Memorial National Monument, to 
provide for the acquisition of certain 
lands, and for other purposes." This 
monument is located in my district and 
I have personal knowledge of the need 
for the passage of this legislation. I sup
port it without reservation. 

This famous historical memorial lo
cated on South Bass Island in Lake Erie, 
commemorates the decisive victory of 
Commodore Oliver Hazard Perry, of "We 
have met the enemy and they are ours" 
fame. It was here that Perry won the 
greatest naval battle of the War of 1812. 
In addition to commemorating Perry's 
victory, the gigantic Doric column, which 
rises to a height of 352 feet, also sym
bolizes the 3,000-mile unfortified bound
ary between the United States and Can
ada and, in a world fraught with unrest 
and fear, stands today as a symbol of 
peace and good will between these two 
nations. The Congress recognized the 
importance of this great memorial when 
it created the Commission in 1962, known 
as the Battle of Lake Erie Sesquicen
tennial Celebration Commission, to cele
brate the 150th anniversary of the Bat
tle of Lake Erie and the 150 years of 
permanent peace and mutual respect 
that have existed between the United 
States and Canada. Today, more than 
ever, we treasure the peace that is en
joyed by our two great nations. 

In an act of June 2, 1936 < 49 Stat. 
1393; 16 U.S.C. 433a et seq.), Congress 
provided for the creation of the site for 
this memorial and for its administration, 
protection, and development by the Na
tional Park Service. The existing resi
dential developments in the Village of 
Put-in-Bay on the west side of the pres
ent memorial area encroach upon it to 
the extent that they compete with and 
detract from its general appearance and 
the setting of the memorial column. It 
is important that we protect and pre
serve this historic and beautiful mem
orial free from existing obstructions and 
other undersirable developments in the 
future, by acquiring the additional lands 
necessary for this purpose. 

Visitors from all over the world come 

to view this great memorial-94,900 vis
ited it in 1971. Many expressions of grati
tude and appreciation come to our atten
tion, as well as some of disappointment in 
that unsightly encroachments should 
have been prevented, a parking area is 
not provided, and that a tempo}:"ary 
building being used as a visitor's center 
detracts from the memorial. 

H.R. 9554 would provide for the acqui
sition of portions of the two blocks to the 
west to extend the memorial area to the 
municipal docks of Put-in-Bay, which is 
the visitor approach to the memorial, 
and to an existing city park. The Depart
ment plans to develop a landscaped ap
proach mall from these municipal sites 
to the memorial. This will afford an un
obstructed view of the memorial column. 
Also, without acquisition of the addi
tional lands, the installation of needed 
permanent visitor's facilities would have 
to be placed in an area which would 
further detract from the appearance and 
setting of the memorial column. 

The sea wall is seriously in need of re
pair to protect the shoreline. The Depart
ment plans to repair and extend the sea
wall upon the passage of H.R. 9554. 

The bill, with the amendment sug
gested by the Department of the Interior 
and concurred ih by me, would require 
that only 3.21 acres of land be added to 
the existing memorial. The additional 
property is estimated to cost about $370,-
000, of which $35,000 is attributable to 
the Uniform Relocation Assistance and 
Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 
1970. 

H.R. 9554 abolishes the Perry's Victory 
Memorial Commission which has not 
functioned as a group for more than 20 
years, even though the 1936 act provides 
a method of filling vacancies in the Com
mission. The bill, therefore, repeals those 
sections of the 1919 and 1936 acts which 
pertain to this commission. 

The actual location where the histori
cal event took place was in Lake Erie, 6 
miles due west of where the column 
stands. Therefore, for the sake of accu
racy of designation and in keeping with 
the practice of the Department, the bill 
proposes · that the last two words, "Na
tional Monument" be deleted and that 
the memorial be called Perry's Victory 
and International Peace Memorial. 

The Committee on Interior and Insu
lar Affairs adopted an amendment to my 
original bill which authorizes to be ap
propriated not more than $5,177,000 for · 
development purposes. Directly attrib
uted to the development of the land au
thorized to be purchased under H.R. 
9554 would be $2,099,000. For the devel
opment of the existing site would be 
$3,078,000. Mr. Speaker, I might men
tion that the Secretary of the Interior's 
development authority for the present 
grounds is unlimited under the present 
law. This legislation will permit the Con
gress to maintain an oversight on the de
velopment through the appropriations 
process. 

Mr. Speaker, in conclusion, I wish to 
express my thanks to the chairman of 
this great Committee on Interior and In
sular Affairs, Mr. AsPINALL, and to each 
of its members for their many courte
sies extended to me during the time they 
had this legislation under consideration. 
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Unfortunately, the next Congress will 
'not have this able and distinguished 
chairman among its Members. Needless 
for me to say, this Congress and the 
Nation will be the losers. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to re
consider was laid on the table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that I and any other 
Members desiring to do so may be per
mitted to extend their remarks immedi
ately preceding the passage of the bill. 

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

There was no objection. 

CUMBERLAND ISLAND NATIONAL 
SEASHORE 

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 9859) to 
establish the Cumberland Island Na
tional Seashore in the State of Georgia, 
and for other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from 
Colorado? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the bill as follows: 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That in or
der to provide for public outdoor recreation 
use and enjoyment of certain significant 
shoreline lands and waters of the United 
States, and to preserve related scenic, scien
tific, and historical values, there is estab
lished in the State of Georgia the Cumber
land Island National Seashore (hereinafter 
referred to as the "seashore") consisting of 
the area generally depicted on the drawing 
entitled "Boundary Map, Cumberland Is
land National Seashore", numbered CUIS 
40,000B, and dated June 1971, which shall be 
on file and available for public inspection in · 
the offices of the National Park Service, De
partment of the Interior. The Secretary of 
the Interior (hereinafter referred to as the 
"Secretary") ma.y make minor adjustments 
in the boundary of the seashore from time 
to time by publication of a revised drawing 
or other boundary description in the Federal 
Register. 

SEc. 2. Within the boundaries of the sea
shore, the Secretary ma.y acquire lands, wat
ers, and interests therein by whatever legal 
method available to him such as, but not 
limited to, donation, purchase with donated 
or appropriated funds, exchange, or transfer 
from any other Federal agency. The Secre
tary may also acquire not to exceed one hun
dred acres of lands and interests in lands 
on the mainland to provide access to the 
administrative and visitor facilities for the 
seashore. Property owned by the State of 
Georgia or any political subdivision thereof 
may be acquired only by donation. Notwith
standing any other provision of law, a_ny 
Federal property located within the boun
daries of the seashore may, with the concur
rence of the agency having custody thereof, 
be transferred without transfer of funds to 
the administrative jurisdiction of the Secre
tary for the purposes of the seashore. 

SEc. 3. For the purpose of providing access 
from Interstate 95 to the mainland admin-
istrative and visitor factllties of the sea
shore, the Secretary may designate as the 

Cumberland Island Parkway a right of way, 
together with adjacent or related sites for 
public noncommercial recreational use and 
for interpretation of scenic and historic 
values, of not more than one thousand acres 
of lands, water, and interests therein. The 
Secretary is authorized to acquire only by 
donation those lands and interests therein, 
and other property comprising such right of 
way and adjacent or related sites as he may 
designate pursuant to this Act for the devel
opment, hereby authorized, of a road of park
way standards, including necessary bridges, 
spurs, connecting roads, access roads, and 
other facilities, and for the development and 
interpretation of recreation areas and his
toric sites in connection therewith. Lands ac
quired for the park way shall be administered 
as a part of the seashore, subject to all 
laws and regulations applicable thereto, and 
subject to such special regulations as theSe
cretary may promulgate for the parkway. 

SEC. 4. (a) With the exception of any prop
erty deemed necessary by the Secretary for 
visitor facilities or administration of the sea
shore, any owner or owners of improved prop
erty on the date of its acquisition by the 
Secretary may, as a condition of such ac
quisition, retain for themselves and their 
successors or assigns a right of use and oc
cupancy of the property for noncommercial 
residential purposes, or agriculture purposes, 
for a definite term not to exceed forty years, 
or, in lieu thereof, for a term ending at the 
death of the owner or his spouse, whichever 
is later. The owner shall elect the term to be 
reserved. The Secretary shall pay to the own
er the fair market value of the property on 
the date of such acquisition less the fair 
market value on such date of the right re
tained by the owner: Provided, however, That 
when acquiring lands and interests from the 
National Parks Foundation, i,ts successors and 
assigns, the Secretary shall acquire such 
lands and interest subject to the written 
terms and conditions on which the National 
Parks Foundation acquired the lands from 
prior owners thereof, and that such previous 
written rights and interests shall prevail over 
provisions of this paragraph. 

(b) A right of use and occupancy retain
ed or enjoyed pursuant to this section may 
be terminated with respect to the entire prop
erty by the Secretary upon his determina
tion that the property or any portion thereof 
has ceased to be used for noncommercial 
residential purposes, or agriculture purposes, 
and upon tender to the holder of a right 
an amount equal to the fair market value, 
as of the date of the tender, of that portion 
of the right which remains unexpired on the 
date of termination. 

(c) The term "improved property", as 
used in this section, shall mean either ( 1) a 
detached, noncommercial residential dwell
ing, the construction of which was begun 
before February 1, 1970 (hereinafter referred 
to as "dwelling"), together with so much of 
the land on which the dwelling 1s situated, 
the said land being in the same ownership as 
the dwelling, as the Secretary shall designate 
to be reasonably necessary for the enjoyment 
of the dwelling for the sole purpose of non
commercial residential use, together with any 
structures accessory to the dwelling which 
are situated on the land so designated, or 
(2) any property used exclusively for agri
cultural purposes, including housing inci
dent thereto. 

(d) (1) In order to provide an opportunity 
for the establishment of a natural and scenic 
preserve by voluntary private action of cer
tain owners of lands within the seashore, and 
notwithstanding anything to the contrary 
herein contained, no lands or interests in 
lands shall be acquired on Little Cumberland 
Island without the consent of the owner, for 
a period of two years from the date of enact
ment of this Act, except as specifically other
Wise provided herein. 

(2) In the event that the owners of land 
on Little Cumberland Island shall have ere-

ated an irrevocable trust or other method 
of preservation of the resources of Little 
Cumberland Island which in the judgment 
of the Secretary provides for the protection 
of the resources in a manner consistent with 
the purposes of which the seashore was es
tablished, the Secretary's authority to acquire 
such lands shall be suspended for such time 
as the trust is in effect, and the lands are 
used and occupied in accordance therewith. 

(3) If, at any time during the two-year 
period following the date of enactment of 
this Act, the Secretary determines that any 
lands on Little Cumberland Island are 
threatened with development, or other uses, 
inconsistent with the establishment or con
tinuation of the trust herein referred to, 
then the Secretary ma.y acquire such lands, 
or interests therein, by any of the methods 
provided for in section 2 of this Act. 

SEc. 5. The Secretary shall permit hunt
ing, fishing, and trapping on lands and 
waters under his jurisdiction within the 
boundaries of the seashore in accordance 
with the appropriate laws of Georgia and 
the United States to the extent applicable, 
except that he may designate zones where, 
and establish periods when, no hunting, 
fishing, or trapping shall be permitted for 
reasons of public safety, administration, fish 
and wildlife management, or public use and 
enjoyment. Except in emergencies, any 
regulations prescribing any such restrictions 
shall be put into effect only after consulta
tion with the appropriate State agency re
sponsible for hunting, fishing, and trapping 
activities. 

SEc. 6. The seashore shall be administered, 
protected, and developed in accordance with 
the provisions of the Act of August 25, 1916 
(30 Stat. 535; 16 U.S.C. 1, 2-4), as amended 
and supplemented, except that any other 
stautory authority available to the Secretary 
for the conservation and management of 
natural resources may be utilized to the ex
tent he finds such authority wlll further 
the purposes of the Act. 

SEc. 7. (a) There is hereby established a 
Cumberland Island National Seashore Ad
visory Commission. The Commission shall 
terminate ten years after the date of en
actment of this Act. 

(b) The Commission shall be composed of 
ten members, each appointed for a term of 
two years by the Secretary, as follows: 

( 1) One member appointed from recom
mendations of the Board of Commissioners 
of Camden County; 

(2) Four members appointed from recom
mendations of the Ocean Science Center of 
the Atlantic Commission; 

(3) Two members appointed from recom
mendations of the Governor of Georgia; 

(4) Two members designated by the Sec
retary; and 

( 5) One member appointed from recom
mendations of the Georgia Coastal Area 
Planning and Development Commission. 

(c) The Secretary shall designate one 
member to be Chairman. Any vacancy in the 
Commission shall be filled in the same man
ner in which the original appointment was 
made. 

(d) A member of the Commission shall 
serve without compensation as such. The 
Secretary is authorized to pay the expenses 
reasonably incurred by the Commission in 
carrying out its responsibilities under this 
Act upon the presentation of vouchers signed 
by the Chairman. 

(e) The Secretary or his designee shall,. 
from time to time, consult with the Com-

. mission with respect to matters relating to 
the development of the seashore and, in par
ticular, with respect to ( 1) the provision and 
adequacy of passenger ferry service, and (2) 
the desirab1lity of or necessity for bridges 
or causeways to Cumberland Island. 

SEc. 8. Nothing in this Act shall deprive 
the State of Georgia or any pol1t1ca.l sub
division thereof of its civil or criminal Juris
diction over persons found, acts performed, 
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and offences committed within the bounda
ries of the seashore, or of its right to tax 
persons, corporations, franchises, or other 
non-Federal property on lands included 
therein. 

SEc. 9. There are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated such sums as may be necessary 
to carry out the provisions of this Act. 

With the following committee amend
ment: 

Page 1, beginning on line 3, strike all after 
the enacting clause and insert in lieu thereof 
the following: 

That in order to provide for public out
door recreation use and enjoyment of cer
tain significant shoreline lands and waters 
of the United States, and to preserve related 
scenic, scientific, and historical values, there 
is established in the State of Georgia the 
Cumberland Island National Seashore (here
inafter referred to as the "seashore") con
sisting of the area generally depicted on the 
drawing entitled "Boundary l.\4ap, Cumber
land Island National Seashore", numbered 
CUI&40,000B, and dated June 1971, which 
shall be on file and available for public in
spection in the offices of the National Park 
Service, Department of the Interior. The 
Secretary of the Interior (hereinafter re
ferred to as the "Secretary") may after noti
fying the Committees on Interior and Insular 
Affairs of the United States House of Repre
sentatives and United States Senate in writ
ing, make minor adjustments in the bound
ary of the seashore from time to time by pub
lication of a revised drawing or other bound
ary description in the Federal Register, but 
the total acreage within the boundaries shall 
not exceed 40,500 acres. 

SEC. 2. Within the boundaries of the sea
shore, the Secretary may acquire lands, 
waters, and interests therein by purchase, 
donation, transfer from any Federal agency, 
or exchange. The Secretary may also acquire 
not to exceed one hundred acres of lands 
or interests in lands on the mainland to 
provide access to the administrative and visi
tor facilities for the seashore. Any lands or 
interests therein owned by the State of Geor
gia, or any political subdivision thereof may 
be acquired only by donation. Notwithstand
ing any other provision of law, any Federal 
property located within the boundaries of 
the seashore may, with the concurrence of 
the agency having custody thereof, be trans
ferred without transfer of funds to the ad
ministrative jurisdiction of the Secretary for 
the purposes of the seashore. 

SEc. 3. For +.he purpose of providing access 
from Interstate 95 to the mainland admin
istrative and visitor facil1ties of the sea
shore, the Secretary may designate as the 
Cumberland Island Parkway a right-of-way, 
together with adjacent or related sites for 
public noncommercial recreational use and 
for interpretation of scenic and historic val
ues, of not more than one thousand acres of 
lands, waters, and interests therein. The Sec
retary is authorized to acquire only by do
nation those lands and interests therein, and 
other property comprising such right-of-way 
and adjacent or related sites as he may desig
nate pursuant to this Act for the develop
ment, hereby authorized, of a road of park
way standards, including necessary bridges, 
spurs, connecting roads, access roads, and 
other facilities, and for the development and 
1nterpretation of recreat ion areas and his
toric sites in connection therewith. Lands ac
quired for the parkway shall be administered 
as part of the seashore, subject to all laws 
and regulations applicable thereto, and sub
ject to such special regulat ions as the Secre
tary may promulgate for the parkway. 

SEc. 4. (a) With the exception of any prop
erty deemed necessary by the Secretary for 
visitor facilities or administration of the sea
shore, any owner or owners of improved prop
erty on the date of its acquisition by the 
Secretary may, as a condition of such acqui
sition, retain for themselves and their sue-

cessors or assigns a right of use and occu
pancy of the property for noncommercial 
residential purposes, for twenty-five years, or, 
in lieu thereof, for a term ending at the 
death of the owner or his spouse, whichever 
is later. The owner shall elect the term to be 
reserved. The Secretary shall pay to the 
owner the fair market value of the property 
on the date of such acquisition less the fair 
market value on such date of the right re
tained by the owner: Provided, however, 
That, in addition, for so long as a right of use 
and occupancy remains in effect by the 
donors of land of 100 acres of more, the Sec
retary shall not, with respect to such lands, 
develop any public use fac111ties except for 
trails, road access, and utilities: Provided 
further, That when acquiring lands, waters, 
and interests therein from the National Park 
Foundation, its successors and assigns, the 
Secretary shall acquire such lands, waters, 
and interests subject to the written terms 
and conditions contained in those transac
tions, including but not limited to options, 
entered into by the National Park Founda
tion prior to January 1, 1973, and that such 
previous written rights and interests shall 
prevail over provisions of this paragraph. 

(b) A right of use and occupancy retained 
or enjoyed pursuant to this section may be 
terminated with respect to the entire prop
erty by the Secretary upon his determination 
that the property or any portion thereof has 
ceased to be used for noncommercial residen
tial purposes and upon tender to the holder 
of a right an amount equal to the fair mar
ket value, as of the date of tender of that 
portion of the right which remains unex
pired on the date of termination. 

(c) The term "improved property", as used 
in this section, shall mean a detached, non
commercial residential dwelling, the con
struction of which was begun before Febru
ary 1, 1970 (hereinafter referred to as "dwell
ing"), together with so much of the land 
on which the dwelling is situated, the said 
land being in the same ownership as the 
dwelling, as the Secretary shall designate to 
be reasonably necessary for the enjoyment 
of the dwelling for the sole purpose of non
commercial residential use, together with 
any structures accessory to the dwelling 
which are situated on the land so designated. 

(d) (1) In order to provide an opportu
nity for the establishment of a natural and 
scenic preserve by voluntary private action 
of certain owners of lands within the sea
shore, and notwithstanding anything to tlie 
contrary herein contained, no lands or inter
ests in lands shall be acquired on Little Cum
berland Island without the consent of the 
owner, for a period of one year from the date 
of enactment of this Act, except as specifi
cally otherwise provided herein. 

(2) In the event that the owners of land 
on Little Cumberland Island enter into an ir
revocable trust or some other irrevocable 
agreement for the preservation of the re
sources of Little Cumberland Island which, 
in the judgment of the Secretary, assures 
the protection of the resources in a manner 
consistent with the purposes for which the 
seashore is established, the authority of the 
Secretary to acquire such lands shall be sus
pended for such time as the trust is in effect 
and the lands are used and occupied in ac
cordance therewith. 

(3) If, at any time during the one-year 
period following the date of enactment of 
this Act, the Secretary determines that any 
lands on Little Cumberland Island are threat
ened with development, or other uses, in
consistent with the establishment or con
tinuation of the trust herein referred to, 
then the Secretary may acqUire such lands, 
or interests therein, by any of the methods 
provided for in section 2 of this Act. 

SEC. 5. The Secretary shall permit hunting, 
fishing, and trapping on lands and waters 
under his jurisdiction within the boundaries 
of the seashore in accordance with the ap
propriate laws of Georgia and the United 

States to the extent applicable, except that 
he may designate zones where, and establish 
periods when, no hunting, fishing, or trapping 
shall be permitted for reasons of public 
safety, administration, fish and wildlife man
agement, or public use and enjoyment. Ex
cept in emergencies, any regulations pre
scribing any such restrictions shall be put 
into effect only after consultation with the 
appropriate State agency responsible for 
hunting, fishing, and trapping activities. 

SEc. 6. (a) The seashore shall be adminis
tered, protected, and developed in accord
ance with the provisions of the Act of Aug
ust 25, 1916 (39 Stat. 535; 16 U.S.C. 1, 2-4), 
as amended and supplemented, except that 
any other statutory authority available to the 
Secretary for the conservation and manage
ment of .natural resources may be utilized 
to the extent he finds such authority will 
further the purposes of the Act. 

(b) Except for certain portions of the sea
shore deemed to be especially adaptable for 
recreational uses, particularly swimming, 
boating, fishing, hiking, horseback riding, 
and other recreational activities of similar 
nature, which shall be developed for such 
uses as needed, the seashore shall be perma
nently reserved in its primitive state, and no 
development of the project or plan for the 
convenience of visitors shall be undertaken 
which would be incompatible with the preser
vation of the unique flora and fauna or the 
physiographic conditions not prevail1ng, nor 
shall any road or causeway connecting Cum
'berland Island to the mainland be con
structed. 

SEc. 7. Nothing in this Act shall deprive the 
State of Georgia or any political subdivision 
thereof of its civil or criminal jurisdiction 
over persons found, acts performed, and of
fenses committed within the boundaries of 
the seashore, or of its right to tax persons, 
corporations, franchises, or other non-Fed
eral property on lands included therein. 

SEc. 8. The authority of the Secretary of 
the Army to undertake or contribute to water 
resource developments, including shore ero
sion control, beach protection and naviga
tion improvements on land and/ or waters 
within the Cumberland Island National Sea
shore shall be exercised in accordance with 
plans which are mutually acceptable to the 
Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary 
of the Army and which are consistent with 
both the purpose of this Act and the purpose 
of existing statutes dealing with water and 
the related land resources development. 

SEc. 9. Within three years from the date of 
enactment of this Act, the Secretary of the 
Interior shall report to the President, in ac
cordance with subsections 3(c) and 3(d) of 
the Wilderness Act, (78 Stat 890, 16 U.S.C. 
1132 (c) and (d)), his recommendations as 
to th~ suitability or non-suitability of any 
area within the national seashore for preser
vation as wilderness, and any designation of 
any such area as a wilderness shall be accom
plished in accordance with said subsections 
of the Wilderness Act. 

SEc. 10. There are authorized to be ap
propriated not to exceed $10,500,000 for the 
acquisition of lands and interests in lands 
and not to exceed $27,840,000 for develop
ment of the seashore. 

Mr. ASPINALL (during the reading). 
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the amendment be considered as 
read and printed in the RECORD. 

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

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, reserving the 
right to object, may I ask the distin
guished chairman of the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs if this bill, 
which was originally on the Consent 
Calendar, and was on the Suspension 
Calendar, has been cleared with the 
minority? 
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Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. HALL. I yield to the gentleman 

from Colorado. 
Mr. ASPINALL. These bills we are 

taking up at this time have been cleared 
with the minority. They have been ap
proved by the minority for the procedure 
which we are now using. They passed 
the committee without any difiiculty 
whatsoever. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, further re
serving the right to object, I want to say 
to the distinguished gentleman from 
Colorado that he and the ranking mi
nority member of the committee have 
spoken to me about these bills that were 
listed under suspensions. One or two of 
them were on the Consent Calendar. 

Because they were listed on both, as 
the chairman of the minority objectors 
to the Consent Calendar, I asked that 
they be put over for suspension con
sideration. 

I want to say that on this list we are 
to pass, by unanimous consent, are bills 
about which further information has 
been made available, usually by the 
chairman or the ranking minority mem
ber of the committee, or by Members 
sponsoring the legislation. 

One of the excellent cases in point is 
H.R. 11449, concerning a disclaimer of 
interest, Antoine Lerous Grant. 

Further information concerning a 
court of claims ruling was made avail
able by the gentleman from New Mexico 
<Mr. LUJAN) which makes it perfectly in 
order, so far as I am concerned, to con
sider the bill under unanimous consent. 
I appreciate the gentleman's statement. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva
tion. 

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

There was no objection. 
The committee amendment was agreed 

to. 
Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, I am 

pleased to have this opportunity to pre
sent to the Members of the House the 
bill H.R. 9859 by our colleague from 
the State of Georgia <Mr. STUCKEY) pro
viding for the establishment of the Cum
berland Island National Seashore. 

BACKGROUND 

CUmberland Island is a fascinating 
place, Mr. Speaker. It combines some of 
the Nation's finest beaches with out
standing dunes and beautiful mixed 
hardwood forests. It offers a variety of 
recreational opportunities which would 
be difficult to match in any other part of 
the country. And it contains some of the 
most interesting historical and cultural 
remains of bygone days that it has ever 
been my pleasure to visit. 

Basically, the island is free of extensive 
development; however, there are some 
extraordinarily fine old mansions from 
previous eras which, with proper resto
ration, can add to tlie visitor enjoyment 
of the area. It was the owners of these 
homes and their heirs, some of whom 
presently own seasonal or permanent 
residences on the island, who deserve the 
credit for maintaining the island in its 
present pristine condition. 

Today, Cumberland Island is wild in 
appearance, but it is not undisturbed by 

man. Evidence of human habitation of 
the "Golden Isles" of Georgia has been 
found which indicates that occupation 
of these islands dates back thousands of 
years. During the earliest colonial peri
ods, the area was claimed and occupied 
by Spaniards until the mid-1700's when 
English domination began. 

The cultural contributions of this small 
island area have been outstanding in 
subsequent years-through the Revolu
tionary War, the Civil War and up un
til the turn of the century. Although the 
historical values of this area are largely 
untapped, there is no question about their 
value as an interpretive element in the 
overall seashore program. 

Because the area is in a mild climate 
having an abundance of natural mois
ture, any scars on the terrain made by 
man in previous decades and centuries 
have largely disappeared so that the 
visitor might now believe himself to be 
in virgin country. This natural character 
of the area should be retained so that 
the visiting public can enjoy the peace
fulness of the area. The committee bill 
emphasizes the importance of preserving 
primitive character of the island and it 
provides for the unit to be studied for 
possible future consideration under the 
provisions of the Wilderness Act. In ad
dition, the committee has recommended 
the appropriation of sufficient funds to 
assure the compatibility of any public 
improvements developed at the site with 
the natural environment. 

Having such a rich mixture of natural 
values, it is not surprising that the island 
offers a multitude of recreational oppor
tunities. The broad, clean beaches and 
the mild surf and pleasant climate make 
this area one of the finest swimming 
beaches on the Atlantic coast. 

Mr. Speaker, Cumberland Island was 
reviewed several years ago when a sur
vey was made of the Atlantic and gulf 
coasts and it was suggested then that it 
is one of the Nation's most outstanding 
potential seashore areas. The National 
Parks Advisory Board has endorsed pro
posals to make it a national seashore on 
two occasions-1966 and 1972-and sev
eral of the members of the Subcommit
tee on National Parks and Recreation 
visited the area and were enthusiastic 
about its potential. 

COST 

Under the terms of the legislation, the 
appropriation of $10.5 million would be 
authorized for land acquisition. It would 
be impossible for us to consider this pro
gram within this ceiling were it not for 
the fact that the Andrew Mellon Founda
tion donated funds to the National Park 
Foundation which have been used to 
acquire over 13,000 acres of land on the 
island. It should also be noted that land 
acquisition costs may be further reduced 
if some of the existing landowners ex
ercise their options to retain the use of 
their present residential properties for a 
limited period of time. 

Development costs include the con-
struction of visitor facilities, restoration 
of some of the old mansions, installation 
of necessary beach facilities and the con
struction of various hiking, bicycle, and 
horseback-riding trails. There will be no 
roads constructed on the island and no 
causeway or bridge is contemplated to 

connect it with the mainland, so it will 
be necessary to provide water-based ac
cess for the visiting public. All of these 
items will require some Federal invest
ment. According to estimates provided 
to the committee during its hearings, an 
investment totaling $27,840,000 will be 
required over a period of years. Part of 
this, of course, will not be needed until 
the land acquisition program has been 
completed. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 9859 will assure the 
protection and availability of one of the 
Nation's most significant remaining 
shoreline areas. It is worthy of national 
recognition and should be made a part 
of our national park system. I fully sup
port its enactment and urge its adoption 
by the Members of the House. 

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of this bill to establish the CUm
berland Island National Seashore in the 
State of Georgia. 

Cumberland Island is a remarkably 
unspoiled seashore area of beach dunes, 
forests and uplands, and marsh. The out
standing beaches are enhanced by the 
smooth, gentle, and predictable surf. 
While these beaches provide excellent 
opportunities for swimming, sunbathing, 
fishing and beachcombing, other natural 
values on the island are conducive to 
other pursuits, both active and restful, 
such as horseback riding, hiking, bicy
cling, and nature study. CUmberland Is
land is the southernmost and largest of 
the so-called Golden Isles of Georgia, 
and possesses well-preserved, natural 
conditions and the finest beaches of any 
of them. 

In addition to these outstanding nat
ural values, the archeology and history 
of Cumberland Island warrant special 
attention. The shell heaps from the ar
chaic perlod, of 5,000 to 10,000 years ago, 
mark village sites, and sand mounts con
taining human burials indicate the pres
ence of prehistoric Indian occupation. 
Cumberland Island possesses historical 
values dating from such early occupa
tion through colonial times, the planta
tion era of the mid-19th century, and 
into more recent periods. Interpretation 
of sites, artifacts, and ruins will further 
enhance the visitors' enjoyment of the 
area. In sum, Cumberland Island repre
sents an unparalled opportunity for sea
shore preservation of an area containing 
natural, historical, and recreational 
assets. 

The proposed national seashore will 
comprise not more than 40,500 acres of 
land and interests in land; 15,664 acres 
are in State ownership, 660 acres in Fed
eral ownership, and 13,227 acres acquired 
by the National Park Foundation for the 
seashore with funds donated by the An
drew W. Mellon Foundation. Approxi
mately 9,943 acres are in private own
ership which have 32 improvements 
thereon. 

The e5timated cost of acquisition of 
the privately owned lands is estimated at 
$10.5 million and developments costs are 
estimated at $27,840,000. 

The intrinsic values of the CUmber
land Island National Seashore make it an 
especially valuable national component of 
our National Park System. The commit
tee anticipates that development of facil
ities within the seashore should be re-
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stricted to those which have the least 
impact on the environment and yet sat
isfy the public and administrative needs. 

Mr. Speaker, I support the passage of 
this legislation. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, the legisla
tion now before the House is H.R. 9859, 
by our colleague from Georgia (Mr. 
STUCKEY) . This bill authorizes the estab
lishment of a new national seashore con
sisting of not more than 40,500 acres of 
the southernmost tip of the chain of 
Golden Isles off the Georgia coast. 

BACKGROUND AND DESCRIPTION 

Cumberland Island is rich in natural 
values, recreational values, and historical 
values. In fact, during a survey of the 
Nation's shoreline a few years ago, it 
was recognized as one of the two most 
outstanding undeveloped seashore areas 
then existing-Cape Cod being the other. 

Since that survey was made, many of 
the areas which were examined and rec
ommended have been added to the Na
tional Park System. Cape Cod, Fire Is
land, Assateague Island, Padre Island, 
Cape Lookout, and the Gulf Islands Na:. 
tiona! Seashores have all been author
ized by Congress in recent years. Cum
berland Island will provide a national 
seashore unit along the rapidly expand
ing Georgia coastline which by 1976 will 
be within reach of 16 million people liv
ing within 300 miles. It will also be acces
sible to the millions of motorists who use 
the north-south expressway known as In
terstate 95 each year. 

Recreation will be a major element in 
the Cumberland Island program. Com
bining about 20 miles of beautiful, broad 
sandy beaches with the relatively calm, 
clean ocean surf will undoubtedly at
tract many visitors who seek opportuni
ties for swimming, sunbathing, and 
beachcombing. 

The interior of the island, however, of
fers a much different outdoor recreation 
opportunity. Although plantations were 
once extensive on the island, farming has 
not been a major activity for almost a 
century and the natural vegetation has 
hidden most traces of that activity today. 
For this reason, the inland portion of the 
island offers opportunities for interesting 
trails for hiking, bicycling, and horse
back riding and, at the same time, cre
ates an opportunity for environmental 
education and many more passive recrea
tion uses, including picnicking, photog
raphy, and nature observation. 

The historical values at this area are 
perhaps as interesting as its natural 
values. Indian artifacts found in the 
vicinity suggests that human habitation 
dates back thousands of years. In early 
colonial times, the Spanish controlled 
the island until the mid-1700's when it 
was taken over by the English. Between 
the time of the Revolutionary War and 
the time of the War Between the States, 
wealthy planters developed plantations 
and lived on the island until the war and 
the abolition of slavery made such activ
ities unprofitable. Traces of all of these 
phases of occupation remain on the is
land, but little scientific exploration has 
been completed so that the interpretive 
potential of this feature of the proposal 
remains largely untapped. 

PRESENT USE 

Mr. Speaker, at the turn of"the cen
tury, many wealthy industrialists became 
interested in the Golden Isles of Georgia 
and large holdings on Cumberland Island 
were acquired by a few individuals. These 
people, and their heirs, allowed the is
land to return to its natural condition 
and keep the island in its relatively un
developed state, except for the limited 
areas where they constructed their mag
nificent homes which still exist and will 
be interesting elements of the interpre
tive program for the island. 

Were it not for the fact that owner
ship was concentrated in a relatively 
small number of people, Cumberland Is
land, as it exists today, would probably 
not be available. Fortunately for the 
American people, these owners have 
preserved the integrity of this area and 
I believe that they would continue to do 
so in the future. As property ownership 
changes, however, estates are divided 
and the chances of development and de
struction of the quality of this area in
crease. Already, there have been pro
posed developments which would have 
seriously intruded on the natural set
ting. These developments have been pre
cluded by the generous cash donations 
by the Mellon Foundation for the acqui
sition of the threatened lands. 

Now, well over half-almost 13,000 
acres-of the island is owned by the Na
tional Park Foundation and will be do
nated to the United States for the pur
poses of the national seashore. Only 
about 7,000 acres of land remain in pri
vate ownership, including over 2,300 
acres of marshland. Undoubtedly, some 
privately owned residences will be tem
porarily retained under provisions of the 
bill which permit continued use and oc
cupancy for a period of 25 years or the 
life of the owners, if they so choose. 

COST 

Because so much of the land is to be 
donated, land acquisition costs should 
not exceed $10.5 million-and that 
amount would be reduced if property 
owners take advantage of the provisions 
of the bill which permit retention of the 
use and occupancy of residential prop
erties or which are designed to encourage 
the donation of large undeveloped tracts 
of land. 

The main cost of this proposal would 
involve the development of the area for 
public use and enjoyment. These costs, 
which would be spread over a number of 
years as the needs expand would total 
$27,840,000. Of this amount, it was opti
mistically suggested that about $19,000,-
000 would be requested during the first 
5 years. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 9859 has been care
fully reviewed by the Committee on In
terior and Insular Affairs and by the 
Subcommittee on National Parks and 
Recreation. It has the full support of 
the administration and is very compara
ble to the bill approved by the other 
body (S. 2411). Almost everyone who 
testified before the subcommittee wanted 
to preserve the values of the area, but 
there were differing points of view as to 
how this could best be accomplished. 

I am convinced that this area merits 
the national recognition which H.R. 

9859 would give it and I fully support it. 
Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of H.R. 
9859, as amended, by the Members of the 
House. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time and passed, and a motion to recon
sider was laid on the table. 

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Comnuiiee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs be dis
charged from the further consideration 
of the bill (S. 2411) to establish the 
Cumberland Island National Seashore in 
the State of Georgia, and for other pur
poses, and ask unanimous consent for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
bill. 

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

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the Senate bill, as 

follows: 
s. 2411 

An act to establish the Cumberland Island 
National Seashore in the State of Georgia, 
and for other purposes 
Be in enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That in 
order to provide for public outdoor recreation 
use and enjoyment of certain significant 
shoreline lands and waters of the United 
States, and to preserve related scenic, scien
tific, and historical values, there is estab
lished in the State of Georgia the Cumber
land Island National Seashore (hereinafter 
referred to as the "seashore") consisting of 
the area generally depicted on the drawing 
entitled "Boundary Map, Cumberland Island 
National Seashore", numbered CUIB-40,000-
B, and dated June 1971, which shall be on 
file and available for public inspection in the 
offices of the National Park Service, Depart
ment of the Interior. The Secretary of the 
Interior (hereinafter referred to as the "Sec
retary") may make minor adjustments in the 
boundary of the seashore from time to time 
by publication of a revised drawing or other 
boundary description in the Federal Register, 
but the total acreage within the boundaries 
of the seashore shall not exceed forty thou
sand five hundred acres. 

SEc. 2. Within the boundaries of the sea
shore, the Secretary tllay acquire lands, water, 
and interests therein by whatever legal 
method available to him such as, but not 
limited to, donation, purchase with donated 
or appropriated funds, exchange, or transfer 
from any other Federal agency. The Secretary 
may also acquire not to exceed one hundred 
acres of lands and interests in lands on the 
mainland to provide access to the adminis
trative and visitor facilities for the seashore. 
Property owned by the State of Georgia or 
any political subdivision thereof may be 
acquired only by donation. Notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, any Federal 
property located within the boundaries of 
the seashore may, with the concurrence of 
the agency having custody thereof, be trans
ferred without transfer of funds to the ad
ministrative jurisdiction of the Secretary for 
the purposes of the seashore. 

SEc. 3. For the purpose of providing access 
from Interstate 95 to the mainland admin
istrative and visitor facilities of the seashore, 
the Secretary may designate as the Cumber
land Island Parkway a right-of-way, together 
with adjacent or related sites for public non
commercial recreational use and for interpre
tation of scenic and historic values, of not 
more than one thousand acres of lands, 
waters, and interests therein. The Secretary 
is authorized to acquire by any means au
thorized in section 2 those lands and in-
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terests therein, and other property compris
ing such right-of-way and adjacent or re
lated sites as he may designate pursuant to 
this Act for the development, hereby author
ized, of a road of parkway standards includ
ing necessary bridges, spurs, connecting 
roads, access roads, and other facUlties, and 
for the development and interpretation of 
recreation areas and historic sites in con
nection therewith. Lands acquired for the 
parkway shall be administered as a part of 
the•seashore, subject to all laws and regula
tions applicable thereto, and subject to such 
special regulations as the Secretary may 
promulgate for the parkway. 

SEc. 4. (a) With the exception of any prop
erty deemed necessary by the Secretary for 
visitor facllities or administration of the sea
shore, any owner or owners of improved prop
erty on the date of its acquisition by the 
Secretary may, as a condition of such ac
quisition, retain for themselves and their 
successors or assigns a right of use and occu
pancy of the property for noncommercial 
residential purposes for a definite term not 
to exceed twenty-five years, or, in lieu there
of, for a term ending at the death of the 
owner or his spouse, whichever is later. The 
owner shall elect the term to be reserved. The 
Secretary shall pay to the owner the fair 
market value of the property on the date of 
such acquisition less the fair market value 
on such date of the right retained by the 
owner: Provided, however, That when ac
quiring lands, waters, and interests therein 
from the National Park Foundation, its suc
cessors and assigns, the Secretary shall ac
quire such lands, waters, and interests sub
ject to the written terms and conditions 
contained in those transactions, including 
but not limited to options, entered into by 
the National Park Foundation prior to Octo
ber 1, 1972, and that such previous written 
rights and interests shall prevail over provi
sions of this paragraph: And provided fur
ther, That whenever an owner of property 
elects to retain a right of use and occupancy 
as provided for in this Act, such owner shall 
be deemed to have waived any benefits or 
rights accruing under sections 203, 204, 205, 
and 206 of the Uniformed Relocation Assist
ance and Real Property Acquisition Policies 
Act of 1970 (84 Stat. 1894), and for the pur
poses of those sections such owner shall not 
be considered a displaced person as defined 
in section 101 (6) of that Act. 

(b) A right of use and occupancy retained 
or enjoyed pursuant to this section may be 
terminated with respect to the entire prop
erty by the Secretary upon his determination 
that the property or any portion thereof has 
ceased to be used for noncommercial resi
dential purposes, and upon tender to the 
holder of a right an amount equal to the fair 
market value, as of the date of the tender, 
of that portion of the right which remains 
unexpired on the date of termination. 

(c) The term "improved property", as used 
in this section, shall mean a detached, non
commercial residential dwell1ng, the con
struction of which was begun before August 
S, 1971 (hereinafter referred to as "dwell
ing"). together with so much of the land on 
which the dwell1ng is situated, the said land 
being in the same ownership as the dwelllng, 
as the Secretary shall designate to be reason
ably necessary for the enjoyment of the 
dwelling for the sole purpose of noncommer
cial residential use, together with any struc
tures accessory to the dwelUng which are 
situated on the lands so designated. 

(d) (1) In order to provide an opportunity 
for the establishment of a natural and scenic 
preserve by voluntary private action of cer-
tain owners of lands within the seashore, and 
notwithstanding anything to the contrary 
herein contained, no lands or interests in 
lands shall be acquired on Little Cumberland 
Island without the consent of the owner, for 
a period of two years from the date of enact
ment of this Act, except as specifically other
wise provided herein. 

(2) In the event that the owners of land 
on Little Cumberland Island shall have 
created an irrevocable trust or other method 
of preservation of the resources of Little 
Cumberland Island which in the judgment 
of the Secretary provides for the protection 
of the resources in a manner consistent with 
the purposes of which the seashore was estab
lished, the Secretary's authority to acquire 
such lands shall be suspended for such time 
as the trust is in effect, and the lands are 
used and occupied in accordance therewith. 

(3) If, at any time during the two-year 
period following the date of enactment of 
this Act, the Secretary determines that any 
lands on Little Cumberland Island are threat
ened with development, or other uses, incon
sistent with the establishment or continua
tion of the trust herein referred to then the 
Secretary may acquire such lands, or inter
ests therein, by any of the methods provided 
for in section 2 of this Act. 

SEc. 5. The Secretary shall permit hunting, 
fishing, and trapping on lands and waters 
under his jurisdiction within the boundaries 
of the seashore in accordance with the ap
propriate laws of Georgia and the United 
States to the extent applicable, except that 
he may designate zones where, and establish 
periods when, no hunting, fishing, or trap
ping shall be permitted for reasons of public 
safety, administration, fish and wildlife man
agement, or public use and enjoyment. Ex
cept in emergencies, any regulations pre
scribing any such restrictions shall be put 
into effect only after consultation with the 
appropriate State agency responsible for 
hunting, fishing, and trapping activities. 

SEC. 6. (a) The seashore shall be ad
ministered, protected, and developed in ac
cordance with the provisions of the Act of 
August 25, 1916 (39 Stat. 535; 16 U.S.C. 1, 
2-4), as amended and supplemented, except 
that any other statutory authority available 
to the secretary for the conservation and 
management of natural resources may be 
utllized to the extent he finds such authority 
wlll further the purposes of the Act. 

(b) Except for certain portions of the 
seashore deemed to be especially adaptable 
for recreational uses, particularly swimming, 
boating, fishing, hiking, riding, and other 
recreational activities of similar nature, 
which shall be developed for such uses as 
needed, the seashore shall be to the maxi
mum extent possible preserved in its primi
tive state, and no development of the proj
ect or plan for the convenience of visitors 
shall be undertaken which would be incom
patible with the preservation of the unique 
fiora and fauna or the physiographic con
ditions now prevailing, nor shall any road or 
causeway connecting Cumberland Island to 
the mainland be constructed. 

SEc. 7. Nothing in this Act shall deprive 
the State of Georgia or any political sub
division thereof of its civil or criminal juris
diction over persons found, acts performed, 
and offenses committed within the bound
aries of the seashore, or of its right to tax 
persons, corporations, franchises, or other 
non-Federal property on lands included 
therein. 

SEc. 8. The authority of the secretary of 
the Army to undertake or contribute to water 
resource developments, including shore ero
sion control, beach protection and navigation 
improvements on land and/or waters within 
the Cumberland Island National Seashore 
shall be exercised in accordance with plans 
which are mutually acceptable to the Secre
tary of the Interior and the Secretary of the 
Army and which are consistent with both 
the purpose of this Act and the purpose of 
existing statutes dealing with water and 
related land resource development. 

SEC. 9. There are authorized to be ap
propriated not to exceed $10,500,000 for ac
quisition of land and $19,010,000 (August 
1971 prices) for development, plus or minus 
such amounts, if any, as may be justified by 
reason of ordinary fluctuations in construe-

tion costs as indicated by engineering cost 
indices applicable to the types of construc
tion involved herein. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ASPINALL 

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. AsPINALL: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause of S. 
2411 and insert in lieu thereof the provisions 
of H.R. 9859, as passed. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The Senate bill was ordered to be read 

a third time, was read the third time, 
and passed, and a motion to reconsider 
was laid on the table. 

A similar House bill (H.R. 9859) was 
laid on the table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that I and any other 
Member desiring to do so may be per
mitted to insert their remarks immedi
ately preceding the passage of the legis
lation. 

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

There was no objection. 

THADDEUS KOSCIUSZKO HOME 
NATIONAL IDSTORIC SITE, PENN
SYLVANIA 

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 256) to 
authorize the Secretary of the Interior 
to establish the Thaddeus Kociuszko 
Home National Historic Site in the State 
of Pennsylvania, and for other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from Colo
rado? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the bill as follows: 

H.R. 256 
A bill to authorize the Secretary of the In

terior to establish the Thaddeus Kosciuszko 
Home National Historic Site in the State 
of Pennsylvania, and for other purposes 
Be it enacted by the Senate and HO'USe of 

Representatives of the United States oj 
America in Congress assembled, That, in 
order to preserve and interpret for the bene
fit of the people the home of Thaddeus 
Kosciuszko in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, 
the Secretary of the Interior is authorized to 
acquire by donation, purchase with donated 
or appropriated funds, or exchange, the prop
erty at the northwest corner of Third and 
Pine Streets specifically designated as 301 
Pine Street and/or 342 South Third Street, 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, including im
provements thereon, together with such ad
jacent land and interests therein as the 
Secretary may deem necessary for the estab
lishment and administration of the property 
as a national historic site. The Secretary 1s 
further authorized to acquire by any of the 
a,bove means personal property used and to 
be used in connection with the national his
toric site. 

SEc. 2. The property acquired pursuant to 
the first section of this Act shall be known as 
the Thaddeus Kosciuszko Home National 
Historic Site, and it shall be administered by 
the Secretary of the Interior in accordance 
with the Act of August 25, 1916 (39. Stat. 
535), as amended and supplemented (16 
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U.S.C. 1, ~), and the Act of August 21, 
1935 (49 Stat. 666; 16 U.S.C. 461-467). 

SEc. 3. There are authorized to be appro
priated such sums as may be necessary to 
carry out the provisions of this Act. 

With the following committee amend
ment: 

Page 1, beginning on line 3, strike all after 
the enacting clause and insert in lieu there
of the following: 
That, in order to provide for the develop
ment of a suitable memorial to General Thad
deus Kosciuszk.o, great Polish patriot and 
hero of the American Revolution, the Secre
tary of the Interior is authorized to acquire 
by donation or purchase with donated funds 
the property at the northwest corner of Third 
and Pine Streets specifically designated a.s 
301 Pine Street and/or 342 South Third 
Street, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, including 
improvements thereon, together with such 
adjacent land and interests therein as the 
Secretary may deem necessary for the estab
lishment and administration of the prop
erty as a national memorial. 

SEc. 2. The property acquired pursuant to 
the first section of this Act shall be known 
as the Thaddeus Kosciuszko National Me
morial and it shall be administered by the 
Secretary of the Interior in accordance with 
the Act of August 25, 1916 (39 Stat. 535), as 
amended and supplemented (16 U.S.C. 1, 2-
4), and the Act of August 21, 1935 (49 Stat. 
666; 16 u.s.c. 461-467). 

SEC. 3. There are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated not more than $592,000 for the 
development of the national memorial. 

The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, as rec
ommended by the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs, H.R. 256 provides for 
the establishment of the Thaddeus Ko
sciuzko National Memorial in Philadel
phia,Pa. 

This legislation is the outgrowth of 45 
proposals offered by various Members of 
the House. Public hearings were held on 
the measures before the committee and 
everyone agreed that the national memo
rial was a suitable method for honoring 
this great Polish patriot who came to 
America to help us gain our freedom. 

The contributions of Thaddeus Ko
sciuszko during the Revolutionary War 
are unquestioned. This man came to the 
American continent to assist this Nation 
in gaining its independence when the 
course of the war was still in question. 
He was a leader in the field at the battle 
of Saratoga and contributed at many 
other important engagements during the 
war, yet his memory is marked by only 
a few statues and a rock garden at West 
Point. 

If H.R. 256, or comparable legislation 
is enacted, tit will establish a living me
morial to the memory of this great man. 
It will include the only known place in 
the United States which remains in 
existence where Kosciuszko lived. Pres
ently, the modest house at Third and 
Pine Streets is in poor condition and it 
will require major rehabilitation and res
toration. To make it into a safe and 
suitable public structure, a substantial 
investment will be required. It is an
ticipated that $592,000 will be needed to 
convert the existing structure into a 
meaningful memorial for public use and 
enjoyment. Some of this money will un
doubtedly be used to secure period 
furnishings and memorabilia associated 
with Kosciuszko's life and times andt!ie 

remainder will be used on improvement 
of the home itself. 

Mr. Speaker, since the owner of the 
building has indicated that he intends to 
donate the property, no land acquisition 
funds are authorized and the bill ex
plicitly requires that any land acquisi
tions be accomplished by donation or 
purchase with donated funds. 

That very briefly sums up the situa
tion involved in H.R. 256. I commend it 
to my colleagues and urge their approval 
of the project. 

· Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of H.R. 256, a bill to establish 
the Thaddeus Kosciuszko Home National 
Historic Site in the State of Pennsyl
vania. 

Gen. Thaddeus Kosciuszko, Polish 
patriot and soldier, was a figure of out
standing significance to the winning of 
American independence. He came to 
America in 1776 to aid the patriot cause. 
His talents as military engineer, aiding 
General Gates in the selection and forti
fication of defensive positions on the 
Hudson River, contributed importantly 
to the crucial American victory at Sara
toga in 1777. In 1778-80 he performed 
additional services by fortifying the 
Hudson at West Point, later home of the 
U.S. Military Academy. In the final 
stages of the war, he served with distinc
tion in North and South Carolina. Gen
eral Kosciuszko returned to his beloved 
Poland after the American Revolution, 
but his great services to the American 
cause have been universally acknowl
edged by historians ever since. General 
Kosciuszko returned to the United States 
briefly in 1797-98. During this visit, he 
rented two rooms in a Philadelphia 
boarding house. This building, located at 
301 Pine Street, still stands. It is a three
story brick structure in which Kosci
uszko stayed from November 29, 1797, to 
May 5, 1798, when he left for France. 
It is this house that is now proposed for 
.establishment as a national historic site. 

The Secretary of the Interior's Advi
sory Board on National Parks, Historic 
Sites, Buildings, and Monuments, at its 
spring meeting in 1971, concluded that 
the house at 301 Pine Street does not 
meet the administrative criteria of na
tional significance as a historical archi
tectural structure. 

The establishment of this site as a 
memorial to General Kosciuszko would 
be a fitting and proper action of the Con
gress in commemorating people and 
events in the Nation's past. 

It is estimated that development costs 
will be approximately $592,000. No costs 
are planned for land acquisition, since 
the property will be donated without 
cost, including relocation costs, if any, 
to the United States. 

Following the development of the site 
as a national memorial, we estimate that 
visitation after 5 years would reach ap
proximately 7,700 per year. 

Mr. Speaker, I support the passage of 
this bill and urge my colleagues to sup
port its passage. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, the bill 
before the House at this time is H.R. 256. 
Like many other bills-a total of 45 were 
introduced-it provided for the estab
lishment of the Thaddeus Kosciuszko 
National Historic Site in Philadelphia, 
Pa. 

BACKGROUND 

The National Parks Subcommittee 
conducted public hearings on this sub
ject on September 8 and later consid
ered the matter in detail in executive 
session. 

Mr. Speaker, Thaddeus Kosciuszko 
came to this country from Poland in 1776 
to help our Nation gain its independence. 
He is recognized as one of the principal 
strategists of the Battle of Saratoga 
which was so important during the Rev
olutionary War and he served with dis
tinction in North and South Carolina. 
After the war, he returned to Poland, 
but he came to the United States again 
in 1797. During that stay, he briefly took 
up residence at the Pine Street house in 
Philadelphia involved in this legislation, 
but he departed for France after a few 
months. 

No one denies the importance of the 
role which General Kosciuszko played 
during the critical period of our early 
history, but there was some question 
about the historical significance of the 
Philadelphia house in relation to the 
contributions for which he is remem
bered. To overcome this problem, the 
Interior Department recommended a 
compromise which provided for the crea
tion of a national memorial commemo
rating the contributions of this outstand
ing individual. This reasonable compro
mise was acceptable to all who appeared 
before the subcommittee and to the 
members participating in the hearing. 

As recommended H.R. 256, as amended, 
will permit appropriate recognition to be 
extended to General Kosciuszko and will 
provide a constructive solution to a 
dilemma which otherwise might dilute 
the meaning of our system of national 
historic sites. 

The committee amendment provides 
for a national memorial at the site in 
question. At the appropriate time, I will 
offer and explain the amendment in de
tail. 

EXPLANATION OF COMMITTEE AMENDMENT 

Mr. Speaker, the committee amend
ment strikes all after the enacting clause 
and inserts a new text which conforms 
with the general concept of the original 
legislation. Basically, it authorizes the ac
ceptance of the property of Pine Street in 
Philadelphia for the purpose of establish
ing a national memorial commemorat
ing the contributions of Gen. Thaddeus 
Kosciuszko. The property is to be ac
quired by donation or purchase with 
donated funds-and I might point out 
that the owner testified that he intends 
to donate it. 

Once acquired the property is to be 
administered and developed as a unit of 
the national park system. Under the 
terms of the subcommittee amendment, 
appropriations for the purpose of devel-
oping this memorial are to be limited 
to no more than $592,000-the amount 
estimated to be needed to refurbish and 
restore the site and to convert it to a 
facility suitable for public use and en
joyment. 

Very briefly, Mr. Speaker, that sum
marizes the objective of the amendment. 
I recommend its adoption by the House. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time and passed. 
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The title was amended so as to read: 

"A bill to authorize the Secretary of the 
Interior to establish the Thaddeus Kos
ciuszko National Memorial in the State of 
Pennsylvania, and for other purposes." 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs be dis
charged from further consideration of 
the bill (S. 1973) to provide for 
the establishment of the Thaddeus 
Kosciuszko Home National Historic Site 
in the State of Pennsylvania, and for 
other purposes, and ask for its imme
diate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
bill. 

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

Mr. KYL. Mr. Speaker, reserving the 
right to object, I just thought it might 
be advisable to give a brief word to the 
Members regarding this particular bill 
because I am sure somewhere along the 
line some newspaper columnist or some 
constituent is going to ask about it. 

At Third and Pine in the city of 
Philadelphia there is a small dwelling 
where our hero, Thaddeus Kosciuszko, 
stayed for a few weeks. It is a case of 
"George Washington slept here." 

It has no other significance other than 
the fact the cost of restoration of that 
modest dwelling to perpetuate this me
morial to this hero will cost $592,000. 

Mr. Speaker, I wtihdraw my reserva
tion of objection. 

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

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the Senate bill, as 

follows: 
s. 1973 

An act to provide for the establishment of 
the Thaddeus Kosciuszko Home National 
Historic Site in the State of Pennsylvania, 
and for other purposes 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress tUsembled, That, in 
order to preserve 1n public ownership the 
historically significant property associated 
With the life of Thaddeus Kosciuszko for the 
benefit and inspiration of the people of the 
United States, the Secretary of the Interior 
(hereinafter referred to as the "Secretary") 
is authorized to acquire by donation, pur
chase with donated or appropriated funds, 
or exchange in accordance with the provi
sions of 35(b) of the Act of July 15, 1958 {16 
U.S.C. 4601-22 (Supp. V)), the land and 
interests in land, together with buildings 
and improvements thereon, located at, or in 
the vicinity of, 301 Pine Street, Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania, together with such other lands 
and interests in land, including scenic ease
ments, as the Secretary shall deem necessary 
for the administration of the area. The 
Secretary shall establish the Thaddeus Kos
ciuszko Home National Historic Site by pub
Hcatlon of a notice to that effect in the 
Federal Register at such time as he deems 
sutnclent lands and interests in lands have 
been acquired for administration in accord
ance with the purpose of this Act. 

SEc. 2. Pending establishment and there
after, the Secretary shall administer lands 
and Interests In lands acquired for the Thad
deus Kosciuszko Home National Historic 
Site in accordance with the Act approved 
August 25, 1916 (39 Stat. 535; 16 U.S.C. 1, 

CXVIII--2184--Part 26 

2-4), as amended and supplemented, and 
the Act approved August 21, 1935 ( 49 Stat. 
666; 16 U.S.C. 416 et seq.), as amended. 

SEc. 3. There are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated such sums as may be necessary 
to carry out the purposes of this Act, not 
to exceed, however, $592,000 for development 
of the area, plus or minus such amounts, if 
any, as may be justified by reason of ordinary 
fiuctuat ions in construction custs as indi
cated by engineering and cost indices ap
plicable to the types of construction involved 
herein. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ASPINALL 

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, I offer 
an amendment. 

The clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. AsPINALL: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause of 
S. 1973 and insert in lieu thereof the pro
visions of H.R. 256, as passed. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The Senate bill was ordered to be read 

a third time, was read the third time, 
and passed, and a motion to reconsider 
was laid on the table. 

A similar House bill <H.R. 256) was 
laid on the table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. ASPINALL. I ask unanimous con

sent that I and any other .Members desir
ing to do so may extend their remarks 
in the RECORD immediately preceding the 
passage of this legislation. 

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

There was no objection. 

ADDITIONAL ACQUISITION, PISCAT
AWAY PARK, MD. 

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill <H.R. 15597) to 
authorize additional funds for acquisi
tion of interests in land within the area 
known as Piscataway Park in the State 
of Maryland. 

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

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

H.R. 15597 
A bill to authorize additional funds for ac

quisition of interests 1n land within the 
area known as Piscataway Park in the 
State of Maryland 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of Amer
ica in Congress assembled, That section 4 
of the Act of October 4, 1961 (75 Stat. 780, 
782). as amended (80 Stat. 319), is further 
amended by deleting "$4,132,000" and insert
ing "$5,657,000". 

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, the leg
islation before the House at this time
H.R. 15597 by our colleague from Penn
sylvania <Mr. SAYLOR)-provides for an 
increased appropriation limitation for 
the area known as Piscataway Park in 
the State of Maryland. 

Everyone knows of the long-term in
terest of the Ranking Minority Mem-
ber of the Committee on Interior and In
sular Affairs in this legislation. No one 
has taken greater interest or been more 
persistent in attempting to assure the 
protection of the view from Mount Ver-

non than our friend from Pennsylvania. 
Largely because of his interest, I think 
that it is fair to say, this historic view 
has been preserved up to this time. There 
have been many threats and many prob
lems over the years that have required 
the attention of the Congress, but the 
fact is that the area remains relatively 
unhampered by unsightly structures. 

In order to foreclose future problems, 
the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs reported a bill <H.R. 10086) 
earlier this year which included a provi
sion authorizing sufficient funds for the 
acquisition of all of the remaining lands 
in the so-called "fee acquisition zone" 
and for the purchase of scenic easements 
covering all of the remaining lands in 
the scenic easement zone. That legislation 
was approved by the House early this 
year, but the provision dealing with 
Piscataway Park was not included in the 
measure approved by the other body. 

In the intervening months, the Na
tional Park Service has resolved the liti
gation involving the controversy at the 
Marshall Hall site so that scenic safe
guards for that significant property are 
now assured, but a substantial amount of 
land in the scenic easement zone remains 
unprotected from potentially adverse de
velopments. While we had hoped that 
the landowners in this portion of the 
park would donate the needed easements, 
that wish has not been fulfilled and ade
quate protection will apparently not be 
secured unless and until adequate funds 
are authorized and appropriated to com
plete the program started in 1961. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 15597 does not con
template any change in the existing 
boundaries. That decision was made long 
ago and nothing in this bill will change 
it. All that this legislation does is author
ize the funds which will be necessary to 
cover the estimated costs involved in the 
acquisition of scenic easements covering 
lands which are not presently subject to 
scenic controls. 

COST 

I am pleased to advise the Members of 
the House, that H.R. 15597 involves a 
smaller increase than the legislation ap
proved by this body last January. There 
are two reasons why this reduction has 
been made possible: 

First, one of the unknown variables is 
now resolved and the Marshall Hall 
property is adequately protected from 
uses which would mar the view from 
Mount Vernon. 

Second, the Park Service has concluded 
that it has adequate scenic control over 
the remaining lands in the fee acquisi
tion zone so that no further fee acquisi
tion will be required. 

Under the terms of H.R. 15597, the ap
propriation ceiling will be increased by 
$1,525,000. The bill specifically limits this 
increase by amending the existing law to 
delete $4,132,000 and to insert $5,657,000. 

RECOMMENDATION 

As one who has observed and partici
pated in the development of this legisla
tion over the years, I hope that this will 
complete the program which the Con
gress originally contemplated. It is unfor
tunate that the landowners have not do
nated the scenic easements involved, but 
I sincerely believe that it is in the best 
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public interest that we move to complete 
this program as rapidly as possible in 
order to avoid greater and more expen
sive problems in the future. 

Mr. Speaker, I support the enactment 
of H.R. 15597 and urge its approval by 
the Members of the House. 

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, as the 
principal sponsor, I rise in strong support 
of this legislation. 

The purpose of H.R. 15597 is to au
thorize the appropriation of additional 
funds for the acquisition of interests in 
land within the area known as Piscat
away Park in the State of Maryland. 

In 1961, Congress authorized the Sec
retary of the Interior to acquire and 
administer lands and interests in land 
along the Potomac River in Prince 
Georges and Charles Counties, Md., in 
order to preserve lands which provide 
the principal overview from Mount Ver
non and Fort Washington. 

The act of October 4, 1961, as amended 
by the act of July 19, 1966, established 
the area known as Piscataway Park in 
the State of Maryland, and provided for 
the acquisition of lands and interests in 
land in two categories. A "fee acquisition 
area" of approximately 1,058 acres 
which is along the shoreline approxi
mately 5 miles long and 1,000 feet in 
depth, and a "scenic protection area" of 
approximately 1,410 acres, which extends 
1,000 to 6,000 feet back of the "fee ac
quisition area." 

In the "fee acquisition area," anum
ber of properties were purchased by phil
anthropic citizens and organizations 
and donated to the Federal Government 
for park purposes. The remaining lands 
in this shoreline zone were acquired, ex
cept for approximately 13 acres which 
the act provides may be retained in that 
zone, at a cost of $4,132,000. 

In the "scenic protection area," it was 
initially contemplated that the land
owners would donate a scenic easement 
to the United States over their property. 
The landowners in some five or six sub-

. divisions in the area which had restric
tive convenants in their deeds, prohibit
ing development of more th~n single 
family residences for every 5 acres, 
did come forth and donate scenic ease
ments over their properties to the Fed
eral Government. Approximately one
half of the lands in the "scenic protec
tion area" are now under the restrictive 
covenant of a scenic easement. 

Several large tracts of land in this 
area are free of such controls and the 
prospects of their intense development 
remains a very real possibility. One of 
these tracts-the Marshall Hall prop
erty-has been a matter of great con
troversy for several months in the past 
and it was this situation that arose 
public indignation resulting in the Sec
retary of the Interior filing a complaint 
in condemnation to acquire scenic re
strictions against the Marshall Hall 
property of Star Enterprises, Ltd.-Jo
seph I. and Shirley H. Goldstein-on 
December 23, 1970, in civil action No. 
70-1449T, after prolonged negotiations 
had failed. 

Prior to the filing of the complaint in 
condemnation by virtue of the authority 
contained in section 2(c) of the act, the 
Secretary of the Interior advised the 

Committee on Interior and Insular Af
fairs of the House and Senate that such 
action could cause the appropriation 
ceiling to be exceeded as the balance 
of the funds appropriated but unex
pended would be earmarked for settle
ment of the civil action. On April 24, 
1972, the civil action by the Federal 
Government against the Marshall Hall 
property was settled by agreement of 
the parties at a cost of approxi
mately $900,000. 

The unfortunate result of this con
troversy and litigation is the need to 
provide the Secretary of the Interior 
with the means to acquire scenic ease
ments on the balance of some 89 tracts 
within the scenic protection area from 
those landowners who now see an oppor
tunity to capitalize on their holdings in 
the area. H.R. 15597 will provide this 
by authorizing the appropriation of 
$1,525,000 in additional funds for the 
acquisition of interests in land within 
Piscataway Park. 

Now, after a decade of acquisition 
and negotiation, if the original intent 
and purpose of this legislation is to be 
carried out, that is to preserve lands 
which provide the principal overview 
from Mount Vernon and Fort Washing
ton, it becomes apparent that the in
terests in land necessary to accomplish 
this objective must be acquired. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
support the passage of this legislation. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, the bill 
now before the House CH.R. 15597 by 
Representative SAYLOR), authorizes an 
increased appropriation ceiling for the 
area known as Piscataway Park. 

BACKGROUND 

As everyone knows, Piscataway Park is 
the unit of the National Capital Park 
System located opposite from Mount 
Vernon. It was established by the Con
gress in 1961 to protect the view from 
George Washington's home and from 
Fort Washington. Since that initial au
thorization, there have been a variety of 
proposals which would have marred the 
setting of Mount Vernon, but so far these 
have been prevented by the foresight of 
the Congress a decade ago. 

As it presently exists, Piscataway Park 
is divided into two principal zones-a "fee 
acquisition zone"-consisting of approx
imately 1,058 acres of land immediately 
adjacent to the Potomac River-and a 
"scenic protection zone"-totaling about 
1,410 acres of land contiguous to the fee 
zone. Except for about 13 acres, all of 
the fee zone lands have been acquired, 
but in the scenic zone numerous parcels 
of land remain free of any development 
restraints. H.R. 15597 will help cure this 
defect by authorizing funds for the acqui
sition of scenic easements covering this 
area. 

LEGISLATIVE BACKGROUND AND COST 

I want to emphasize, Mr. Speaker, that 
this legislation is very comparable to the 
provision for Piscataway included in 
H.R. 10086 which was approved by the 
House on January 31, 1972. That meas
ure authorized an increase totaling $2,-
840,000 for the acquisition of fee title 
and scenic easements for all lands in the 
park. Since that time the Government 
has settled its condemnation action on 

the Marshall Hall property for approxi
mately $900,000 and concluded that its 
present scenic controls adequately cover 
certain lands in the fee zone so that it is 
possible to reduce costs attributable to 
this bill. As recommended, the bill in
creases the present authorization ceiling 
by $1,525,000 rather than $2,840,000 as 
earlier recommended. 

CONCLUSION 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 15597 should solve 
the problem of protecting the view from 
Mount Vernon that we have all heard 
so much about. I understand that the 
other body is likely to approve this 
legislation so that it should close the 
issue. I am convinced that this action is 
needed and I urge the approval of the 
bill by my colleagues in the House. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon
sider was laid on the table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
desiring to do so be permitted to extend 
their remarks immediately preceding the 
passage of this legislation. 

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

There was no objection. 

ADMINISTRATION OF MAR-A-LAGO 
NATIONAL HISTORIC SITE, PALM 
BEACH, FLA. 

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill CH.R. 13067) to 
provide for the administration of the 
Mar-A-Lago National Historic Site, in 
Palm Beach, Fla. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from Colo
rado? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

H.R. 13067 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, (a) That the 
Secretary of the Interior (hereinafter re
ferred to · as the "Secretary") shall develop, 
and administer the Mar-A-Lago National His
toric Site described in the order of designa
tion date January 16, 1969, as a part of the 
national park system pursuant to the provi
sion of the Act of August 21, 1935 (49 Stat. 
666; 16 U.S.C. 461 et seq.), as amended, at 
such time as the right to possession of the 
real and personal property comprising the 
historic site shall vest in the United States. 

(b) The Secretary is directed to use the 
authority contained in the Act of August 21, 
1935 (supra) to enter into such agreements 
and to take such actions as he may deem 
necessary to provide for administration and 
appropriate visitor use, and to make the Mar
A-Lago National Historic Site as nearly fi
nancially self-sustaining as may be prac
ticable. 

With the following committee amend
ments: 

Page 1, line 4, strike out "shall" and insert 
"may accept, maintain,". 

Page 2, lines 1 through 6, strike out all of 
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subsection (b) and insert in lieu thereof the 
following: 

(b) The Secretary is directed to use the 
authority contained in the Act of August 21, 
1935 (supra.) to enter into such agreements 
and to take such actions as he may deem 
necessary to provide for administration and 
for the use of the Ma.r-A-Lago National His
toric Site as a. temporary residence for visiting 
:foreign dignitaries or heads of states or mem
bers of the Executive Branch of the United 
States Government. Any further use of this 
property shall be determined by the Secretary 
after conferring with the Ma.r-A-Lago Na
tional Historic Site Advisory Commission. 

Page 2, following line 6, insert the :following 
new section: 

Sec. 2. (a.) There is hereby established a. 
Ma.r-A-La.go National Historic Site Advisory 
Commission (hereafter referred to as the 
"Commission"). 

(b) The Commission shall be composed of 
five members appointed by the Secretary of 
the Interior for terms of three years each, as 
follows: 

( 1) One member to be appointed from rec
ommendations submitted by the Governor of 
the State of Florida.; 

(2) One member to be appointed from 
recommendations submitted by the trustees 
appointed pursuant to the Ma.r-A-La.go 
Trust; and 

(3) Three members to be appointed by 
the Secretary, one of whom shall be desig
nated Chairman of the Commission, to rep
resent the general public interest, and two 
of whom shall be appointed from recom
mendations submitted by the town council 
of Palm Beach, Florida.. 

(c) Any vacancy in the commission shall 
be filled in the same manner in which the 
original appointment was made. 

(d) Members of the Commission shall 
serve without compensation, as such, but 
the Secretary is authorized to pay, upon 
vouchers signed by the Chairman, the ex
penses reasonably incurred · by the Com
mission and its members in carrying out 
their responsibilities under this Act. 

(e) The Secretary, or his designee, shall, 
as the circumstances require meet and . con
sult with the Commission on general pol
icies and specific matters related to the ad
ministration of the historic site. 

(f) The Commission shall act and advise 
by affirmative vote of a. majority of the mem
bers thereof. 

The committee amendments were 
agreed to. 

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, H.R. 
13067 which Congressman TAYLOR and 
Congressman RoGERS joined me in co
sponsoring provides for the statutory 
recognition of the Mar-A-Lago National 
Historic Site in Palm Beach, Fla. 

Mar-A-Lago is the realization of a 
dream of one of the outstanding ladies 
of America and it is one of the Nation's 
great mansions. It was created as a re
sult of the efforts and investment of 
Mrs. Marjorie Merriweather Post. She 
found the site; she worked with the 
architects and interior designers; and 
she did much of the planning that makes 
the place the beautiful spot that it is. 

Altogether it includes 17 acres of land. 
The grounds are outstanding and care
fully maintained and the home is a 
magnificent structure in perfect condi
tion. Located as they are between the 
ocean and Lake Worth, they blend into 
a splendid setting. While there is a tre
mendous view from almost any point on 
the estate, it still affords the occupant 
the privacy and security which he may 
need. 

The legislation contemplates the use of 

this property as an Executive retreat 
which would be available to the Presi
dent when desired or might be used, up
on the approval of the Secretary of the 
Interior, for official meetings or by Gov
ernment officials who need its use for 
official functions. It would be an excel
lent place for a temporary residence for 
visiting foreign dignitaries or heads of 
state who need the privacy and security 
which it provides. In short, it would be 
limited to speci:flc uses of an official 
nature which satisfy a need, but it would 
not be generally open for public tours 
or activities which would require a sub
stantial expenditure of public moneys. 

In fact, the property is to be donated 
to the Federal Government by Mrs. Post 
along with almost all of its priceless fur
nishings and works of art. In addition, a 
trust fund has been established which 
will yield an income adequate to maintain 
the property in its present perfect con
dition. 

A tentative agreement-subject only to 
the enactment of this legislation-has 
been negotiated between the National 
Park Service and the Palm Beach County 
Historical Society which will assure the 
maintenance of the property without re
sort to public funds. In the future, if the 
trust fund is inadequate because of rising 
costs, then the property can be permitted 
to revert to the heirs of the donor or a 
future Congress can decide whether or 
not to utllize any public funds to re
tain it in public ownership. 

Mr. Speaker, I have visited Mar-A
Lago and can tell my colleagues that it 
is a national treasure. No other place in 
this country equals it and it is unlikelY 
that any comparable place will ever be 
built in the future. Here, in H.R. 13067 
we have an opportunity to protect a 
property before it slips into disrepair or 
before it is altered in some way as to 
render it less valuable to the American 
people. It is a great opportunity and a 
minimum risk. I heartily endorse the 
project and urge its adoption by the 
Members of the House. 

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker. I support 
the passage of this legislation. 

The purpose of H.R. 13067 as reported 
by the Committee on Interior and In- . 
sular Affairs is to authorize the Secre
tary of the Interior to accept the dona
tion of the Mar-A-Lago estate for use 
and development as a unique part of our 
national park system. 

The bill provides that the Secretary of 
the Interior may accept, develop and 
maintain this famous site, in accordance 
with its designation as a national his
toric site, at such time as the right of 
possession vests in the United States. 

Mar-A-Lago is one of America's great 
mansions. Created by Mrs. Marjorie Mer
riweather Post, it is located on a coral 
reef between the Atlantic Ocean and 
Lake Worth in Palm Beach, Fla. The 
mansion is surrounded by splendid gar
dens and beautifully landscaped grounds, 
comprising approximately 17 acres. 

By Order of Designation dated Jan
uary 16, 1969, issued pursuant to the au
thority contained in the Historic Sites 
Act of August 21, 1935 (49 Stat. 666; 16 
U.S.C. 461 et seq.), the Secretary of the 
Interior, noting that it possessed excep
tional value in commemorating or il-

lustrating the architectural and cultural 
history of the United States, designated 
the area as "The Mar-A-Lago National 
Historic Site." 

Mrs. Post has generously indicated a 
desire to initiate the conveyance of her 
real and personal property at Mar-A
Lago to the United States upon enact
ment of legislation that would authorize 
Federal ownership and administration. 
Mrs. Post has made testamentary pro
visions to create a trust having a corpus 
of certain securities, the income from 
which will be applied against costs of ad
ministration. 

The bill, H.R. 10367, also authorizes 
the Secretary of the Interior to enter 
into the necessary agreements to utilize 
the Mar-A-Lago National Historic Site 
as a temporary residence for visiting for
eign dignitaries or heads of state and 
members of the executive -branch of the 
U.S. Government. 

The passage and enactment of this 
bill provides a unique opportunity for the 
Congress to participate in preserving one 
of the truly great treasures in the United 
States. This beautiful mansion and 
grounds can be accepted, developed, and 
maintained at no cost to the Federal 
Government. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge the passage of this 
bill. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, H.R. 13067 
provides for the acceptance of the dona
tion of the mansion of Marjorie Merri
weather Post in Palm Beach, Fla. 

It is generally known that Mrs. Post 
owns three outstanding estates-Mar-A
Lago in Florida, Hillwood in Washing
ton, D.C., and Top Ridge Camp in the 
Adirondacks of New York. Provision has 
already been made for Hillwood to be 
donated to the Smithsonian Institution 
and this legislation, if enacted, will allow 
the Secretary of the Interior to accept 
the donation of the Mar-A-Lago estate. 

It is difficult to describe in a few words 
the property which we are considering. 
The principal building, which measures 
about 300 feet by 600 feet, was construc
ted in the early 1920's of reinforced con
crete with a stone and stucco veneer. It 
is a substantial structure in perfect con
dition. The grounds are meticulously 
kept and feature beautiful gardens and 
a terrace. 

In every respect, this property is a na
tional treasure worthy of preservation 
and recognition. While it is not asso
ciated with the early history of the Na
tion it is representative of an era of more 
modern times which will continue to 
grow in value in the generations ahead. 

As I have said, the real property is 
to be donated, subject to the retention 
of a life estate by Mrs. Post. Practically 
all of the furnishings, except a very few 
personal items, will be donated with the 
house. In addition, the subcommittee 
heard testimony in executive session con
cerning the provisions of Mrs. Post's will 
which indicated that a trust fund has 
been established which will yield an in
come adequate to maintain the property 
in its outstanding condition indefinitely 
without resort to appropriated funds. 

Full committee consideration of this 
legislation was deferred pending resolu
tion of certain questions concerning 
operat\on ~d maintenance of the prop-
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erty. We received that information in 
a letter from Director Hartzog dated 
August 28, 1972. If this legislation is 
enacted, and if the Secretary accepts 
the property, it is anticipated that the 
Secretary will enter into an agreement 
with the Palm Beach County Historical 
Society for operation and maintenance. 
This is spelled out in a letter of under
standing signed by Mr. Hartzog and 
Mr. Arthur E. Barrow, president of the 
Palm Beach County Historical Society. 

The property would be used primarily 
for special conferences and meetings, 
and for temporary residential uses where 
special security is important. It might be 
used, for example, by visiting heads of 
state or, perhaps, as a future winter 
White House or Governor's conference 
but it would probably not be open for 
general public tours. Perhaps, by special 
arrangement, groups might be toured 
through the property in accordance 
with the provisions of the terms of 
conveyance. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to give this 
measure my enthusiastic endorsement 
and I urge its approval by the House. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion to 
reconsider was laid on the table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
desiring to do so may be permitted to 
extend their remarks immediately pre
ceding the passage of this legislation. 

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

There was no objection. 

HOHOKAM PIMA NATIONAL 
MONUMENT, ARIZ. 

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill <H.R. 8756), to 
provide for the establishment of the 
Hohokam Pima National Monument in 
the vicinity of the Snaketown archeologi
cal site, Arizona, and for other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from 
Colorado? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

H.R. 8756 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That, in order 
to preserve and interpret for the benefit and 
inspiration of the people a site illustrative of 
the irrigation for over two thousand years of 
the valleys in central Arizona with water 
diverted from the Gila and Salt Rivers by the 
Hohokam and their Pima descendants, the 
S3cretary of the Interior (hereinafter referred 
to as the "Secretary") is authorized to estab
lish the Hohokam Pima National Monu
ment at and in the vicinity of the Snake
town archeological site on the Gila River 
India.n Resel'vation, Arizona, when he deter
mines that the beneficial interest in suf
ficient lands to constitute an efficiently ad
ministrable unit has been transferred to the 
Secretary for such purpose. Such national 
monument shall not exceed two thousand 
acres. 

SEc. 2. In order to effect the transfer re
ferred to in the first section of this Act, the 
Gila River Indian Community Council (here
inafter referred to as the "council") is au
thorized to acquire the beneficial interest in 
such allotted lands as may lie within boun
daries designated by the Secretary for the 
Hohokam Pima National Monument. In ex
change , the council may convey to such al
lottees or their successors in interest the 
beneficial interest in other lands of no less 
acreage and value that is held in trust for 
the benefit of the council or that may be 
acquired by the council for such purpose 
outside the propDsed boundaries of the Hoho
kam Pima National Monument. The Council 
is authorized to transfer to the Secretary the 
beneficial interest so acquired by the coun
cil for the Hohokam Pima National Monu
ment and the beneficial interest in such 
other lands held in trust for the benefit of 
the council as the Secretary may designate 
for the purposes of this Act. The council may 
likewise acquire beneficial fractionated in
terests in tracts outside of the proposed 
boundaries of the Hohokam Pima National 
Monument. The Secretary on the request of 
the council and with funds provided by it, 
may acquire by condemnation on behalf of 
the council the beneficial interest in any 
lands Within the boundaries designated by 
the Secretary for the Hohokam Pima Na
tional Monument when the council is un
able to acquire such interest. The Secretary 
is authorized to transfer title in the name 
of the United States in trust for the council 
to the beneficial interest in public lands of 
no less acreage and value than the beneficial 
interest in the lands transferred by the coun
cil to the Secretary. The beneficial interest 
transferred by the council to the Secretary 
and otherwise acquired by him pursuant to 
this Act shall revert to the council if the 
lands to which they pertain cease to be used 
for the purpose of a national monument. 

SEc. 3. (a) The administration and protec
tion of the Hohokam Pima National Monu
ment shall be exercised by the Secretary in 
accordance with the Act of August 25, 1916 
(39 Stat. 535), as amended (16 U.S.C. 1 et 
seq.); except that the council shall be per
mitted to develop and operate revenue
producing visitor serviqes and facilities with
in such monument in accordance with plans 
and regulations of the Secretary. Any reve
nues resulting from the operation of such 
services and facilities may be retained by 
the council. 

SEC. 4. There are authorized to be appro
priated such sums as may be necessary to 
carry out the purposes of this Act. 

With the following committee amend
ments: 

Page 1, line 3 through page 2, line 5, strike 
out all of section 1 and insert the following: 

That, in order to preserve and interpret 
for the benefit and inspiration of the people 
a site containing significant archeological 
values, including the irrigation systems in 
the valleys of central Arizona developed by 
the Hohokam and Pima Indians, and their 
descendants, the Secretary of the Interior 
(hereinafter referred to as the "Secretary" 
is authorized to establish the Hohokam Pima 
National Monument (hereinafter referred to 
as the "monument"). Such monument, which 
shall not exceed 2,000 acres in size, shall 
comprise lands in the vicinity of and includ
ing the Snaketown Archeological site on the 
Gila River Indian Reservation, Arizona, as 
generally depicted on the drawing entitled 
"Boundary Map Snaketown National Monu
ment", numbered NM-SNA 20,003-A, and 
dated October, 1971. The monument may be 
established by the Secretary when he deter
mines that the beneficial interest in a suffi
cient amount of land has been transferred to 
constitute an efficiently administrable unit. 

Page 2, line 6 through page 3, line 13, strike 
out all of section 2 and insert in lieu thereof 
the following: 

SEc. 2. (a) The Gila River Indian Com
munity Council (hereinafter referred to as 
the "Council") for the Gila River Indian 
Community (hereinafter referred to as the 
"Community") may acquire the beneficial 
interest in any allotted lands located within 
the boundaries of the monument and may, 
in exchange therefore, convey to such allot
tees, or their successors in interest, the bene
ficial interest in any lands of at least equal 
value out.side the boundaries of the monu
ment which are held in trust for the benefit 
of the Community. In arranging such equal 
exchanges with allottees the Council may 
acquire beneficial whole or fractionated inter
ests in tracts outside the boundaries of the 
monument. When the Council is unable to 
acquire such interests, it may request that 
the Secretary, on its behalf and with funds 
which it provides, acquire such beneficial 
interest in any lands within the boundaries 
of the monument, and the Secretary may 
acquire such interest by condemnation. 

(b) The Council is authorized to transfer 
to the Secretary the beneficial interest in 
any lands held in trust for the benefit of 
the Community, including such interests as 
are acquired pursuant to subsection (a) of 
this section, located within the boundaries 
of the monument. In exchange for such 
transfer, the Secretary shall declare that title 
to public lands of at least equal value which 
are under his jurisdiction are held in trust 
for the Community. 

Page 3,line 14, after "SEc. 3." insert "(a)" 
and following line 22, insert a new subsection 
as follows : 

(b) An appropriate portion of any admis
sion fees attributable to such services and 
facilities may, in accordance with an agree
ment between the Secretary and the Council, 
be transferred to the council. 

Page 3, lines 23 through 25, strike out all 
of section 4 and insert in lieu thereof the 
following: 

SEc. 4. There are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated not more than $135,000 for the 
acquisition of lands and not more than $1,-
781,000 for 'the development of the monu
ment. 

The committee amendments were 
agreed to. 

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, H.R. 8756 
is a bill cosponsored by our colleagues 
from the State of Arizona <Representa
tives UDALL, RHODES, and STEIGER) . It au
thorizes the establishment of the Hoho
kam Pima National Monument about 20 
miles from Phoenix, Ariz. 

DESCRIPTION, SIZE, AND LOCATION 

This proposed national monument 
would comprise not more than 2,000 
acres of land presently owned by the Gila 
River Indian community and invidual 
Indian allottees. Generally, it consists 
of relatively unproductive, flat desert 
lands. While the lands themselves do not 
appear to contain any outstanding nat
ural or scenic values which would merit 
their consideration for inclusion in the 
national park system, beneath the sur
face are the remains of one of the earliest 
cultures of the Southwest. 

Here, 300 years before the birth of 
Christ, the ancient Hohokam Indians 
had developed a sophisticated culture 
which included an extensive system of 
irrigation canals for agriculture. Arche
ological excavations in the area have 
revealed that a highly civilized society 
occupied this region for centuries before 
the coming of the white man. While 
enough work has been done to verify the 
significance of the site, it is believed that 
only a small portion of this historic re
source has been uncovered. 
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COST 

The establishment of this national 
monument will not require an unreason
able investment of public moneys. All of 
the lands involved are presently held in 
trust by the United States for the bene
fit of the Gila River Indian community 
and individual allottees. The tribal coun
cil is anxious to have the area protected 
and has indicated a willingness to coop
erate in transferring title to all of the 
lands within the monument boundary in 
exchange for other public lands of at 
least equal value. For this reason, land 
acquisition costs will be nominal and will 
be limited to the administrative and tech
nical costs usually associated with land 
transactions. It is estimated that not 
more than $135,000 will be needed for this 
purpose. 

Development costs will also be rela
tively modest. It is contemplated that a 
visitor center will be constructed, that a 
few roads and trails will be needed and 
that some inplace exhibits will be in
stalled. Altogether, it is estimated that 
a total of $1,781,000 will cover the de
velopment costs associated with this 
project. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 8756 will assure the 
protection of a recognized area of great 
scientific significance. The costs are mod
est and the benefits will be substantial. 
I support the enactment of H.R. 8756, 
as amended. and I urge its approval by 
my colleagues in the House. 

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of H.R. 8756, to provide fot· the 
establishment of the Hohokam Pima Na
tional Monument in the vicinity of 
Snaketown archeological site, in Arizona. 

The purpose of the bill i.... to preserve 
and interpret the nationally significant 
archeological values and irrigation sys
tems developed by the ancient Hohokam 
Indian community on the Gila River 
Indian Reservation in the valleys of 
south-central Arizona. 

The proposed national monument is 
the site of the earliest kr.~.own irrigation 
development in the United States which 
supported and developed a sophisticated 
agrarian community some 300 years or 
more before the time of Christ. The site 
is neither spectacular or exciting to the 
layman but to the trained archeologist it 
is one of the most significant sites in the 
entire southwest. 

Since 1887 traces of the ancient Hoho
kam civilization have been discovered. 
Excavation in the area continues to this 
day. The Pima Indians, decendants of 
the Hohokam community now inhabit the 
area near the site and continue to de
velop a better understanding of their 
forefathers. The spokesmen for the Gila 
Indian Reservation strongly support the 
establishment of the national monu
ment. 

The estimated costs for the establish
ment of this historic site are $135,000 be
cause the lands involved are only to be 
acquired by exchange. This will, there
fore, require only the payment of admin
istrative and technical costs. On the 
other hand, development costs are esti
mated at $1,781,000 which would include 
a visitors center, protective and inter
pretive structures, and a portable shelter 
as an archeological excavation exhibit. 

H.R. 8756 will provide for the preserva
tion of our history which has been "writ
ten in the earth" and I urge my col
leagues to support its passage. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, the bill 
now before the House (H.R. 8756) was 
introduced by the gentleman from Ari
zona (Mr. UDALL) and cosponsored by 
Representatives RHODES and STEIGER of 
Arizona. · 

GENERAL BACKGROUND 

The area involved in the legislation is 
commonly called the Snaketown Archae
ological Site. It contains thousands of 
artifacts and specimens of the Hohokam 
society which existed in this part of the 
Southwest for hundreds of years. While 
fragments of broken pottery are found 
on the surface of the ground, most of 
the remnants of this ancient civilization 
are buried under the soil that has drifted 
in to bury the historical remains of an
cient houses and other evidences of hu
man use and occupation of the land. 

All of the area involved is located on 
lands held in trust for the Indian people 
who now live in the area and who are 
believed to be the descendants of the 
Hohokams. During the public hearings, 
spokesmen for the tribal council of the 
Gila River Indian community testified 
in favor of the enactment of the legisla
tion because they feel that development 
of the area will help them to better un
derstand their own background and be
cause they believe that the monument 
will help provide new job opportunities 
for their people. 

The legislation provides that the 
tribal council may exchange tribal lands 
for allotted lands within the monument 
boundaries or that it may purchase, or 
provide funds to the Secretary of the 
Interior to purchase, any of the allotted 
lands. The tribal lands may be ex
changed for lands of at least equal value 
which are within the administrative 
jurisdiction of the Secretary. 

Mr. Speaker, the enactment and im
plementation of H.R. 8756 will not only 
add a significant archeological site to 
the national park system, but it should 
contribute to a better economy for the 
present Indian landowner. The proposed 
monument is located in an arid area 
which has no dependable water supply 
so that little practical use can be made 
of the land and no residential use is 
feasible. If H.R. 8756 is enacted it is 
anticipated that the tribal council will 
exchange agricultural lands which it has 
available for the allotted lands included 
in the monument. This direct benefit for 
the allottees will be supplemented by 
some employment opportunities which 
will result from visitor use of the monu
ment area. 

Altogether, it is anticipated that not 
more than $135,000 will be needed to pay 
the administrative and technical costs 
associated with the land transfers and 
not more than $1,781,000 will be needed 
for development. This is a modest price 
to P3:Y for the preservation, protection, 
and mterpretation of this valuable ar
cheological area. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to join in 
support of the enactment of H.R. 8756 
and I urge my colleagues in the House 
to support the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to re
consider was laid on the table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members de
siring to do so be permitted to extend 
their remarks immediately preceding the 
passage of this legislation. 

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

There was no objection. 

ADDITION OF MINAM RIVER 
CANYON TO THE EAGLE CAP 
WILDERNESS, WALLOWA AND 
WHITMAN NATIONAL FORESTS, 
OREG. 
Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 6446) to 
provide for addition of the Minam River 
Canyon and other areas to the Eagle 
Cap Wildemess, Wallowa and Whitman 
National Forests, to modify the bound
aries of the Wallowa National Forest in 
the State of Oregon, and for . other pur
poses. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from Colo
rado? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

H.R. 6446 
A b111 to provide for addition of the Mlnam 

River Canyon and other areas to the Eagle 
Cap Wilderness, Wallowa and Whitman 
National Forests, to modify the boundaries 
of the Wallowa National Forest in the State 
of Oregon, and for other purposes 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the 
areas proposed for addirtion to the Eagle cap 
Wilderness as generally depicted on a map 
entitled "Proposed additions to the Eagle 
Gap Wilderness", dated March 1971, which 
is on file and avallable for public inspection 
in the Office of the Chief, Forest Service. 
Department of Agriculture, are hereby desig
nated for addition to and a part of the Eagle 
Cap Wllderness, Wallowa and Whitman Na
tional Forests, Oregon. 

SEc. 2. As soon as practicable after this 
Act takes effect, the Secretary of Agriculture 
shall file a map and a legal description of 
the Eagle Cap Wllderness as revised by this 
Act with the Interior and Insular Affairs 
Committees of the United Sta.tes Senate and 

·House of Representatives, and such descrip
tion shall have the same force and effect as 
if included in this Act: Provided, however, 
That correction of clerical and typographical 
errors in such legal description and map 
may be made. 

SEC. 3. The additions to the Eagle Gap 
Wllderness provided by this Act shall be ad
ministered as a part of the Eagle cap Wilder
ness by the Secretary O'f Agriculture in ac
cordance with the prov1s1ons of the Wilder
ness Act governing areas designated by that 
Act as wilderness areas, except that any ref
erence in such provisions to the effective date 
of the Wllderness Act shall be deemed to be 
e. reference to the e:ffective date of this Act: 
Provided, That notwithstanding the provi
sions of subsection 5(c) of the Wllderness 
Act of September 3, 1964 (16 U.S.C. 1135 (c). 
78 Stat. 896), the Secretary of Agriculture 1s 
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authoriZed to acquire privately owned land 
within the perimeter of the Eagle Cap Wil
derness by exchange or other means and 
without specific further authorization by 
Congress, where this privately owned land 
threatens the character of the sUNounding 
wilderness. 

SEc. 4. (a) The exterior boundaries of the 
Wallowa National Forest in Oregon are modi
fied to include the following described lands, 
contalning approximately twenty-three thou
sand acres: 

WALLOWA NATIONAL FOREST 

Willamette Principal Meridian 
Township 2 north, range 41 east: section 

29, all that part south of the Wallowa and 
Minam Rivers; section 82; section 33, south
west quarter northwest quarter, west half 
southwest quarter. 

Township 1 north, range 41 east: section 
8, west half southwest quarter; section 4, 
south half northeast quarter, northwest 
quarter; south half; sections 5, 8, 9, 
10; section 14, west half, south half 
southeast quarter; sections 15, 16, 17, 20, 21, 
22, 28; section 24, south half northwest quar
ter, all of rest of section south and west of 
Big Canyon Creek; section 25, all west of 
Big Canyon Creek; section 26, 27, 28, 29; 
section 82, north half, north half southwest 
quarter, southeast quarter southwest quar
ter, north half southeast quarter, southeast 
quarter southeast quarter; section 33; sec
tion 34, north half, southwest quarter, north 
half southeast quarter; sections 35, 36. 

(b) Subje~t to valid claims so long as these 
are maintained, all lands now owned or 
hereafter acquired by the United States in 
the areas described in subsection (a) of this 
section which are not now part of the Wal
lowa National Forest shall be a part of such 
national forest, and shall be administered in 
accordance with the laws, rules, and regula
tions applicable thereto, with special empha
sis on the provision of outdoor recreation 
opportunities. Money appropriated for Fed
eral purposes from the land and water con
servation fund shall be available for the ac
quisition of property within the areas de
scribed in subsection (a) of this section. 

With the following committee amend
ments: 

Page 1, line 5, strike out "March 1971," 
and insert "August 1, 1972,". 

Page 2, line 2, strike out "Oregon." and 
insert "Oregon, which addition comprises 
an area of approximately 72,420 acres." 

Page 2, line 19, strike out "Act:" and the 
succeeding proviso ending on Page 3, line 
2 and insert in lieu thereof the word "Act." 

Page 3, line 3 through Page 4, line 10, 
strike out all of Section 4 and insert in lieu 
thereof a new section as follows: 

SEc. 4. Within five years from the date of 
enactment of this Act, the Secretary shall 
review those lands depleted on the map ref
erenced in Section 1 of this Act as the "Wil
derness Study Area" comprising about 32,000 
acres, commonly referred to as the Lower 
Minam, and shall report to the President, in 
accordance with subsections 8(b) and 3(d) · 
of the Wilderness Act (78 Stat. 890; 16 U.S.C. 
1132 (b) and (d) ) , his recommenda tlon as 
to the suitability or nonsuitability of any 
area within the above area for preservation 
as a wilderness, and any designation of any 
such area as a wilderness shall be accom
plished in accordance with said subsections 
of the Wilderness Act. 

The committee amendments were 
agreed to. 

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of H.R. 6446, as amended. 

This proposal will add some 72,420 
acres of land in the Wallowa and Whit
man National Forests, Oregon to the 
existing 220,416 acre Eagle Cap Wilder
ness. It also provides for the study and 

review of an additional 32,000 acres for 
their wilderness potential and possible 
future wilderness designation. 

While this area was not classified as 
a primitive area by the Forest Service, 
or managed as such, the land designated 
as wilderness by the committee does pos
sess all the characteristics of a true wil
derness. Where past activities of man 
were in evidence that area has been 
excluded from the present proposal. The 
required mineral report llas been com
pleted and indicates the absence of com
mercially valuable minerals. 

With one exception the proposed sub
stantially reflects the recommendation of 
the Forest Service report of May 24, 
1972. This exception pertains to the 
inclusion of some 27,000 acres in what 
is known as the Little Minam River area. 
While the Forest Service agreed, this 
area displayed all the characteristics of 
wilderness it did not recommend its in
clusion because of timber values and the 
possibility of insect infestation of that 
timber. The committee was informed, 
however, that this timber is not now 
included in the allowable cut calculation 
and it is further convinced that the 1964 
Wilderness Act provides ample authority 
for control of fires, infestations or dis
eases·in wilderness areas. 

Mr. Speaker, I recommend favorable 
action on H.R. 6446, as amended. 

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of H.R. 6446, a bill to provide 
for the addition of certain lands within 
the Wallowa and Whitman National 
Forests to the Eagle Cap Wilderness. 

H.R. 6446 authorizes the Secretary 
of Agriculture to designate 72,420 acres 
in the Wallowa and Whitman National 
Forests in the State of Oregon, as addi
tions to the Eagle Cap Wilderness. The 
bill also provides for the review and 
study of an additional 32,000 acres for 
future wilderness designation. 

Mr. Speaker, even though the passage 
and enactment of H.R. 6446 as reported 
by the Committee on Interior and In
sular Affairs is not in keeping with the 
committee's standard posture on wilder
ness, and even though the administra
tion has been somewhat ambiguous on 
its position regarding additions to the 
Eagle Cap Wilderness, I support the 
passage of this bill. I do so because there 
are many areas of this country that 
should be set aside as wilderness for 
the enjoyment of present and future 
generatim;ts. The executive branch and 
the Congress have been in my judgment 
too slow in their consideration of wil
derness proposals. 

The passage and enactment of this 
legislation, while having some undesir
able points, will in my judgment estab
lish the precedent needed so that the 
Congress can get on with the business of 
establishing wilderness areas through
out the United States in accordance with 
the expressed will of the American peo
ple. 

Mr. Speaker, I support the passage of 
this bill. 

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

The title was amended so as to read: 
"To provide for the addition of certain 

lands within the Wallowa and Whitman 
National Forests to the Eagle Cap Wil
derness." 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs be dis
charged from further consideration of 
the bill (S. 493) to authorize and direct 
the Secretary of Agriculture to classjJy 
as wilderness area the national forest 
lands adjacent to the Eagle Cap Wilder
ness Area, known as the Minam River 
Canyon and adjoining area in Oregon, 
and for other purposes, and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
bill. 

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

There was no objection. • 
The Clerk read the Senate bill as fol

lows: 
s. 493 

An act to authorize and direct the Secretary 
of Agriculture to classify as a wilderness 
area the national forest lands adjacent to 
the Eagle Cap Wilderness Area, known as 
the Minam River Canyon and adjoining 
area, in Oregon, and for other purposes 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the sec
retary of Agriculture is hereby authoriZed 
and directed to classify as additional wilder
ness those national forest lands containing 
approximately eighty thousand acres within 
the Wallowa-Whitman National Forest in 
Oregon in the Minam River drainage adja
cent to the Eagle Cap Wilderness as generally 
depleted on a map entitled "Proposed addi
tion to the Eagle Cap Wilderness dated Au
gust 1970" which is on file and available for 
public inspection in the Office of the Chief, 
Forest Service, Department of Agriculture. 
The Secretary of Agriculture shall promptly 
after such classification transmit to the In
terior and Insular Affairs Committees of the 
United States Senate and the House of Rep
resentatives a map and legal description of 
the addition to the wilderness area and such 
description shall have the same force and 
effect as if ·set forth in this Act: Provided, 
That correction of minor clerical and typo
graphical errors in such legal description 
and map may be made. Upon its classifica
tion, such addition shall be deemed to be 
a part of the Eagle Cap Wilderness of the 
National Wilderness Preservation System and 
shall be subject to the same provisions and 
rules as those designated as Wilderness areas 
by the Wilderness Act of September 8, 1964 
(78 Stat. 890), except that any reference in 
the Wilderness Act to the effective date of 
the Wilderness Act shall be deemed to be a 
reference to the effective date of this Act. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ASPINALL 

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. ASPINALL: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause of 
S. 493 and insert in lieu thereof the pro
visions of H.R. 6446, as passed. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The Senate bill was ordered to be read 

a third time, was read the third time, 
and passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
"To provide for the addition of cer

tain lands within the Wallowa and Whit-
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man National Forests to the Eagle Cap 
Wilderness." 

A similar House bill (H.R. 6446) was 
laid on the table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that I and any other 
Member desiring to do so may have per
mission to extend his remarks in the 
REcoRD immediately preceding the 
passage of this legislation. 

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

There was no objection. 

PROVIDING THE UNITED STATES 
DISCLAIMS INTEREST IN TRACT 
OF LAND 

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 11449) to 
provide that the United States disclaims 
any interest in a certain tract of land. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from Colo
rado? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the bill as follows: 

H.R. 11449 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That (a) the 
United States disclaims any right, title, or 
interest in the following-described tract of 
land situated within the Carson National 
Forest, New Mexico, such tract of land being 
more particularly described as follows: 

A tract of land containing 66.78 acres, 
more or less, beginning at corner numbered 
1, which is located on the northerly line of 
the Antoine Leroux grant, as shown on offi
cial survey plat approved by the United 
States Surveyor General on August 25, 1909, 
whence corner numbered 69 of the Leroux 
grant survey bears south 79 degrees 45 min
utes west, 20.14 chains; 

thence north 79 degrees 45 minuttes east, 
6.06 chains (400 feet) to corner numbered 2, 
which is identical with the Leroux grant 
corner numbered 70 and located at the con
fluence of South Fork Canyon and the Rio 
Hondo; 

thence north 61 degrees 30 minutes east, 
4.20 chains (277.20 feet) to corner numbered 
3 which is identical with corner numbered 
71 and mile corner numbered 13 of the Le
roux grant survey; 

thence north 44 degrees 30 minutes east, 
27.70 chains (1,828.20 feet) continuing along 
the northerly line of the Leroux grant sur
vey to corner numbered 4; 

thence south 09 degree 47 minutes east, 
22.73 chains (1,500 feet) to corner numbered 
5; 

thence south 51 degrees 23 minutes west, 
36.36 chains (2,400 feet) to corner numbered 
6; 

thence north 11 degrees 15 minutes west, 
22.73 chains (1,500 feet) to corner numbered 
1, the poill!t of beginning. 

(b) The Secretary of the Interior is au
thorized and directed to prepare and execute 
without conf?ideration any instrument neces
sary to carry out the purposes of subsec
tion (a). 

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, I support 
enactment of H.R. 11449. 

This proposal would settle a long
standing title dispute between private 
citizens and the Forest Service that arose 

in connection with an old 1742 Spanish 
land grant which was confirmed by Con
gress in 1869. 

Due to an erroneous survey in 1909 a 
patent issued in 1911 included some 6.95 
acres of land which apparently was not 
a part of the land as described in the 
original Spanish land grant. However, 
the private owners have long relied upon 
the integrity of a Federal patent and the 
issue of ownership was not raised until 
recently when much of the land within 
the original 1742 grant was reconveyed 
to the Federal Government. 

The Forest Service now maintains that, 
notwithstanding long years of undis
puted possession and a Federal patent, 
the 6.95 acres never legally passed out 
of Federal ownership. This small area 
lies north of the Rio Honda. There is no 
dispute as to some 60 acres of land lying 
south of the river. In this case there is 
no evidence of fraud or misrepresenta
tion on the part of the individual owners. 
They all acted in good faith and have 
had undisputed possession of the land 
for many years. Any error in the survey 
or the land patent was the responsibility 
of the Government. The landowners 
should not now be penalized for this 
error. They were entitled to place reli
ance upon the accuracy and integrity of 
a land patent issued by their Govern
ment. They could not do more. 

Earlier in connection with similar leg
islation in the 91st Congress, that is 
S. 202, the U.S. Court of Claims decided 
that it would not be inappropriate or a 
mere gratuity for the United States to 
relinquish title to this land. 

I fully agree with this decision and 
recommend enactment of H.R. 11449. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to re
consider was laid on the table. 

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs be dis
charged from further consideration of 
the bill (S. 2674) to remove a cloud on 
the title to certain lands located in the 
State of New Mexico, and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
bill. 

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

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the Senate bill as fol

lows: 
s. 2674 

An act to remove a cloud on the title to cer
tain lands located in the State of New 
Mexico 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That, in ac
cordance with the opinion, findings of fact, 
and conclusions of the trial commissioner of 
the United States Court of Claims in Con
gressional Reference Case Numbered 4-69, 
Richard Grainger and Margaret N. Grainger, 
his wife; Patrick W. Hurley and EloisA. Hur
ley, his wife; Robert Kennaugh and Betty W. 
Kennaugh, his wife; John F. McG1ll and 
Phyll1s McGill, his wife; Mrs. Mary J. (Leon) 
Pierce, a. widow; and Wllllam. Turbett and 
Cynthia A. TUrbett, his wife, against the 
United States, filed September 16, 1971, the 
United States hereby disclaims any right, 
title, or interest in or to the following de-

scribed tract of land situated within the 
Carson National Forest, New Mexico, such 
tract of land being more particularly de
scribed as follows: 

A tract of land containing 67.68 acres, more 
or less, beginning at corner numbered 1, 
which is located on the northerly line of 
the Antoine Leroux grant, as shown on of
ficial survey plat approved by the United 
States Surveyor General on August 25, 1909, 
whence corner numbered 69 of the Leroux 
grant survey bears south 79 degrees 45 min
utes west, 20.14 chains; 

thence north 79 degrees 45 minutes east, 
6.06 chains (400 feet) to corner numbered 2, 
which is identical with the Leroux grant cor
ner numbered 70 and located at the con
fluence of South Fork Canyon and the Rio 
Hondo; 

thence north 61 degrees 30 minutes east, 
4.20 chains (277.20) feet to corner numbered 
3 which is identical with corner numbered 
71 and mile corner numbered 13 of the Leroux 
grant survey; 

thence north 64 degrees 30 minutes east, 
4.20 chains (1,828.20 feet) continuing along 
the northerly line of the Leroux grant survey 
to corner numbered 4; 

thence north 09 degrees 47 minutes east, 
22.73 chains (1,500 feet) to corner numbered 
5; 

thence south 51 degrees 23 minutes west, 
36.36 chains (2,400 feet) to corner num
bered 6; 

thence north 11 degrees 15 minutes west, 
22.73 chains (1,500 feet) to corner numbered 
1, the point of beginning. 

(b) The Secretary of the Interior is au
thorized and directed to prepare and execute 
without consideration such instruments as 
may be appropriate to carry out the purposes 
of subsection (a). 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ASPINALL 

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. AsPINALL: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause of 
S. 2674 and insert in lieu thereof the pro
visions of H.R. 11449, as passed. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The Senate bill was ordered to be read 

a third time, was read the third time, 
and passed, and a motion to reconsider 
was laid on the table. 

A similar House bill (H.R. 11449) was 
laid on the table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that I and all other 
Members desiring to do so may have 
permission to revise and extend their 
remarks on the bill just passed. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that any Member de
siring to do so may have 5 legislative 
days in which to extend his remarks on 
any of the legislation just passed. 

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

There was no objection. 

FAMILY PLANNING AND POPULA
TION RESEARCH 

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

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Speaker, the legis
lative process is the means by which the 
people of the United States are assured 
their basic rights and freedoms, and I be
lieve that one of the most fundamental 
freedoms of all mankind is the right to 
determine one's family size. 

We have not always had this freedom 
in our country. In the early 1900's men 
and women were jailed for dispensing 
contraceptive information and devices by 
those who wished to impose their per
sonal moral values on others. One such 
public moralist was Anthony Comstock, 
head of the New York Society for the 
Suppression of Vice and author of the 
proposals, translated into law by the 
Congress in 1873, prohibiting the use of 
the U.S. mail for the transportation of 
contraceptive devices or information per
taining thereto. 

These "Comstock laws'' were repres
sive; they were passed during an era fa
mous for its public dictation of stand
ards for private personal conduct. 
Through the years as attitudes changed 
and concepts of individual freedoms were 
enlarged the courts steadily eroded the 
restrictions imposed by the law until they 
became almost meaningless. However, the 
threat of arrest or suit was ever present 
as long as the law remained on the books 
defining birth control information and 
articles for the prevention of conception 
as "obscene or immoral." I did not think 
that such laws, even though rendered 
ineffective by various judicial decisions, 
should be permanently inscribed in Fed
eral statute law. 

Therefore, one of the first bills that I 
introduced as a freshman Congressman 
in 1965 was for the repeal of the "Com
stock Laws." It was from the background 
material that I amassed for this bill and 
the long months of trying to shepherd 
it through the various steps that a ,bill 
must follow after introduction, that I 
began to realize that the removal of the 
Comstock restrictions on contraception 
was merely a necessary first step. Com
stock repeal was only a modest begin
ning toward real and meaningful prog
ress in the field of family planning and, 
in the larger sense, in the area of per
sonal freedom. 

At this same time, as a freshman 
member of the House Education and 
Labor Committee, I was privileged to 
have the opportunity to work with the 
newly established omce of Economic Op
portunity, an agency dedicated to the al
leviation of poverty through service pro
grams for low-income families and in
dividuals in the United States. I found in 
my committee work, that time and again, 
OEO community representatives, and lo
cal program directors would voice their 
concern about the lack of support at the 
Federal level for the provision of family 
planning services. This was not a criti
cism of OEO; indeed, the demand for 
federally subsidized family planning 
services grew, at least in part, from the 
pioneering efforts of the agency under 
the direction of the first OEO Director 
Sargent Shriver. Indeed, OEO was the 
first Federal agency to support the pro
vision of family planning services 
through the granting of $8,000 to the 

Corpus Christi, Tex., Community Action 
Agency in 1965. 

However, progress was slow in meeting 
the increasing demand for family plan
ning services. In 1966 OEO had funded 
only 14 family planning programs, con
centrated in only 5 States. Part of this 
was due to the newness of both OEO as 
an agency and of the relative unavail
ability of resources for such programs. 
Agency omcials had no idea how far they 
could go to support family planning serv
ices openly. They were apprehensive 
about the Congressional climate. In turn, 
we, in Congress, had no idea of the kind 
of opposition, or the ldnd of support, 
these programs might generate. 

However, I rapidly became certain that 
both the need and the demand for sub
sidized family planning services far out
weighed any other considerations. I was 
also made aware, during this period of 
time, that the few Federal programs, 
outside of OEO, for family planning serv
ices were fragmented, uncoordinated ef
forts. The highly significant Harkavy re
port on both the services and research ef
forts of the Federal Government was pre
sented by me before former Senator Gru
ening's hearings on the population prob
lems and crisis in 1967; I also testified 
at those hearings that the Congress 
would have to take steps to bring about 
any coordinated and significant change 
in programs; that OEO programs alone 
could not accomplish the job. Therefore, 
when in 1967 OEO omcials testified that 
only $2.5 million had been committed to 
services--approximately one-fourth of 
1 percent of the total OEO budget-! 
decided to sponsor the establishment of 
family planning services as a national 
emphasis program through the Economic 
Opportunity Amendments of 1967. As you 
know, this proposal became law, and as 
a result, OEO was able to launch a signi
ficant family planning services program. 

The first major task of the OEO pro
gram was to gather information. Little 
was known of the characteristics of the 
potential patient population, except that 
they were poor. Little was known as to 
the facilities which might be able to pro
vide the necessary services. OEO com
missioned the development of a county
by-county study of the need for family 
planning services in the United States, 
which as far as I know, was unique 
in concept at that time and remains a 
milestone in the annals of American 
health care. Tl).is study was praiseworthy 
if only because it documented the need 
for subsidized services by more than 5 
million women in the United States. 
However, the study did more than that. 
It gave to the health field and to the 
U.S. Congress a valuable model for the 
assessment of other health care needs in 
the future. 

OEO later repeated this study in 1969 
and a third such nationwide survey is 
currently underway under the supervi
sion ·of HEW. These studies have enabled 
UJ to measure quite accurately the pro
gress which we, as a nation, have been 
making in the provision of family plan
ning services. It was evident, from the 
first study which documented the extent 
of the need that OEO available financial 
resources would not be adequate to the 
task and that other agencies, principally 

HEW, would need to be involved in the 
support and delivery of services. It be
came evident, as well, that the new pro
grams were experiencing a high degree of 
acceptance and positive support from 
local communities and enthusiastic re
sponse and utilization by poor patients 
everywhere. 

The extent of the need for voluntary 
family planning services was recognized 
by the President in his message to the 
Congress which requested the establish
ment of a Commission on Population 
Growth and the American Future. I did 
not feel the establishment of the com
mission alone was sumcient to meet the 
needs at hand. I testified before the 
Committee on Government Operations 
of the House of Representatives during 
hearings on the commission bill that al
though "a few legislative authorities al
ready exist which support family plan
ning programs, they are not sumcient to 
cover the recommendations of the Presi
dent." The President had said, in his 
July 18, 1969, message to the Congress, 
that-

No American woman should be denied ac
cess to family planning assistance because of 
her economic condition. I believe, therefore, 
that we should establish as a national goal 
the provision of adequate family planning 
services within the next five years to all those 
who want them but cannot afford them, this 
we have the capacity to do. 

Therefore, simply a call to further 
study by a commission, when the urgent 
and immediate need for services had al
ready been abundantly documented and 
acknowledged by the White House, was 
just not acceptable to me or, as we were 
to discover later, to my fellow colleagues 
in the House of Representatives. 

I responded by introducing my bill 
H.R. 11550 on May 21, 1969; this bill had 
the stated purpose of promoting "the 
public health and welfare by expanding, 
improving and better coordinating the 
family planning services and population 
research activities of the Federal." I em
marked on the effort to guide the bill 
through the maze of the legislative proc
ess, joined at :first by only 40 of my col
leagues; later we were joined by nearly 
100 of our colleagues in sponsoring the 
family planning services and population 
research legislation. 

The purpose of my bill was twofold. 
First it was designed to provide family 
planning services to those Americans 
who wanted them but could not afford 
them. Second, it was designed to benefit 
all the people in this country by sup
porting the development of new contra
ceptive methods. My bill proposed new 
authorization for a 5-year period, for 
family planning services and population 
research. These programs were to be ad
ministered through the creation of a new 
agency, the National Center for Popula
tion and Family Planning, also proposed 
by the bill. This new HEW agency would 
"supervise public information, program 
planning and development, manpower 
development and training, supervision of 
field services, reproductive physiology re
search, behavioral research and grants 
management for both research and serv
ices.'' The center was to have sole re
sponsibility within HEW for the family 
planning services and population re-
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search programs. It was to have a direc
tor and a deputy director and regional 
population and family planning advisers. 
It was also to perform certain advisory 
functions for the Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare, including prepa
rations of program plans and of legisla
tive recommendations when needed. 

The bill proposed the provision of com
prehensive voluntary farr .. ily planning 
services to "all persons desiring such ser
vices" through the following programs: 

Special project grants for family plan
ning services to be made by the center 
to public agencies and nonprofit organi::, 
zations and institutions to assist in the 
establishment and operation of voluntary 
family planning projects. This section 
authorized $450 million over a 5-year 
period for these special project grants. 

Formula grants for family planning 
public health services to be made by the 
Secretary of Health, Education and Wel
fare to State health agencies to "assist 
the States in planning, establishing, 
maintaining, coordinating, and evaluat
ing family planning services." The bill 
authorized $70 million to be used for 
these grants to States, provided that the 
States had submitted and had had ap
proved by the Secretary, State plans for 
a coordinated and comprehensive pro
gram of family planning services. 

Grants for the training of the neces
sary professional, nonprofessional, and 
new careers manpower required to ful
fill the objectives of the services pro
grams to be made by the national center 
to public and private agencies. The bill 
authorized $20 million over a 5-year pe
riod for this program. 

The bill also proposed a program of 
grants for population research; these 
grants were to be used in order "to pro
mote research in the biochemical, con
traceptive development, behavioral and 
program implementation fields related 
to population and family planning 
through grants by the national center to 
public agencies and nonprofit organiza
tions and institutions and contracts with 
groups, associations, institutions, and in
dividuals or corporations for the conduct 
of such research." The bill proposed an 
authorization for this program of $335 
million. 

In addition, the bill proposed a pro
gram of grants for the construction of 
population research centers and for the 
operation of such centers relating to re
search in human reproduction, sterility, 
contraception, effectiveness of service 
delivery, population trends, and other 
aspects of, or factors which affect, popu
lation dynamics. The bill provided an 
·authorization of $80 million for these 
purposes. 

However, some of these programs I 
have described were either revised or de
leted in order to reflect amendments 
from the yarious members of the House 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce Com
mittee. For instance, the committee de
cided that, since HEW had little ex
perience in providing family planning 
services on an extensive nationwide 
basis, the legislation should contain only 
a 3-year authorization so that the fledg
ling programs could be monitored closely 
and revisions and reforms introduced 
into the programs before any noneffec
tive mechanisms could become institu-

tionalized. Therefore, instead of having 
operating authority until fiscal 1975, 
programs were to come up for renewal at 
the end of fiscal1973. 

The language creating a new national 
center for population and family plan
ning was deleted on the basis of an 
HEW request for the chance to strength
en the administration of the family 
plannin.; services programs and of the 
population research programs through 
normal administrative channels already 
extant rather than through new ones 
created by law. Finally, after the Sub
committee on Public Health and En
vironment under the able leadership 
of Congressman PAUL RoGERS, assisted 
by the able members of the minority 
such as Representatives TIM LEE CARTER 
and ANCHER NELSEN had spent many 
long hours drafting an excellent report 
on the legislation and after the legisla
tion hLd been refined by the full Com
merce Committee led by Chairman HAR
LEY STAGGERS, the committee report was 
published; the bill was scheduled for a 
vote on November 16, 1970. This was 
nearly 18 months after I first introduced 
my bill. 

I must admit that the cosponsors of 
the bill and I had not realized it at the 
time, but by introducing the legislation, 
we prompted a general discussion of the 
responsibility of the Federal Government 
for the provision of birth control serv
ices. This had not really been given seri
ous consideration and full discussion by 
all the Members of the House of Repre
sentatives. My 1967 amendment to the 
OEO bill had been an attempt to reveal 
the plight of poor men and women every
where who must face the possibility of 
indeed, the probability, of supporting 
ever increasing families on limited in
comes with no knowledge of methods or 
hope for help in controlling their own 
fertility. However, it had been but a 
little known, minor amendment to a 
large and controversial bill. The entire 
House of Representatives had, therefore, 
to become aware of the issue, be provided 
the facts, consider the responsibility of 
the Federal Government in this area, 
and be persuaded that the proposals 
under consideration were in fact the best 
vehicle for the delivery of services. 

In view of the size of the task, I have 
always believed that the House Com
merce Committee is to be commended 
for the excellent and timely handling of 
the legislation. Without the good efforts 
of its chairman, Representative STAGGERS, 
the subcommittee chairman, Represent
ative PAUL RoGERS, and its members, 
success would not have been ours. I be
lieved all along that my colleagues here 
in the House, with their basic respect for 
the freedom and dignity of men and 
women, would support passage of the 
legislation. What I could not know was 
the overwhelming extent of support. The 
vote on this bill convinced me once again 
that serving the public alongside col
leagues in the U.S. House of Represent
atives is the most privileged honor any 
man can be given in this country. More 
than 298 Members of this esteemed body 
voted with me on that day and only 32 
Members went on record in opposition. 
By December of 1970, the bill had become 
law. 

The act, wisely I believe, called for the 

submission by the Department of Health. 
Education, and Welfare of a 5-year plan 
for the provision of family planning 
services and population research within 
6 months of the enactment of the legis
lation. To my knowledge, this was the 
first time that an administrative agency 
had been asked to explain in great detail 
to the Congress how Federal resources 
would be used to benefit the health of 
the American public. 

There were many delays in the draft
ing of this plan .. It was not presented to 
the Congress until October of 1971, a 
delay of nearly 4 months beyond the 
statutory requirement. This delay in 
submission was accompanied by a delay 
in funding. The first funds to be used for 
special project grants for family plan
ing services authorized by the new law 
were not requested in time to be in
cluded in the regular appropriation for 
HEW for fiscal 1971. Instead, only a 
small amount--$6 million-was re
quested in a supplemental passed in June 
1971. It was not until passage of the fis
cal 1972 appropriations which contained 
an amount of $48 million in new funds 
for special project grants under the law 
that the program was finally able to get 
underway. This was nearly a full year 
after passage. As a result, the program 
has not been established, maintained, 
and strengthened with the orderly phas
ing in of services as set forth in the 5-
yearplan. 

For instance, the HEW 5-year plan 
had recommended that the budget for 
the HEW National Center for Family 
Planning Services be set at $35 million 
in fiscal year 1971; instead, as I have 
pointed out, it was only $6 million. Then, 
based on having had the larger amount 
available in fiscal year 1971, the 5-year 
plan proceeded to recommend levels of 
$82 million in fiscal year 1972 and $133 
million in fiscal year 1973. Funding for 
the OEO program of family planning 
services was to remain at about $24 mil
lion each fiscal year. 

On the strength of these amounts be
ing appropriated and used for the pro
gram, HEW estimated the number of 
patients to be served at 2.9 million 
women in fiscal year 1971, 3.8 million 
women in fiscal year 1972, and 4.7 mil
lion women in fiscal year 1973, thereby 
reaching in steady progressions the tar
geted number of women-6.6 million
by fiscal year 1975. 

Reality, in terms of appropriations and 
the commensurate number of patients 
served, paints quite a different picture. 
"The Progress Report on the 5-year 
plan" of the National Center for Family 
Planning Services reported: 

There will be almost 300 projects funded 
by the end of FY 72. They are estimated as 
being able to provide services for about 1.5 
m.llllon individuals. 

Therefore, the programs of the Na
tional Center for Family Planning Serv
ices actually provided services to about 
one-half of the number of patients esti
mated by the 5-year plan. The same 
holds true for fiscal year 1972. It is too 
early to tell what the revised patient en
rollment will be for fiscal year 1973. 

Funding also has not progressed ac
cording to the 5-year plan as might be 
deduced from the patient load figures. 
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The OEO program has steadily ·declined 
to about $13 million this fiscal year. The 
administrative responsibility for "ma
ture" OEO family planning services 
projects-those more than 2 to 3 years 
old-has been transferred to HEW with
out a commensurate transfer in funds 
from OEO. 

Therefore, the funds of the National 
Center for Family Planning Services 
have been used to continue support for 
old family planning services projects in
stead of being used to nelp establish new 
ones reaching new patients. In fiscal 
year 1973, it is estimated that only about 
$81 million in new funds will be avail
able for the extension of family planning 
services programs; this is $50 million 
less than the $133 million recommended 
in the 5-year plan. The 5-year plan had 
pointed out: 

The development of the service capacity 
depends upon the substantial expansion of 
service programs across the country, and by 
all providers of health care: hospitals, health 
departments, voluntary agencies, and private 
physicians . . . Development of service ca
pacity over the next few years must empha
size availability in smaller cities and non
metropolitan areas in order to correct the 
current imbalance in the distribution of serv
ices which are concentrated in large metro
politan areas. 

However, the lack of available financial 
resources has greatly slowed the devel
opment of the service capacity. The 
Commission on Population Growth and 
the American Future, on which I served 
as one of the two members of the Com
mission from the U.S. House of Repre
sentatives, reported the following in 
March 1972, concerning family planning 
services programs: 

With a relatively modest federal invest
ment, organized family planning programs 
have succeeded in introducing modern fam
ily planning services to nearly 40 percent of 
low-income persons in need. The majority of 
those in need remained unserved, however, 
and the number of hospitals, health depart
ments, and voluntary agencies not providing 
services remains substantial. No organized 
services have been reported in half of all 
counties in the country ... The five-year 
plan, prepared in accordance with PL. 91-
572, makes clear that the delivery of services 
to those who need and want them is feasible 
and within the capabillties of our existing 
health system. The achievement of this ob
jective will ~learly require additional federal 
authorizations and appropriations ... 

As a result, the delivery of family plan
ning services to all those who are in need 
of them cannot possibly be accomplished 
by 1975. Programs will have to be ex
tended and funding increased for at least 
3 years beyond that date if the programs 
are ever to accomplish their established 
goals. 

Sole blame for the failure of services 
delivery to measure up to the 5-year plan 
cannot be placed on just delayed and in
su1ficient funding. In a recent report pre
pared by the House Republican Task 
Force on Population Growth and Ecology, 
Subcommittee on Population Growth 
chaired by Representative PIERRE nu 
PoNT, the following observations were 
made about the administration by HEW 
of the family planning services pro
grams: 

To strengthen the direction and adminis
tration of the program, the HEW Deputy As-

sistant Secretary 'for Popu181tion Affairs was 
given line authority, through the HEW Office 
of Popu1ation Affairs, for the Health Serv
ices and Mental Health Admlnistra,tion 
(HSMHA) family planning services program, 
the National Institutes of Health (NIH) pop
ulation research program ... The adminis
trators of the services and research programs, 
therefore, have dual line responsibillties-
one to the Deputy Assistant Secretary and 
one either to the NIH Director or to the 
HSMHA Director. This new authority was 
to be exercised through the appointments of 
an Assistant Administrator of HSMHA for 
Family Planning Services and an Assistant 
Director of Nm for Popu1ation Research, 
both of whom wou1d serve as special assist
ants to the Deputy Assistant Secretary. How
ever, to date neither of these appointments 
has been made nor h8iS 8idequate staff 'for the 
Office of Popu1ation Affairs been hired to en
able the Deputy Assistant Secretary to carry 
out the duties mandated by the legislation. 
This creates a less than clear administra
tive organization, poor program stability, and 
inadequate coordination and liaison. It re
su1ts in insufficient and fluctuating staff 
levels in both services and research which 
can contribute to lack of continuity in these 
programs. 

This confusion of administrative au
thorities, des<::ribed by Senator BoB 
PACKWOOD, at the Senate Labor and Pub
lic Welfare Committee hearings, as 
HEW's "Rube Goldberg" arrangement, 
does not further the progress of either 
the family planning services or the popu
lation research programs. When the 
legislation was under consideration HEW 
officials conceded the need for more co
ordination and more accountability with 
respect to family planning services and 
population research programs. However, 
in a letter from HEW to Senator EAGLE
TON, who chaired the Senate hearings on 
the bill, HEW argued against consoli
dating both services and research in a 
single agency on the grounds that such a 
consolidation would take too much time, 
estimated by HEW later as about an 18-
month delay. Instead, the Department 
proposed that the coordinating and ad
ministrative focus for these activities be 
housed in the Office of Population Affairs 
through the two special assistants men
tioned previously. In addition, all budget 
items for population activities were to be 
assembled as a special category within 
HEW's budget presentation and were to 
be defended separately by the Deputy 
Assistant Secretary for population af
fairs. Finally, the staffing of the Office of 
the Deputy Assistant Secretary for Popu
lation Affairs was to be strengthened con
siderably. The Congress ultimately ac
cepted this substitute legislative proposal 
by HEW on the grounds that it would 
avoid the 18-month delay during reorga
nization, though some of the bill's spon
sors in both the House and the Senate 
doubted the practicality of this rather 
unique administrative arrangement. 

Unfortunately our doubts proved well 
founded. The administrative arrange
ments were characterized at the Senate 
hearings by the Deputy Assistant Secre
tary as "rather awkward." Although the 
Deputy Assistant Secretary reported that 
he had no difficulty in exercising the au
thority given to him under the law he 
conceded that "we have made it work be
cause both Dr. Marston, Director of NIH, 
and Dr. Wilson, Administrator of 
HSMHA, have a feeling that I will work 

reasonably with them and not contra
vene their authority." It is certainly 
questionable whether, even under ideal 
circumstances, this type of dual authority 
and dual reporting, could be made to 
work since the directors of the services 
and research programs are more likely 
to respond to their respective agency 
heads who control their budget and their 
progress up the bureaucratic ladder than 
to an isolated office that contains little 
more than theoretical policymaking au
thority. This was made clear when the 
Deputy Assistant Secretary before the 
Senate hearings repeatedly stated that 
he was unable to speak for the adminis
tration on the critical policy issues raised 
by the 5-year plan. Furthermore, the ar
rangement never received a full test of 
workability since the two special assist
ants--one for Nm and one for HSMHA
were never appointed. Apparently the 
"normal administrative channels" which 
HEW sought to use are so hopelessly 
snarled that programs can only be weak
ened by the internecine battles of bureau
crats. Thus, the promise of stronger and 
better administration was never kept. I 
have been deeply concerned by HEW's 
failure to fulfill the assurances given to 
the Congress nearly 2 years ago. The De
partment clearly affords family planning 
services and population research too low 
a priority, a priority that simply will not 
enable it to receive the coordinated, uni
fied, central direction, and impetus that 
the Congress intended. Continuation of 
this administrative morass involving sev
eral branches of HEW can only lead to 
confusion and division which is hardly 
conducive to obtaining an appropriate 
level of appropriations or to maintaining 
the high and effective profile which is 
urgently needed. 

Problems with administration, have 
served to hamper the progress of the 
Center for Population Research program 
of the National Institute of Child Health 
and Human Development, authorized by 
the Family Planning Services and Popu
lation Research Act. In the report of the 
House Republican Task Force on Popula-:
tion Growth and Ecology, which I re
ferred to previously, the following com
ments on the administration of the Cen
ter for Population Research were made: 

The lack of clear, high-ranking bureau
cratic lines on matters such as the determi
nation of budget leaves population research 
in a very tenuous position, for what is ev
erybody's business is usually nobody's busi
ness. Another example of the effects of low 
funding levels and lack of status of the 
agency is the difficulty of recruiting and se
curing personnel. As a resu1t, the federal 
popu1ation research program for development 
of new contraceptives has been without a 
director for over six months. Furthermore, 
the instabllity and lack of status associated 
with such research has made it seem less 
attractive. 

Additionally, the programs of the Cen
ter for Population Research suffer not 
only from the administrative problem de
scribed, compounded not only by the nec
essity of having not one but three 
"bosses," but also from the spillover 
effect of these problems on funding. No 
administrator responsible solely for pop
ulation research is able to have final say 
in the budgetary process. Because the 
Center for Population Research coordi-



October 10, 1972 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 34663 
nates only one out of the five research 
program areas currently being explored 
by NICHD, the Director of the Population 
Research program has very little to say 
with respect to his funding levels. Indeed, 
the extent of his involvement is usually 
the formulation of suggested levels for 
program oper81tions. These suggestions 
are submitted to the Director of NICHD. 
He then determines which budget levels 
to use and forward them to the NIH Di
rector. The final decisions for the pro
gram are then formulated by the Di
rector of NIH and his budget people. 
Since there is no direct line of respon
sibility between the Director of NIH and 
the Director of Population Research pro
grams, no special advocate of population 
research is able to plead the case for 
their programs. As I pointed out earlier, 
the Director of the Center for Popula
tion Research does report directly to the 
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Popula
tion Affairs. However, since both policy 
and budget requests for the population 
research programs are monitored and de
termined by the Director of NIH, the 
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Popula
tion Affairs cannot be expected to play 
a really significant role in the overall 
formulation of the budget for NIH. 
Furthermore, when the budget of the 
United States is published, it does not 
contain any specific reference to a fund
ing level for population research within 
the NIH/NICHD discussion. Reliable 
data on expenditures for any year 
are difficult to ascertain from any of 
the available public documents, and may 
vary a great deal. Proposed budget levels 
and justifications for population research 
are also generally discussed as estimates, 
even by the Center for Population Re
search, and consequently must be ac
cepted on good faith by the public, in
cluding those of us in Congress who are 
involved and concerned, until published 
with broad agency justifications by the 
House Appropriations Committee, usual
ly 6 full months after the President's 
budget appears. 

In addition, the submerging of the 
population research program within 
NICHD must always lead to restrictive 
budgeting since any agency normally 
seeks to maintain equity among the pro
grams falling under its administration. 
As a result, the population research pro
gram probably cannot continue to grow 
on its own without some commensurate 
growth in the other institute programs. 
The $44 million budget request for this 
fiscal year for population research is al
ready · some $30-plus million below the 
amount recommended by HEW in its 
first 5-year plan for population research. 
It is almost $50 million below the 
amounts recommended by the Commis
sion on Population Growth and the 
American Future. The long-range effect 
of all the administrative mish-mash, and 
inadequate furiding associated with pop
ulation research, on family planning 
services programs is extremely serious. 
Because of these deficiencies in admin
istration and in funding, and because of 
the lack of priority assigned to both the 
family planning services and population 
research programs by HEW, I am intro
ducing today legislation which proposes 
along with the renewal and expansion 

of the programs authorized by the Fam
ily Planning Services and Population Re
search Act of 1970, the formation of a 
new agency within HEW built on the 
model of National Institute of Mental 
Health for the administration of these 
two significant programs. Under my bill, 
all family planning and population re
search programs in HEW could be 
brought together in a single unit directly 
under the Assistant Secretary of Health 
and Scientific Affairs on the same level 
as the FDA, NIH, and HSMHA. My bill 
would, therefore, combine policymaking 
authority and control over day-to-day 
operations for both research and services 
in the hands of a single administrator 
placed near the top of the HEW orga
nizational chart. This is in keeping with 
the recommendations of President Nixon 
who stated, in proposing his plans for 
Government reorganization: 

How the Government is put together often 
determines how well the Government can do 
its job. Our Founding Fathers understood 
this fact--and thus gave detailed attention 
to the most precise structural questions .... 
Good men and good money can be wasted on 
bad mechanisms. By giving those mecha
nisms a thorough overhaul, we can help to 
restore the confidence of the people in the 
capacities of their government. 

The reorganization I propose in my 
bill would accomplish the following two 
major objectives: 

First, it would provide family planning 
services and population research pro
grams with a better administrative posi
tion from which to command the neces
sary resources. 

Second, and more importantly, a single 
agency headed by a director with line 
authority over both services and research 
programs would be able to coordinate 
these programs so that both research and 
services were directed efficiently toward 
common goals. 

To me, the second objective is the more 
important because I believe that the fu
ture of family planning services in this 
country and, indeed, throughout the en
tire world, depends upon the ability of 
the population research program to pro
duce a safer, less expensive, more con
venient, easier-to-use, more effective 
contraceptive. This was also a stated goal 
of the Commission on Population Growth 
and the American Future. As a former 
Commission member, I know that re
search and services designed to help 
people in this country escape involuntary 
pregnancy was fully supported by the 
Commission. Indeed, some of the pro
posals contained in my bill are based on 
the recommendations of the Commission 
to strengthen family planning services 
and population research. John D. Rocke
feller 3d, distinguished chairman of 
the Commission, in his letter of trans
mittal to the President and to the Con
gress described all the recommendations 
in the following manner: 

The recommendations offered by this 
Commission are directed towards increasing 
public knowledge of the causes and conse
quences of population change, fac111tating 
and guiding the processes of population 
movement, maximizing information about 
human reproduction and its consequences 
for the family, and enabling individuals to 
avoid unwanted fertmty. 

But, as the Commission noted, family 
planning services programs cannot ade-

quately meet the voluntary fertility con
trol needs of all the people in the United 
States, and of people all over the world, 
unless new contraceptives are developed. 
We know that present family planning 
services programs expend a great deal
estimated to be about one-third of proj
ect resources-for education and follow
up to help people understand how and 
when to use the various family planning 
methods; one-third of all the funds. In 
programs in areas where the people have 
had little or no formal schooling, the pro
portion of funds that must be expended 
for education is even greater, sometimes 
close to 50 percent. And there are other 
problems associated with present modem 
methods of contraception. Initially, world 
health leaders praised the oral contra
ceptive and the intrauterine device-
IUD--as the answer to all the family 
planning services problems. And no mis
take about it, these two methods repre
sent revoluntary breakthroughs for the 
field of family planning services. 

However, there are increasing indica
tions that we cannot rest on our accom
plishments and ignore the need for de
veloping better methods of fertility tech
nology. The oral contraceptive is an ex
pensive method to dispense through a 
service program. It requires, besides con
tinuous medication, periodic medical ex
aminations, and monitoring. Further
more, approximately 10 to 15 contraindi
cations and possible side-effects are as
sociated with the oral contraceptive, 
some of which, such as thromboembolism 
may .be very serious. For all these rea
sons, it has been found that 36 to 58 
percent of women who begin using the 
pill discontinue use within 18 months or 
must shift to another method. 

The IUD also has problems associated 
with it. The problems include inability to 
tolerate the device and excessive vaginal 
bleeding. Altogether, 20 to 30 percent of 
the users abandon the IUD after 18 
months of use. 

All of these factors signal the need of 
a new breakthrough in contraceptive 
technology. Yet it has been 16 years since 
the last major breakthrough occurred. 
The Population Commission recom
mended that $200 million be utilized an
nually for basic and applied contracep
tive research and that the Federal Gov
ernment provide the major portion of 
these funds. The Commission also rec
ommended that these funds be used not 
only for the development of new fertility 
technology but also that they be used for 
the establishment of university-based 
population research centers where ex
perts from all related fields, includ
ing demography and social science as 
well as reproductive biology, could work 
on a multidisciplinary basis to develop 
the most effective plans to deliver 
the new methods of fertility control 
their technology would produce. 

Furthermore, the creation of univer
sity-based research centers subsidized by 
the Federal Government would give the 
field the opportunity to attract and train 
a sufficient number of researchers so 
urgently needed. The HEW 5-year plan 
pointed out that, at present, popula
tion research programs are often the 
stepchildren of Ob-Gyn. departments of 
medical schools. There they are sub
merged just as the Center for Population 
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Research of NICHD is submerged. As I 
have pointed out, this lack of visibility 
and status leads to low budgets and 
uncertain continuity and makes it 
difficult to attract the trained research
ers of the caliber needed for success 
in the field. We need at least 10 to 15 
major population research centers in 
this country training at least 400 to 600 
researchers annually if we are to 
begin to make progress in the field. The 
Government program at present sup
ports only six for a total of less than $3 
million; only about 200 researchers are 
trained per year under the Center for 
Population Research program. 

In order to support these expanded re
search efforts and to fulfill the commit
ment of the HEW 5-year plan the legis
lation introduced by me today calls for 
an expenditure of $1.8 billion for family 
planning services over a 5-year period 
and of $963 million for population re
search. Authorizations for the two pro
grams are based on the best estimates of 
both HEW officialdom-employed in the 
development of their 5-year plan-and 
the Commission on Population Growth 
and the American Future. This legisla
tion will assure services to all those de
siring them but unable to afford them 
and a concentration of funds for pro
grams to develop new fertility control 
technology. 

The legislation also establishes a new 
agency in HEW; it further directs that 
the programs of the existing National 
Center for Family Planning Services be 
removed from under the Health Services 
and Mental Health Administration, 
where its program director has no voice 
in the determination of policy and 
budgetary priorities, and be placed under 
the aegis of the new agency. This would 
avoid the administrative confusion dis
cussed earlier, and would allow the Di
rector of HEW Family Planning Services 
programs to act as an advocate in the 
highest councils of HEW. 

The legislation also proposes the re
moval of the population research pro
grams for NICHD and the formation of 
a new Institute for Population Sciences 
to be administered also by the new 
agency. This proposal has the endorse
ment of many experts in the field. It was 
first discussed and included in H.R. 11550, 
my original bill. I had included language 
for such a reorganization on the basis of 
the recommendations of the report of 
the Committee on Population and Family 
Planning of President Johnson which 
called for a strengthening of the Office 
of Population Affairs and the formation 
of a National Institute for Population 
Research as well as increased and ex
panded family planning services. 

Later, a panel under the chairman
ship of Assistant Secretary Roger Ege
berg also urged that the population re
search be freed from the bondage of ob
scurity afforded it in NICHD. Therefore, 
when I propose the formation of this new 
agency, composed of the National Cen
ter for Family Planning Services and the 
National Institute for Population Sci
ences, I do not think it a radical idea, 
but one that has been sufficiently de
bated and discussed; its time has come. 
It goes parallel to the proposal for re
newal and expansion of family planning 

services programs now serving about 3 
million American women and endorsed 
by both the major American political 
parties in their platforms for the Pres
idential campaign this year: 

DEMOCRATIC PARTY PLATFORM 

Family planning services, including the 
education, comprehensive meqical and so
cial services necessary to permit individuals 
freely to determine and achieve the number 
and spacing of their children, should be 
available to all, regardless of sex, age, mari
tal status, economic group or ethnic origin, 
and should be administered in a non-coer
cive and nondiscriminatory manner. 

REPUBLICAN PARTY PLATFORM 

Since 1969, we have increased the Federal 
support for family planning threefold. We 
will continue to support expanded family 
planning programs and will foster research 
in this area so that more parents will be bet
ter able to plan the number and spacing of 
their children should they wish to do so. 
Under no circumstances will we allow any 
of these programs to become compulsory or 
infringe upon the religious conviction or 
personal freedom of any individual 

We have traveled a long way since 1965 
when I introduced my first bill for Com
stock repeal. We have progressed a little 
further down the road toward assurance 
to every man and woman of their basic 
right to freely determine their own fam
ily size. The task is not finished, however. 
There are still nearly 42 million Ameri
can women, and as many men, in need 
of improved methods of contraception 
in this country alone. Nearly 4 million 
women have not yet received the sub
sidized family planning services they 
want and need. Regrettably, endorse
ments in political platforms cannot be 
immediately converted into budgets, per
sonnel and programs in the field serv
icing people. But they do signify an en
dorsement by the great American people 
of the ideal of individual freedoms and of 
responsibiilty to assure through the proc
esses of a democratic government. 

The legislation I introduce today rep
resents a pledge to the people of the 
United States to continue together our 
joint congressional efforts on their be
half to see that they have the opportu
nity to freely determine their own family 
size. We must promise to carry on the 
campaign for services and research until 
we believe that job is done. 

Until then, I ask my colleagues in the 
House of Representatives to join together 
in pledging support for these programs. 
I ask that we join together in affirming 
the right of all men and women to be 
free from involuntary fertility and to 
gain the knowledge and the means by 
which they may truly exercise the right 
to choose whether or not to bear or forgo 
children. Until we have secured this 
right for the people of this Nation, and 
indeed for all mankind, we cannot con
sider the men and women of the world 
to be truly free. 

THE WATERGATE CAPER 

<Mr. BLACKBURN asked and was 
given permission to address the House for 
1 minute to revise and extend his re
marks and include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, dur
ing the past few days, we have heard a 
great deal of lamenting and beating of 

the breast concerning the orders of both 
Judges Richey and Sirica designed to 
protect the right to a fair trial of the 
individuals who have been indicted as a 
result of what has become known as the 
"Watergate Caper.'' 

It has become rather intriguing to me 
that the number of persons who have 
prided themselves in the past on being 
great civil libertarians are now willing to 
sacrifice the civil liberties of persons ac
cused of crime on the alter of political 
expediency. 

It seems that in a political year the 
principles of Larry o ·Brien are of more 
concern to some of my colleagues than 
rights established under the Constitu
tion of our country and decisions of the 
Supreme Court of the United States and 
lesser courts. 

It has apparently escaped the atten
tion of many of my colleagues on the op
posite side of the aisle, whose tearful 
laments most loudly echo ir_ the Halls of 
Congress, that a leading Democratic 
spokesman, namely the senior Senator 
from Massachusetts, has himself ex
pressed a reluctance to investigate the 
matter until after the criminal proceed
ings have been terminated. I will take 
this occasion to insert in the RECORD an 
Associated Press wire service report dated 
September 30. 

In this news report, which notably has 
escaped the attention of Washington's 
leading newspapers, the Senior Senator 
disavowed any plans to hold hearings 
because of the possible compromise of the 
criminal prosecution now pending. The 
wire service report follows: 

NEWARK, DEL. 
Senator Edward Kennedy, D-Mass., one 

of the few Senators who could conduct a con
gressional probe of the Watergate Affair, said 
Saturday he does not plan to hold hearings 
at this time on the Watergate Affair. 

Kennedy is one of the few Senators in a. 
position to hold such hearings due to his 
position as a subcommittee chairman. 

Said the Massachusetts Senator-in his 
words-"the administrative practices sub
committee would be interested in seeing if 
any bugging law would have been violated. 
We are reviewing the material that has been 
collected primarily in the media and 1f we 
thought we could turn up new material, we 
would conduct our own probe." 

The Senator stressed there are no plans at 
present to hold open hearings because of the 
criminal prosecution pending in the case. 

Added Kennedy-again in his words-"this 
is a criminal indictment and we must be 
sensitive to the fact that any adverse pub
licity might impinge on a fair trial." 

HON. PRESCOTT SHELDON BUSH 
The SPEAKER. Under a previous order 

of the House, the gentleman from Con
necticut <Mr. McKINNEY) is recognized 
for 10 minutes. 

Mr. McKINNEY. Mr. Speaker, I have 
just returned from Connecticut where 
this morning I attended the funeral of 
former U.S. Senator, Prescott Sheldon 
Bush. I am sure that all the Members of 
the House join me in mourning the loss 
of this great American. As you know, Mr. 
Speaker, "Pres" Bush served his beloved 
State of Connecticut and his Nation in 
the other body from 1952 to 1963. 

Those dates, however, do not refiect 
either the beginning of his life in the 
service of the people nor do they mark 
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the end. Mr. Bush first ca!!le to public 
office in 1933 when he was elected to the 
Greenwich, Conn., Republican Town 
Meeting. His obvious talents were soon 
recognized and 2 years later he was 
named moderator of the RTM, a post to 
which he was unanimously relected for 
the next 17 years. 

On completion of his Senate term he 
4 'retired"-and I use the word advisedly 
Mr. Speaker-from the realm of elective 
.office. He did not, however, retire from 
his dedication to work for what he felt 
was best for his Nation. 

For the past 2 years I have had the 
honor to serve the congressional district 
in which he resided. During that time, I 
heard from Pres Bush regularly-by mail 
and by phone-and never was there a 
time when his comments were not ~ci
sive and thoughtful and his judgment 
sound. 

As a nationally recognized expert in 
the fields of housing and finance, you 
can well understand, Mr. Speaker, what a 
great help he was to me as a Member of 
the House Banking and Currency Com
mittee. His willingness to offer his ex
pertise, however, was not limited to Con
gressmen and I am sure there are many 
who could offer corroborating testi
monials today. Certainly, it h as been 
noted in the past few days that he was a 
confidante of the late President Eisen
hower. I can add that he also offered his 
assistance to a freshman member of the 
Connecticut State House of Representa
tives-me. In 1967, when I was first 
elected to public office, I heard from 
Pres Bush offering encouragement, ad
vice, and as always, "What is best for the 
people." 

I think the point is clear, Mr. Speaker: 
Pres Bush ignored titles and social stand
ing when he felt he could help; the ques
tion never was "Who is in need?" The 
fact was a need existed and Pres Bush 
was there. 

As you know, Mr. Speaker, he lived 
for most of his life in Greenwich-a com
munity which is probably one of the most 
affluent in the Northeast. Some would ex
pect that with that type of background 
he would be a monetary affairs expert 
and the assumption would be correct. 
However, his greatest achievements came 
in the areas of housing, slum clearance, 
and urban renewal. Again, Mr. Speaker, 
Pres Bush saw a need and he was there. 

The story of his life is one of "doing
doing for others" and I could go on and 
on recounting a long list of accomplish
ments. However, there is only one accom
plishment in life with true meaning and 
that is the understanding and love of 
one's fellow man. There is little doubt 
that Pres Bush accomplished that. Mr. 
Speaker, we have not only lost a great 
statesman; we have lost a wonderful hu
man being. 

ANY CHANCE FOR CLEAN 
DRINKING WATER? 

The SPEAkER. Under a previous 
order of the House, the gentleman from 
New York <Mr. RoBISON), is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. ROBISON of New York. Mr. 
Speaker, on September 23, 1970, I intro
duced the Pure Drinking Water Act-

this being in the 91st Congress. Since 
that time, three sets of hearings on safe 
drinking water legislation have been 
completed. The House Public Health and 
Environmental Subcommittee discussed 
the Pure Drinking Water Act and related 
legislation in May 1971, and again in 
June 1972; the Environment Subcom
mittee of the other body met on the 
same proposal in March 1972. 

Although the other body sometimes 
justifies its dilatory habits as part of the 
"careful deliberation" necessary to pro
tect the Republic against ill-considered 
legislation, the Pure Drinking Water Act 
seems to suffer from too-careful deliber
ation in the House. This musing comes at 
a time of considerable public interest in 
the safety of drinking and bottled water, 
and in the wake of a number of reports 
and news articles which shed serious 
doubt over the adequacy of present 
drinking water safeguards against wa
terborne diseases. 

On the basis of the same testimony 
which has twice been presented to the 
House, the other body has passed its bill, 
the Safe Drinking Water Act, while ad
vocates of the House measure prepare to 
draft new statements, write more letters 
and appear at yet another set of hear
ings during the 93d Congress before this 
bill can be adopted. 

If this is the only way to get enact
ment of this measure, I am willing to 
start over again-the same can be said, 
I am sure, for many other of my col
leagues who support this proposal. But 
we do not have to duplicate what has 
already been done. S. 3994 is already in 
our hands and can be considered at any 
time during these late days of the session. 

Today's Washington Post includes an 
editorial titled, "Any Chance for Clean 
Drinking Water?" whkh I will insert in 
the RECORD for my colleagues. By an
swering this question, the 92d Congress 
can consolidate its environmental record. 
We have already passed the strongest, 
best funded water pollution legislation 
ever. What we did for the Nation's navi
gable waters we must now do for the 
household tap by passing the Safe Drink
ing Water Act. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge you and all of my 
colleagues to help us move to quick con
sideration of S. 3994, the Safe Drinking 
Water Act. 

The editorial follows: 
ANY CHANCE FOR CLEAN DRIMKING WATER? 

There has been no lack of attention given 
to the nation's polluted water, and hardly 
anyone doesn~ have personal experience of a 
filthy river, lake or stream. It is often sur
prising, however, to notice how few citizens 
think twice about another body of water 
that is e:::-..dangered: their own drinking water. 
In recent hearings before the Senate 
Subcommittee on the Environment, Dr. J. 
H. Lehr of the National Well Water Associa
tion noted the potential hazards: "Overcon
fidence or apathy seems to pervade the pub
lic's attitude with respect to drinking 
water. Common daily experience plus a cur
rent myth about the future falsely implies 
that the quality, safety and adequacy of our 
municipal water supply systems are above 
reproach. Perhaps the myth can be stated as 
follows-"Everyone knows we have launched 
a massive water-pollution-control effort and 
that waterborne disease outbreaks are a 
thing of the past. This statement is simply 
not true ... " 

Alerted to the dangers, the Senate has 
passed the Safe Drinking Water Act. Similar 
legislation has been in the House, but it is 
not certain that action will be taken in time 
for the proposal to become law. The House 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce will have an opportunity in the next 
few days to get the bill to the floor for a 
vote. The legislation passed the Senate with 
little difficulty, meaning that the issue in the 
House is not the bill itself but whether or 
not it will get out of committee. 

The need for national drinking water 
standards is shown by several alarming 
events. Last July, a public health official in 
Boston reported an unhealthy amount of 
lead may be getting into that city's drinking 
water. Between 1961 and 1970, there were at 
least 128 known outbreaks of disease or 
poisoning attributed to drinking water. An 
official of the Environmental Protection 
Agency has reported that some 8 million 
Americans drink water that is potentially 
dangerous because it does not meet federal 
mandatory standards. 

Other reports, all ominous, keep appear
ing. Unless the House joins the Senate to 
assure the public that its drinking water is 
safe, many unsuspecting citizens wlll con
tinue to quench their thirst with water con
taining several types of chemicals, bacteria, 
viruses, toxic metals and other contami
nants. 

IN SUPPORT OF THE ANTI-HIJACK
ING ACT OF 1972, H.R. 16191 

The SPEAKER. Under a previous order 
of the House, the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. HALPERN) is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to comment briefly on the recently 
passed H.R. 16191, the Anti-Hijacking 
Act of 1972. 

I was unfortunately detained by pre
vious commitments and was unable to 
vote on this measure. 

Mr. Speaker, had I been present, my 
vote would have been an unequivocal yea, 
for the passage of this legislation. This 
bill is of vital importance if we are to 
rid the sky of this awesome menace that 
has plagued us. This has brought not 
only hazard to and loss of property, but 
most of all hazard to and loss of life, 
and torment to the families of those who 
are attacked. 

One has only to look at the hijacking 
statistics to see the abrupt increase of 
1972 over 1971 hijacking figures. The 
total number for 1971 was 59 hijackings, 
domestic and foreign. The total, as of 
August 31, 1972, was 50 incidents, with 
a third of the year remaining. What is 
more alarming is the increase in the U.S. 
figures; in the 8 months January through 
August 1972 there were two hijackings 
more than in the whole of 1971. 

H.R. 16191, puts teeth into the Hague 
Convention, in dealing with criminal acts 
aboard aircrafts. This bill would estab
lish jurisdiction over hijackings, requir
ing the release of hijackers for prosecu
tion, or legal action by the country which 
has the hijackers in custody. The Anti
Hijacking Act of 1972, in addition, au
thorizes the President to take remedial 
action against countries that fail to abide 
by the terms set forth by the Hague 
Treaty. It calls for suspending air service 
to foreign countries that encourage hi
jackings. It empowers the Secretary of 
Transportation, to restrict or cancel op
erating authority of airlines whose gov-
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ernments do not apply the security 
measures set forth by the Hague Treaty. 

We cannot afford to lose another life. 
We must not be terrorized by political 
fanatics, by mentally disturbed individ
uals who use violence to accomplish their 
purposes. 

Mr. Speaker, the enactment of the 
Anti-Hijacking Act of 1972, stands para
mount at this point in time. I call on 
my colleagues in the House and Senate 
conference committee, to iron out their 
differences as expeditiously as possible, 
enabling the Anti-Hijacking Act of 1972, 
to take effect as a major deterrent 
against hijacking in the air. 

DAVE JENKINS 
The SPEAKER. Under a previous order 

of the House, the gentleman from Dli
nois (Mr. RAILSBACK) is recognized for 
5 minutes. 

Mr. R.ATI.SBACK. Mr. Speaker. as a 
rule, there are mixed feelings when a 
talented and capable individual leaves 
the service of the Federal Government. 
In this case that person is Dave Jenkins 
who recently resigned as Assistant to the 
Secretary of the Interior for Congres
sional Liaison. Dave joined the Interior 
Department after serving 2 years as my 
administrative arid legislative assistant. 
His assistance to me particularly on mat
ters that pertain to my work on the Ju
diciary Committee was excellent. He is a 
very diligent, industrious. and extremely 
hard-working individual and I would like 
to go on record as wishing Dave every 
success in his new position as assistant 
director of governmental relations for the 
Goodyear Tire & Rubber Co. I am sure 
his fine record of achievement will con
tinue. 

CONGRESSMAN RODINO'S MAJOR 
LEGISLATIVE ACTIVITIES IN THE 
92D CONGRESS, OCTOBER 10, 1972 
The SPEAKER. Under a previous order 

of the House, the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. Ronmo) is recognized for 
10 minutes. 

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Speaker. as in the 
past I feel it incumbent upon me to 
report to my constituents on my most 
important legislative activities in this 
Congress. In January 1971 I became 
chairman of the House Judiciary Sub
committee on Immigration and Nation
ality, which in addition to these mat
ters is responsible for other important 
legislation. 

The House has passed several of my 
bills to eliminate inequities and relieve 
unintended hardships and suffering for 
many people. These are: Allowing citi
zens of countries such as Ireland and 
Italy to compete fairly with other nations 
for visas; changing the age for children's 
citizenship from 16 to 18; and waiving 
the language requirements for persons 
over 50 with 20 years residence. Action 
is expected this week on my bills to 
permit early citizenship of parents of 
servicemen slain in wars and hostilities 
and to reduce to 2 years the U.S. resi
dence requirement for children born 
abroad of parents one of whom is an 
alien. 

For almost 2 years my subcommittee 

investigated the major problem of illegal 
aliens, during which we held hearings 
throughout the country. We discovered 
that there may be as many as 2 million 
aliens illegally here. working at jobs 
needed by jobless citizens or legal aliens, 
and even in some cases receiving Federal 
job training and welfare payments. My 
subcommittee developed a bill to deal 
with the problem realistically and fairly, 
and it recently passed the House. 

Another veiv vital bill my subcom
mittee developed has been approved by 
the full Judiciary Committee, and I am 
hopeful of House passage. It provides a 
$50,000 death gratuity to the survivors 
of public safety officers who die in the line 
of duty. It is long overdue to properly 
protect the families of public safety offi
cers and to recognize the sacrifices and 
suffering they have endured in the public 
interest. 

Drug abuse has been for years a 
priority issue to me. After long efforts, 
my amendment to authorize the Presi
dent to cut off foreign aid to any country 
that does not cooperate with the United 
States in combating illegal drug produc
tion and traffic became law in early 1971. 
It is already producing results. The re
cent extradition by Paraguay of Auguste 
Ricord, a notorious, convicted drug 
smuggler, was accomplished finally when 
the President threatened to use his power 
under my amendment to cut off aid to 
that nation. I am also continuing strenu
ously my efforts to obtain an effective re
habilitation program for drug addicts. I 
have urged the Judiciary Subcommittee 
to take immediate action on my bill to 
provide direct emergency aid to local 
governments to fight narcotics addiction. 
A massive treatment program is urgently 
needed to treat addicts convicted of crime 
or those seeking treatment so they will 
not be forced again to lead a life of 
crime to feed their insidious drug habit. 

In previous Congresses I was one of 
the authors of the Omnibus Crime Con
trol and Safe Streets Act and the bill 
creating the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration. Yet despite the laws and 
funds approved by Congress, lack of 
effective Federal commitment over the 
past 4 years has resulted in new record 
highs for every single category of major 
crime. 

Finally, we have achieved some action 
indicating positive concern in the lOth 
District, with Newark's designation as 
one of eight special high-impact crime 
areas. Under this program Newark 
will receive $20 million over a 5-year 
period to fight crime. A similar $20 mil
lion special drug abuse law enforcement 
program has been approved for the New
ark area. These special programs, com
bined with my drug rehabilitation legis
lation, should help greatly in the uphill 
fight against drug abuse which is so 
closely related to our high crime rates. 

Unemployment is beyond any doubt a 
grave crisis for the Nation, for the Sep
tember figure just released places the 
rate at 5.5 percent. Clearly, the Presi
dent's new economic policy is having 
little effect on unemployment and the in
flation that continues to erode the in
come of all citizens. Food and housing 
costs continue to soar, and while Con
gress has extended unemployment com-

pensation benefits, this is merely stop
gap action. 

My primary answer to our tragic un
employment problem is my Jobs Now 
program to create public service jobs not 
only to put people to work at once, but 
also to provide essential public services 
for our communities in the areas of edu
cation, health, urban renewal, law en
forcement, environmental control, trans
portation, and recreation. 

The revenue-sharing bill, of which I 
was an original sponsor, will also bring 
some urgently needed funds into the 
lOth District: Newark would receive 
$8,437,328; East Orange $993,593; Glen 
Ridge $41,305; and Harrison $260,588. It 
contains provisions to prevent duplica
tion and to assure that the funds will 
be used for new activities. and not sim
ply to release funds spent on present 
programs. 

Another of my major concerns in this 
Congress has been the development and 
proper funding of essential health pro
grams. The American people are cer
tainly aware they are not receiving the 
kind of health care they should expect, 
and that they are paying too much for 
what they do receive. I have sponsored 
a comprehensive health security pro
gram, and I am heartened by indica
tions that it will receive early considera
tion in the next session. I have also sup
ported long needed measures to combat 
specific diseases and some of these bills 
have already become law. These are my 
bills to launch an all-out attack on dis
eases of the heart and blood vessels and 
lungs; the sickle cell anemia bill to es
tablish programs for detection and pre
vention of this blood disease that pri
marily affects black citizens; and my bill 
to authorize a similar program for 
Cooley's anemia, which primarily attacks 
citizens of Italian and Greek descent. 

Still awaiting action, however, is legis
lation to create a national blood bank 
program to assure a supply of clean, 
healthy blood, to provide expanded aid 
for kidney disease victims; to begin a 
massive program to combat the epidemic 
spread of venereal disease; to provide 
adequate funds for our TB control pro
gram; and a bill to authorize use of our 
maximum resources to find the cause 
and how to prevent the tragic sudden 
infant death syndrome-the so-called 
crib death. 

All Americans are consumers, so many 
measures I have already mentioned 
would fall into this category. However, I 
must single out one bill I sponsored that. 
unfortunately, appears to have no pos
sible chance for enactment this session. 
This bill, the Consumer Protection 
Agency Act, passed the House, though in 
a weaker form than I favored. A con
tinuing filibuster in the Senate appears 
to spell its defeat in this Congress. The 
effort to pass such an urgently needed 
bill will certainly be renewed in the next 
Congress, and I fully expect to be in the 
forefront of this fight. 

These brief comments are, necessarily, 
only highlights of my legislative activi
ties and it is impossible in this short 
statement to list many other measures 
I actively sponsored and supported, such 
as the 20 percent social security increase 
and the raise in veterans' compensation 
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rates. Also space will not permit me to 
comment properly on such vital meas
ures as the housing bill, the water qual
ity bill, education legislation, and other 
legislation essential to improve the qual
ity of life for all our citizens. 

Mr. Speaker, my efforts 1n all these 
areas will not cease, and I hope later to 
have the opportunity to inform my con
stituents of the general record of the 92d 
Congress and my role in its accomplish
ments. 

THE U.S. ENERGY CRISIS, WHY? 
The SPEAKER. Under a previous or

der of the House, the gentleman from 
New Mexico (Mr. RUNNELS) is recognized 
for 10 minutes. 

Mr. RUNNELS. Mr. Speaker, I recent
ly heard an excellent address presented 
by Judge Jim C. Langdon, a member 
of the Railroad Commission of Texas, 
before the 44th annual meeting of the 
New Mexico Oil and Gas Association 1n 
Albuquerque, N. Mex. Mr. Langdon 
spoke of our energy crisis. Because of 
the extreme importance of this topic 
I include Mr. Langdon's address 1n i~ 
entirety in the REcoRD as follows: 

THE U.S. ENERGY CRISIS, WHY? 

America's current energy crisis didn't be
gin yesterday, last month, or even last year. 
Its origins extend back a.t least ten years 
and perhaps a.s long a.s fifteen to twenty 
years ago. 

Answers to some of the problems of today 
and tomorrow may be found in the past. 
Let's look back to the period during and 
immediately following World War II. How 
can we account for the tremendous growth 
of the Oil and Gas Industry? All the nec
essary incentives were present ... a.n ex
panding United States economy, a. strong 
demand for more and more crude oil; and, 
most important of all, a. favorable polltica.l 
and economic climate for the oil industry 
itself. 

With ample investment (high risk) capi
tal a.va.lla.ble, a.n army of oil field workers was 
recruited. Tens of thousands of exploratory 
wells were drllled of which number only 
about one in nine were commercially suc
cessful, although about one in five encoun
tered some oil or gas. 

Studies conducted in Texas for the period 
1966 to date show that exploratory drllling 
must be relled upon if we are to fill the 
widening gap between anticipated demand 
and the determined a.blllty of Texas wells to 
produce. From this study, it has been con
cluded that each exploratory well drllled, 
whether successful or not, added 34 barrels 
dally or 12,410 barrels annually to our pro
ducing capacity. The figure, of course, is a.n 
average based on the total number of explora
tory wells drllled and new production ex
perienced in Texas since 1966. In the 1930's 
the oil industry found 275 barrels of oil for 
each foot of exploratory wells drllled. In re
cent years that figure has fallen to 35 barrels. 
There is not much comfort in such figures, 
but they do provide a. yardstick to measure 
the effort we must make if we are to meet 
the anticipated petroleum demands of the 
future. 

Although the exploratory effort following 
World War II was directed. primarily to the 
discovery of new oil reserves a. great many new 
gas fields were discovered in the process, to
gether with a vast amount of additional as-
sociated gas in the oil wells. Since there was 
little, or no market, for the gas, many oper
ators were glad to dispose of it for whatever 
price they could obtain. Tremendous gas re
serves were purchased at prices far below 
the reasonable cost of finding and replacing 

such gas reserves. It was looked upon as 
some form of a. windfall or bonus by both 
the seller and the buyer . . . a. most unfor
tunate concept that plagues the gas industry 
to this day. 

Soon a. network of gas pipelines began to 
stretch out from the oil and gas fields to 
homes and industry all ·over America. Our 
cleanest, cheapest, most convenient fuel
natural ga.s--ha.d finally been introduced to 
the American consumer and quickly became 
a. best seller. Since it was cheaper than either 
coal or crude oil it replaced these two com
modities wherever such replacement was 
practical. 

Following the 1954 Supreme Court deci
sion in the Phillip's case, the Federal Power 
Commission embarked upon a. disastrous gas 
price fixing experiment which denied gas 
companies the "windfall" profits they might 
have obtained as a result of early contracts 
and in fact fixed gas rates so low, that de
mand for natural gas increased enormously, 
while the incentive of gas operators to ex
plore for new reserves . . . was severely 
dampened. 

Someone in the fifties, while much of the 
foregoing was taking place; the United States 
ceased to be a. net exporter of crude oil and 
became an importer. Thereafter a.n ever in
creasing percentage of the domestic demand 
for petroleum would be supplied by foreign 
crude imports a.s well as finished petroleum 
products. 

The Oil Import Program established by 
Presidential Proclamation on March 10, 1959 
was a. step in the right direction. 

From the beginning, however, the pro
gram was destined to become something less 
than a. total success. The lure of a.n endless 
supply of "cheap" foreign crude oil and prod
ucts was just too much for some of our po
litically motivated national leaders and a.ca.
demlcally irresponsible economists, each act
ing under the guise of protecting the con
sumer interest, had soon riddled the import 
program with exceptions. 

The decade of the sixties began with a. 
nationwide industry survey of the extent of 
"distress capacity" of both oil and gas. Opin
ion surveys revealed that distress capacity 
was identified a.s the most frequently men
tioned of all petroleum industry problems, 
accompanied as it was by a.n erosion of crude 
oil and product prices. Many operators sim
ply went broke or got out while they were 
stlll ahead. Their crews just quietly left the 
petroleum industry and moved into other 
hopefully more rewarding activities. A more 
tragic event could hardly have occurred, es
pecially for America. Due to the lack of a.n 
a.~equa.te National Energy Polley (profes
SIOnally and intelllgently administered) , this 
nation lost, perhaps permanently, its a.b1llty 
to meet its petroleum energy requirements. 

The short llved 1967 Isra.ell-Arab War 
clearly demonstrating just how totally un
rella.ble foreign crude oil imports could be
come in an emergency situation failed to 
convince the critics. 

The decade of the seventies began with 
all the old problems and a. distressing array 
of new ones. Testimony could be heard al
most any hour of any day a.t the federal level 
before any one of a dozen or more, of the 
more than sixty federal agencies concerned 
with energy matters. 

Consumer advocates charged that there 
was no natural gas shortages, that this was 
a myth created by the gas industry and the 
gas producing states. Market demand pro
rationing and the domestic oil industry in 
general continued to be attacked by Pro
fessor M. A. Adelman and a. half dozen or so 
other economic professors and disciples of 
his brand of economic gospel. Professor Adel
man was by far the most ubiquitous of the 
bunch. He seemed to wander from one agency 
to another and one committee to another, 
obviously always in great demand and anx
ious to lend his great wisdom to the nation 

as a. whole rather than the narrow confines 
of a. class room. 

Looking back on some of the Adelman 
statements made with such ~igor and convic
tion so short a. time ago renders them even 
more ridiculous in the light of current 
events. He charged that market demand pro
ration was wasteful because it fostered ex
pensive excess capacity and the development 
of small easily found fields which were 
quickly converted to stripper wells rather 
than encouraging the expansion of large low 
cost fields. Believe me some of that excess 
capacity would sure look good if we had it 
now. He predicted that the extremely low 
cost Alaska. crude would lower United States 
energy costs and strengthen the industry. 

I a.m not sure just how low the cost of 
Alaskan crude oil and gas is likely to be 
when it finally reaches the lower 48 states, 
if it ever does, but I a.m not convinced tha.t 
it will lower United States costs and strength
en the industry's ability to compete as Adel
man predicted. 

The latest burden, that of environmental 
protection, is a. burden and responsibll1ty 
tha.t the oil and gas industry voluntarily 
assumed more than thirty years ago, before 
it was popular to do so and certainly long 
before some of the oil industry critics had 
even heard the word "ecology" or the phrase 
"environmental protection." If 'the words 
mean what I think they do, it simply means 
that people and industry will confine their 
wastes, collect and properly dispose of them 
and in effect clean up after themselves. 

Unfortunately, environmental protection 
has become an overriding national issue, 
fanned by professional agitators into a. form 
of hysteria. that has already stampeded the 
Congress, state legislative bodies, and count
less industries into hasty improvident a.c· 
tions that will protect the environment .. 
not one iota., and may even prove destructive 
to it, while costing the tax-payers and in
dustry a. great deal of money. 

For more than a. year, CBS N ewsma.n 
Walter Cronkite has been asking his audi
ence in a. doomsday-like voice, "Can the 
world be saved?" The form of the question 
and the tone of his voice strongly implies 
that the earth is dOOillled. Generally, during 
the course of his news program he reruns 
some of the old film on the Santa. Barbara. 
oil spill, or some other petroleum industry 
accident or disaster upon which he can place 
the blame for the sorry state the world finds 
itself today, and each time he concludes his 
remarks with the words-"And that's the 
way it is!" 

Unfortunately, a. large part of the public 
has become convinced "that is the way it is," 
and a.s a. result the petroleum industry has 
suffered great damage. Public attitudes cre
ated by such programs make it not only pos
sible but popular for many members of Con
gress to support punitive legislation aimed 
solely a.t the petroleum industry. Restrictions 
on the use of lead in gasoline, strict lia.billty 
for oil spllls (even those without fault or 
negligence) , drastic cuts in the depletion al
lowance, economic sanctions against the in
dustry particularly in the area. of gas rate 
regulation and extreme government pressure 
to suppress price levels of domestic crude oil 
and products. 

Today this nation is faced with severe 
shortages of natural gas and crude oil. When 
the people finally realize that the shortages 
are real and that their own comfort and wel
fare may be affected-they will look for some
one or something upon which to place the 
blame. If you have guessed that the petro
leum industry will be bla.med-I predict that 
you have guessed correctly. The Proxmires, 
the Kennedys, the McGoverns and many 
other well known petroleum industry antag
onists will scream that the industry never 
even hinted or otherwise warned them. that 
such a calamity could come to pass-that 
the nation can 111 afford. to leave the serious 
business of providing the nation's petroleum 
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needs in such irresponsible hands. It will 
then be argued that complete government 
control of the petroleum industry is the an
swer. 

Just a few days ago (September 18) Presi
dent Nixon issued a proclamation greatly en
larging crude oil import quotas and author
izing the importation of considerably in
creased volumes of finished products. This 
amendment and the regulations issued by 
the Department of Interior to implement it 
contained two factors that disturbed me. 

First, the amendment further increased 
the amount of finished products that may be 
imported by independent deepwater terminal 
operators. I recognize that these businessmen 
have had some temporary trouble obtaining 
all the products they want, and that we must 
find a way to get them the products they 
need. I, therefore, agree with the purpose of 
this extra allocation of the finished products. 
I disagree, however, with the way in which 
it is being done. 

The plan imposes a double threat to our 
national security. First, exploration for oil 
and gas reserves has diminished so sharply 
that we are now becoming increasingly de
pendent upon insecure foreign oil, and the 
United States will have to find ways to en
courage new exploration if our country is not 
to become dependent upon foreign powers. 
This, however, is a longer range problem. 
Secondly, the United States petroleum in
dustry is not building the refinery capacity 
necessary to meet its requirements for fin
ished products. If we continue this trend, 
more and more of the refineries that ought to 
be built within this country will be built 
overseas. 

In the short term, we cannot stop this 
trend. It takes a long time to build a new 
refinery, and it may be three or four years 
before we see the shortage of domestic re
finery capacity reversed. This reversal, how
ever, will never take place if we permit mar
keting companies to import more and more 
finished products. If guarantees existed that 
these allocations could later be taken away, 
I would not be particularly worried. Alloca
tions of this sort, however, usually get big
ger-not smaller. I suggest that the national 
interest could be better served if this tem
porary need for products' importing was ac
complished by temporarily allowing crude 
importers to convert an increased share of 
their tickets to finished products. 

This distinction between giving increased 
allocations to marketers or to refiners is im
portant. Marketers are unlikely to have these 
allocations taken away from them, and since 
they are not in the refining business, are 
equally unlikely ever to build refineries. Re
finers, on the other hand, will build refineries 
if they are given the incentive to do so. Only 
in this way wm we reduce our dependency 
on foreign facilities. 

During the first six months of 1972, the 
average daily demand for refined products in 
the United States was 16.209,000 barrels while 
the maximum daily refining capacity, in
cluding the products of gasoline plants, to
taled only 15,103,000 barrels daily. This na
tion can no more afford to depend upon for
eign refining capacity_ than to become ex
cessively or totally dependent upon for
eign sources to meet its petroleum require
ments. We must cease exporting our refining 
capacity and the American jobs it provides, 
but I can assure you that the practice will 
continue as long as finished petroleum prod
ucts are permitted to be imported without a 
cutoff date or other such practical incentive 
for us to do it ourselves. 

It is a good bet that shortages of gasoline 
will develop on the East Coast this fall and 
winter due to inadequacy of existing refining 
capacity and there w111 probably be a clamor 
to satisfy these shortages with low-cost for
eign gasoline. Unfortunately, there probably 
won't be any "low cost" foreign gasoline to 
be found. 

A second part ot the September 18 procla-

mation also bothers me. In the proclamation 
companies were told that they could obtain 
additional import rights by borrowing against 
their expected 1973 quotas. This offer was 
made at a time that crude supplies are 
clearly unable to satisfy demand, and at a 
time that shortages have already caused se
vere reductions in normal crude and prod
uct inventory levels. I do not object to the 
concept of borrowing against next year; I do, 
however, object to relying fully on this 
mechanism at a time when our country is 
particularly short of both producing capacity 
and crude on inventories. A better solution 
for the security of the country would have 
been to issue enough foreign quotas so that 
some rebUilding of our crude inventories 
could take place immediately. The system of 
borrowing against next year gives no incen
tive in this direction. A significant incre
ment of new 1972 quotas, however, would 
have given these incentives since if not used 
in 1972, these import rights would expire. 

For more than 15 years, certainly since 
the 1954 U.S. Supreme Court decision in the 
Phillips case, the gas industry has had to 
withst and the assault of some outstanding 
but misguided consumer advocates-folks 
like Jue Swidier and Lee White, both former 
chairmen of the FPC, who in my opinion 
have led this nation down the primrose path 
to the energy crisis now confronting us. 
Strangely enough these two people, and Pro
fessor Adelman, whose views on energy and 
consumer protection have been so utterly 
and completely discredited by time and 
events, continue to be called by House and 
Senate Committees for their expertise in the 
field of energy and to bolster the unchanging 
and unchangeable views of folks like Sena
tors Philip Hart, Muskie, McGovern, Ken
nedy, and others. 

As an example, on August 24 I attended 
a meeting of the Gas Committee of the Na
tional Association of Railroad a n d Utility 
Commissioners meeting in Nevada. The Hon
orable Dale Saffels, Chairman of the Kansas 
Corporation Commission, and I co-sponsored 
a resolution aimed at correcting some of 
what we believed to be the basic causes of 
the energy crisis we are now discussing. 

The resolution contained six main points, 
briefly stated as follows: ( 1) Urging the 
opening up of state and federally controlled 
offshore areas for immediate exploration and 
development; (2) The initiation of an im
mediate and intensive program for the fur
ther exploration and drilling of areas in the 
outer continental shelf, in the Gulf of Mex
ico as well as the Atlantic areas; {3) The 
defeat of legislation designed to lessen or 
abollsh the depletion allowance or other legis
lation that would discourage or slow down 
exploration; ( 4) Encourage deeper testing 
of known oil fields at both state and federal 
levels; ( 5) To accelerate action to remove 
obstacles to the importation of crude oil and 
natural gas from Alaska and Canada and re
questing federal courts to exercise judicial 
restraint before interfering with such action, 
and finally (6) Suggesting that the FPC es
tablish a more realistic price for domestic 
gas in order to stimulate increased drilling 
for gas in this country. 

Joe Swidler, Chairman of the New York 
Public Service Commission voted against the 
resolution on the grounds that the language 
of the resolution, particularly that in which 
the Congress was admonished to defeat legis
lation designed to lessen or abolish the de
pletion allowance, was too blunt. 

Willis Ward, Chairman of the Michigan 
Commission, stated in effect that he did not 
believe the energy crisis was as serious as it 
was being made to appear, that he agreed 
with the position stated by Mr. Swidler and 
therefore voted against the resolution. 

Mr. Archie Smith of the Rhode Island Com
mission also opposed the resolution and re
quested that he be recorded as voting against 
the resolution for two reasons: 

"The first is the use of the words 'real
istic price' because I don't think I am in 

the position to say that present rates for gas 
coming from existing wells is unrealistic. 

"Second, more important than that, 
speaking for the State of Rhode Island and 
I thix:k the other coastal New England 
States probably feel largely the same-! 
will not vote for any resolution calling for 
drilling on the Atalntic coastal shelf with
out some provisions for adequate protection 
for interference with the ecological and en
vironmental factors." 

In spite of the opposition clted above, the 
resolution was adopted by a voice vote, an 
indication that some folks are finally be
ginning to wake up to the facts of life. 

Now at this point in time, I can't really 
blame Mr. Joe Swidler for voting against 
the resolution-he is just maintaining his 
consistent position of opposing anything 
that might solve or alleviate the energy 
shortage. Mr. Willis Ward can't be faulted 
either because up to now he hasn't seen any 
sign of an energy crisis in the State of 
Michigan and besides who is a greater au
thority on the subject than Mr. Swidler
he is the man who tells the Congress every 
week or so what needs to be done. So Mr. 
Ward casts his vote with Mr. Swidler. 

I must admit, however, that I was of
fended by Mr. Archie Smith's assigned 
grounds for his opposition to the resolu
tion. The State of Texas is proud of its own 
coastline and beautiful beaches and I'm sure 
we are just as anxious to protect them from 
pollution as Mr. Smith is to protect the 
shores of Rhode Island and the New Eng
land coast. In fact, in Texas, we have im
posed strict rules and regulations upon the 
industry which we strictly enforce. Many 
of these rules have been enforced for more 
than thirty years and are still protecting 
and preserving our coastal ecology and en
vironment. The gas produced in Texas pays 
the cost of providing this protection and 
the bill is high. The people of Texas are 
paying a large part of that bill because we 
consume more than half of the gas pro
duced in Texas and pay a higher price for 
our Texas gas than Mr. Archie Smith is 
required to pay for the same gas that 
reaches him in Rhode Island through an 
interstate gas pipeline at a price below the 
more realistic or unrealistic price that Texas 
consumers are willing to pay for their own 
gas. 

At this point I would like to quote an 
article from the June 1972 Bulletin of the 
American Association of Petroleum Geolo
gists, in which Sherman A. Wengerd of Albu
querque quotes our mutual friend Wallace 
Pratt who once said: 

"We must compromise between ruining the 
ecology and keeping ourselves alive. We can 
only live at the expense of the ecology, for 
the moment we began to plow the first field 
or took the first dog into domesticity, we 
began to interfere with the ecology! We must 
strike a happy medium between ruining the 
ecology and survival, but we don't realize 
how much it's going to cost us. And we are a 
part of the ecology too. We have just as 
much right to live as the seals and the 
whales have-and no more." 

Mr. Pratt probably gives the human spe
cies more credit than it deserves when he 
says "Man is the only animal that thinks, 
laughs, remembers and recognizes cause and 
effect relations." I'm sure some of us measure 
up to those high standards but a lot of us 
don't. If we had measured up, perhaps we 
might, as a. nation, have long ago understood 
and recognized the cause and effect relations 
that account for the condition of the world 
and Walter Cronkite could abandon his dis
turbing and persistent question-"Can the 
world be saved?" 

PROSPECTS FOR INTERNATIONAL 
MONETARY REFORM 

The SPEAKER. Under a previous 
order of the House, the gentleman from 
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Wisconsin <Mr. REuss) is recognized 
for 30 minutes. 

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, I enclose 
remarks I made to the International 
Monetary Market of the Chicago Mer
cantile Exchange last Friday on the 
prospects for international monetary 
reform: 

THE ROAD TO NAIROBI 

After a year of dalliance, the United States 
has finally indicated its willingness to lead 
the way to international monetary reform. 

In his address to the Governors of the 
World Bank and the International Monetary 
Fund in Washington last week, President 
Nixon said: "The United States of America 
will continue to rise to its world responsibil
ities, joining with other nations to create 
and participate in a modern world economic 
order." 

Later during the meetings, said the Presi
dent, Secretary of the Treasury Shultz 
would outline the U.S. proposals to reform 
the monetary system. And the Shultz speech 
proved to be a welcome departure. It showed 
a willingness to lead, without being bossy 
or doctrinaire. 

I applaud this casting aside of U.S. ob
structionism. 

Since August, 1971, the overriding atti
tude of the United States in discussions with 
other countries on common econom1c prob
lems has been to insist that we must be 
granted virtually e.verything we requested, 
or we would refuse to participate in any type 
of monetary agreement and would consider 
closing the American market to imports. 

True, the United States did finally com
promise last December when the tern'l.s of 
realigning exchange rates among industrial 
countries were finally nailed down at the 
Smithsonian Institution. But the American 
concession-in the form of a modest increase 
in the dollar value of gold-had been pre
ceded by four months of totally unnecessary 
wrangling. It was followed by lethargy, 
and then by endless contention about the 
forum and the agenda for the negotiations. 

The Presidents• decision of August 15, 1971, 
to suspend convertibility of foreign officially 
held dollar assets into gold, and to let the 
dollar float on exchange markets, was un
avoidable. In fact, the Administration should 
have acted sooner-before a massive 
deterioration in the U.S. trade balance 
coupled wlth a hemorrhage of short-term 
capital outflows forced its hand. It cost the 
U.S. some $200 milllon in the days imme
diately before August 15 to defy reality and 
support the dollar at lts old parity. 

The August 15 actions were not only late, 
but loaded with unnecessary abrasives. Not 
only did the Administration introduce a 10 
percent import surcharge, coupled with a 
discriminatory tax investment credit, it also 
dug in its heels about t h e amount by which 
strong currencies should be revalued up
wards, and about whether a decrease in the 
nominal gold value of the dollar was going 
to be part of the realignment compromise. 

Thus the realignment issue was debated 
for four months. During that period ex
change controls tended to proliferate. Trade 
was increasingly hampered by uncertainties 
about further intensification of controls, and 
the possibility of future exchange rate 
changes. Finally, in December, the steady 
deterioration in international political rela
tions caused the White House to decide that 
an agreement to restructure exchange rates 
was imperative. We finally got the December 
18 Smithsonian accord. 

Then, following the Smithsonian agree
ment, the U.S. Treasury was once again 
overcome by lassitude. The momentum that 
existed in the wake of the Smithsonian 
accord could have been used to help get 
discussions on more fundamental reforms 
under way. Despite the language of the 
final colDllluntque-"discussion should be 

promptly undertaken . . . to consider re
form of the international monetary system 
over the longer term", no initiative was forth
coming from the United States. 

During the first few months of 1972, the 
Administration encouraged speculation about 
the proper forum and agenda for the 
negotiations. Various U.S. spokesmen em
phasized the need to link monetary reform 
with reduction of barriers to trade-partic
ularly foreign restrictions retarding the 
entry of exports from the United States. 

A welcome break with this exclusive con
centration on the econom1c self-interest of 
the United States came in Federal Reserve 
Board Chairman Arthur F. Burns• speech 
before an international banking conference 
in Montreal last May. In his speech, Burns 
listed ten points as "some of the more es
sential conditions and problems of interna
tional monetary reform." The notable char
acteristic of Burns' presentation was that he 
was clearly concerned with devising an in
ternational monetary system that would pre
serve the multilateral payments mechanism 
and that the other countries, as well as the 
United States, would find acceptable. 

During the summer the IMF finally agreed 
that the monetary reform negotiations would 
be conducted by a Committee of Twenty, 
constituted in the same fashion as the Board 
of Executive Directors of the International 
Monetary Fund, to "give full attention to 
the interrelationship between these matters 
[i.e., reforms of the international monetary 
system] and the existing or prospective ar
rangements among countries, including those 
that involve international trade, the flow of 
capital, investment, or development assist
ance, that could affect attainment of the pur
poses of the Fund under the present or 
amended articles." Had the United States 
not been dragging its feet , the same Com
mittee would have been set up early this 
year. Broadening the mandate of the Com
mittee of Twenty to include more than 
merely monetary reform was hardly worth a 
delay of fundamental negotiations for more 
t h an six months. 

EXCHANGE RATES 

Let us now turn to the specifics of Secre
tary Shultz's constructive proposals. 

He first recognized that most countries 
would want to maintain a par or central 
value for their currencies, suggesting that 
permissible margins of fluctuation around 
these values should be "sufficiently wide to 
dampen incentives for short-term capital 
movements and, when changes in central 
values are desirable, to ease the transition." 

He noted that the Sm1thsonian agreement 
took a step forward in widening the band of 
exchange rate fluctuations , and suggested 
that in building a symmetrical system, "the 
permissible outer liimts of these margins of 
fluctuation for all currencies-including the 
dollar-might be set in the same range as 
now permitted for nondollar currencies 
trading against each other." 

This statement has two interesting im
plication~. First, according to the Smith
sonian ag> .ement, the dollar value of any 
other curl"! acy can rise above or fall below 
its parity l ,qel by a 2 ~ percent-for a total 
band spre, .i of 4¥2 percent. This arrange
ment meat 6 that the values of any two non
dollar curr .ncies may change with respect to 
one anoth .r by as much as 9 percent. A 
change of .... nis size would occur if one cur
rency fell from the top to the bottom of its 
4 ¥2 percent dollar band and the other cur
rency did the reverse. A 9 percent range of 
fl.uctuation for the dollar would be substan
tially larger than anything the WOf ld has 
yet seen for a major currency. 

The second, and perhaps more interesting, 
implication concerns the structure of the 
intern11otional monetary system. If all cur
rencies, including the dollar, are to enjoy 
precisely the same range of fl.uctuation, then 

all must be pegged to a single standard of 
value-presumably in this case special draw
ing rights (SDRs) . Thus, SDRs would become 
the established unit of value under a re
formed system. One way to achieve this re
sult would be to make the SDR the common 
medium of intervention that central banks 
use in exchange markets. But this may be 
pushing the Secretary's statement too far. 
Instead, he may have in mind that a system 
of multiple currency intervention in ex
change markets could be established to give 
the dollar the same range of fluctuation as 
other currencies. Multiple currency interven
tion is an intriquing technique theoretically, 
It would certainly swell the volume of trans
actions handled by exchange dealers, includ
ing some members of this audience. But I, at 
least, am skept ical about its practical ap
plicability. 

THE RESERVE MECHANISM 

In recommending reform of the reserve 
mechanism, Secretary Shultz anticipated a 
greatly expanded role for special drawing 
rights, along with continued use of reserve 
currencies Virtually all restrictions on the 
use of SDRs among monetary authorities 
would be eliminated. "Careful study," he con
tinued, "should be given to proposals for 
exchanging part of existing reserve currency 
holdings into a special issue of SDRs, at t he 
option of the holder." Thus, the United States 
now seems willing to see a major funding of 
liquid dollar asset s now held by foreign 
monetary authorities, one that would be 
acceptable to other countries and at the 
same time would not impose intolerable ob
ligations on the United States. 

Although the Secretary looked forward to 
"orderly procedures . . . to facilitate a di
minishing role of gold in international mone
tary affairs in the future," he did not offer 
any specific suggestions for phasing out gold 
as a reserve medium. I had hoped for a sug
gestion to modify the March, 1968, two-tier 
gold agreement t o permit monetary aut hori
ties to sell gold in the private market. Per
mitting sales, while maintaining the pro
hibition on purchases of gold by central 
banks from South Africa and on the free 
market, would have a number of desirable 
effects. 

First, such sales would reduce the free 
market price, and thus help ease apprehen
sions that currently exist about the viability 
of the Sm1thsonian monetary arrangements. 
In addition, a lower free market price would 
make monetary authorities less reluctant 
than they now are to use their remaining gold 
reserves and their SDRs in international set
tlements. 

Second, sales by central banks-without 
purchases-would decrease the global stock 
of monetary gold reserves. A gradual decline 
in the stock of gold reserves would help ad
vance the long-run U.S. objective of phasing 
gold out as a monetary reserve asset. 

Third, official sales would demonstrate that 
gold has no immutable intrinsic value. The 
private price of gold is based on a limited 
number of transactions in an extremely thin 
market. This market is protected by the um
brella of the March, 1968, two-tier agreement 
and the December 1969, IMF-South African 
accord. From 1934 into the 1960's, it .was the 
United States which guaranteed the value 
of gold. More recently, this duty has been 
shared cooperatively among several industrial 
nations. It is time, now that we have special 
drawing rights created by the IMF, to begin 
withdrawing the mantle of otficial protection 
over gold. 

Fourth, as the largest official gold holder in 
the world, the United States would profit 
from a share of the sales in the private mar
ket. At the end of July, the United States 
had $10.5 billion worth of gold, Germany held 
$4.4 billion worth, France $3.8 billion, Switz
erland $3.2 billion, Italy $3.1 billion, the 
Netherlands $2.1 billion, and Belgium $1.7 
billion. No other nation, including Canada 
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and Japan, held as much as a billion dollars 
worth of gold. 

In addition to advocating the resumption 
of official gold sales in the private market, 
Secretary Shultz might well have served no
iice that the United States w111 oppose any 
renewal of the 1969 agreement on IMP pur
chases of gold from South Africa. Without 
a renewal, this agreement will expire in a 
little more than 2 years. 

An end to official gold purchases from 
South Africa is consistent with the long-run 
objective of the United States to phase out 
gold as a monetary reserve medium. Ulti
mately, gold should become a commodity like 
any other. 

Its value should be determined by the eco
nomics of mining and refining it, on the one 
hand, and by demand for industrial and 
artistic uses and for investment as a per
sonal store of wealth, on the other. Neither 
the United States nor the International 
Monetary Fund should be saddled beyond 
the term of the existing agreement with the 
responsibility of guaranteeing South Africa's 
market for that country's chief export com
modity. 

Sales of gold in the free market by mon
etary authorities could begin immediately 
without waiting for negotiated reforms of 
the IMF Articles. Similarly, an annoucement 
of U.S. opposition to renewal of the agree
ment with South Africa could come at any 
time-t he sooner the better. 

Mr. Shultz also failed to advocate that 
in a reformed international monetary sys
tem, special drawing rights should be ac
cepted for all transactions between the IMF 
and member countries that now require pay
ment in gold. I believe that special drawing 
rights, created by the International Mon
etary Fund and regulated in amount by its 
members, should become the unrivaled re
serve asset in a new system. 
LINKAGE BETWEEN SDR'S AND DEVELOPMENT AID 

Although arguing strongly for a substan
tially expanded role for SDRs under a re
formed system, Secretary Shultz failed to 
mention an issue that must be resolved to 
the satisfaction of the developing countries 
if any amendment of the IMF Articles is to 
be accepted. Without some change in the 
SDR distribution mechanism that channels 
an increased proportion of these assets to 
poor nations for the purpose of helping fi
nance their development efforts, any sug
gested reform is likely to be voted down. 
Amending the IMF Articles requires the ap
proval of 60 percent of the member coun
tries. Currently developing countries account 
for about 80 percent of the Fund's member
ship, and that percentage is growing con
tinuously. Thus, the package of reforms 
that is negotiated must please the develop
ing world. An essential ingredient in any 
acceptable package is some form of link be
tween SDR creation and development fi
nance. 

Because of these realities, it is unfor
tunate that Secretary Shultz did not men
tion the "link" issue in his speech and com
mit the United States to a positive stance 
on same type of such arrangement. Secretary 
Shultz could well have associated himself 
with the remarks of Anthony Barber, the 
Governor from the United Kingdom. Mr. 
Barber said, "The arrangements to provide 
such a link would have to be part of that 
wider reform and would have to be consist
ent with its objectives, not least because, if 
they were not, that would probably itself 
frustrate the prime purpose of providing 
extra real resources for developing countries. 
We would have to make sure that any such 
scheme was not inflationary; that it would 
not lead to pressures for excessive creation of 
SDRs beyond what prudent internationally 
agreed judgment regarded as appropriate to 
the prospects for world liquidity as a whole. 
But if these conditions can be met, then I 
say today that the United Kingdom will be 

in favor of providing a reformed syst em for 
some form of link." 

Thus, the British committed themselves to 
a link provided that specific criteria can be 
met. The United States should do likewise. 

THE BALANCE-OF-PAYMENTS ADJUSTMENT 

PROCESS 

On measures to strengthen the balance-of
payments adjustment mechanism, Secretary 
Schultz said, "I believe disproportionate ga1ns 
or losses in reserves may be the most equi
table and effective single indicator we have 
to guide the adjustment process." I agree that 
large changes in reserve stocks are probably 
the best single indicator of when adjustments 
in exchange rates are necessary. Professor 
Robert Triffin of Yale University has been 
suggesting a mechanism of this type for some 
years. 

Somewhat surprisingly, however, Secretary 
Schultz failed to mention the important 
qualification that actual changes in reserves 
must be adjusted to account for the impact 
of reversible short-term capital flows before 
trends in the size of reserve holdings can 
be used as an accurate reflection of a coun
try's payments position. 

The Secretary mentioned various sanctions 
that could be applied to deficit and surplus 
countries that refused to alter their ex
change rates when reserve increases or de
creases s~emed to indicate that an adjust
ment was desirable. The IMF could withhold 
borrowing privileges and SDR allocations 
from deficit countries. Surplus nations per
mitting their reserves to rise disproportion
ately might lose the right to demand con
version of reserve balances into SDRs or oth
er assets. "In the absence of a truly effective 
combination of corrective measures," he sug
gested, "other countries should ultimately 
be free to protect their interests by a sur
charge on the imports from the chronic sur_ 
plus country." To all this I say "Right on." 
If the member countries of the IMF had in 
recent years been less delicate in their rela
tions with one another, and if they had had 
the courage to apply the scarce currency 
clause to chronic surplus nations, we would 
not have plunged so deep into the morass 
from which we are now attempting to ex
tricate ourselves. 

CAPITAL ANO OTHER BALANCE-OF-PAYMENTS 
CONTROLS 

Let me cite with particular approval a brief 
section from the Secretary's remarks on capi
tal and other payments controls : 

"It trade controls are permitted temporar
ily in extreme cases on balance-of-payments 
grounds, they should be in the form of sur
charges or across-the-board taxes. Controls 
on capital flows should not be allowed to be
come a means of maintaining a chronically 
undervalued currency. No country should be 
forced to use controls in lieu of other, more 
basic, adjustment measures." 

I have long felt that import quotas, as are 
now permissible under the GATT, are totally 
unsatisfactory ~s a means of controlling im
ports for balance-of-payments purposes. In
deed our existing controls on direct invest
ment abroad and on lending by banks over
seas ought to be phased out as part of the 
international monetary reform package, ac
companied by domestic tax reform measures 
to undo unfair inducements to excessive U.S. 
foreign investment. Ultimately trade and cap
ital flows, by ourselves and others, should be 
free to respond to opportunities throughout 
the world. 

RELATED NEGOTIATIONS AND INSTITUTIONAL 
IMPLICATIONS 

Trade negotiations under the GATT, which 
Secreta\-y Shultz said he hoped would begin 
next year, "need not wait on monetary re
form, nor need monetary reform await the 
results of specific trade negotiations." 

This newly announced willingness on the 
part of the Treasury to divorce trade from 
monetary issues is encouraging. The United 

States cannot enter into true negotiations on 
trade with our GATT partners untll author
izing legislation is passed by the Congress. 
Even if the Administration presents an in
novative, well-drafted trade bill early in the 
next session-and I hope it wlll-a major feat 
of legislative productivity .will be required to 
complete action on this bill in 1973. Not only 
will trade be an issue of prime importance, 
but also tax reform and perhaps social secu
rity and welfare as well. It would be most un
fortunate to postpone implementation of 
monetary reforms that would substantially 
improve the system only because agreement 
had not yet been reached on trade issues. Five 
years was required to negotiate the Kennedy 
Round of tariff cuts. Even if only two years is 
expended negotiating the next trade agree
ments, we cannot postpone monetary reform 
until 1975 or later. 

Near the conclusion of his speech, Secre
tary Shultz observed that he had several 
times "stressed the need for a comprehensive 
new set of· monetary rules." He went on to 
say, "Those rules will need to be placed under 
the guardianship of the IMF, which must be 
prepared to assume an even more critical role 
in the world economy." 

If we are to have a strong International 
Monetary Fund charged with the responsi
bility for monitoring the balance of payments 
of each major country or group of countries, 
and the duty to suggest exchange rate ad
justments from time to time, the United 
States should do everything possible to rein
force the analytical capabilities, the inde
pendence, and the objectivity of the Fund. 

For these reasons, I hope that the Admin
istration will reverse its position of opposi
tion to the reappointment of Managing DI
rector Pierre-Paul Schweitzer for another 
term. 

Under Schweitzer the special drawing right 
facility was brought into being. More than 
a year ago Schweitzer first proposed dollar 
devaluation and a set of changes in ex
change rate parities that was virtually iden
tical to the one adopted months later at the 
Smithsonian. The IMF staff under Schweit
zer developed early this year the idea that 
the group to negotiate monetary reform be 
patterned after the twenty-member Board 
of Executive Directors. He has been a con
structive force in helping to maintain in
ternational monetary order, and to develop 
a new, more vigorous role for the IMF under 
a reformed system. 

In short, it would be hard to imagine an 
IMF managing director whose guidance has 
been more consistently in the long-term 
interest of the United States. The gentle 
touch at the keyboard of this renowned 
nephew of Dr. Albert Schweitzer has helped 
to orchestrate the music of the monetary 
spheres during these difficult years. It ill be
hooves the United States, at this stage of the 
Unfinished Symphony to be heard shouting 
"Shoot the Piano Player." 

DOLLAR CONVERTmiLITY 

The Secretary pledged the United States 
to the eventual restoration of dollar-reserve 
asset convertibility. After an appropriate 
transitional period during which the United 
States demonstrates its capacity to meet its 
reserve and balance-of-payments commit
ments, this country "would be prepared to 
undertake an obligation to convert official 
foreign dollar holdings into other reserve as-
sets as a part of ... a system assuring ef
fective and equitable operation of the ad
justment process." To me, this 1s a reason
able statement of when the United States 
should be prepared to restore convertiblllty. 
I do not see how our foreign economic part
ners could have expected or asked for more. 

THE FUTURE U.S. ROLE 

Only the United States can provide the 
leadership necessary to assure that a sound 
international monetary reform is actually 
negotiated. No other country can do it. 
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The British are concerned about the prob

lems of entering the Common Market and 
whether the pound will still be floating or at 
what rate it will be pegged when they go in. 

Germany is looking forward to an election 
late this year in which the current govern
ment will face a severe challenge. 
' Although the French Governor's address at 
the Il\:lF meetings was far more conciliatory 
than earlier pronouncements to come from 
Giscard d'Estaing, the past history of French 
attitudes hardly makes them the logical 
leaders in reforming the international mone
tary system. 

Similarly, the Japanese are at the moment 
unprepared to take the lead. They also face 
elections shortly, and are greatly concerned 
with their relations in Asia, with the United 
States, with the People's Republic of China, 
with the Soviet Union, and with the devel
oping countries of that area. But the Japa
nese must play a highly significant role. As 
the nation whose competitive prowess is most 
widely respected throughout the world, np 
one else will accept any particular regime to 
introduce greater exchange rate flexibility 
unless the Japanese are also willing to sub
scribe fully. 

Thus, the burden rests upon the United 
States. Secretary Schultz's speech, if it is 
followed, not by inaction but by a genuine 
U.S. effort to negotiate, signals our willing
ness to accept that burden. He set up the 
objective of agreement upon "the main out
lines of a new system" by the time of next 
year's annual meeting in Nairobi. It is a 
worthy goal. It is achievable if all the parties 
put forth their best effort. For us, let the 
watchword be, "Nairobi or Bust." 

JULIA HENDERSON VISITS THE 
UNITED STATES 

The SPEAKER. Under a previous or
der of the House, the gentleman from 
New York <Mr. ScHEUER) is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Speaker, I wish 
on behalf of my colleagues in the House 
of Representatives to hail the visit to 
the United States of Julia Henderson, 
Secretary-General of the International 
Planned Parenthood Federation, the pri
vate voluntary organization with mem
ber associations in 79 nations around the 
world dedicated to the provision of 
family planning services, information, 
and education. Its fundamental ap
proach is through the support of volun
tary and autonomous national family 
planning associations in each country. 
Since its founding in 1952, the IPPF has 
clearly established international leader
ship in the field of human health and 
well-being. Mr. Speaker, as you know, 
many of our colleagues have long been 
interested in the goals of the voluntary 
family planning movement in this coun
try, and those goals are exemplified on 
an international scale by the outstand
ing work .of the IPPF. We in the United 
States and people around the world owe 
much to their dedicated efforts. 

Since 1959 all five Presidents and 
former Presidents representing both 
parties have supported programs for 
population research and voluntary family 
planning. The Congress, also with bi
partisan support, has passed a half-
dozen significant pieces of legislation in 
this field, including-by a vote of 298 to 
32-the landmark Family Planning Serv
ices and Population Research Act of 1970 
for domestic programs-of which I had 
the privilege of being the original House 

sponsor in 1969. Since 1968 Congress 
has earmarked over a half billion dollars 
in successive Foreign Assistance Acts for 
population and family planning pro
grams in the developing countries; for 
1972 and 1973 these earmarkings 
amounted to $125 million each year. Dur
ing this same period, the IPPF has been 
steadily expanding its efforts in the pri
vate sector to promote economic and 
social progress through voluntary family 
planning. · 

Large numbers of people the world 
over are unable to control an important 
part of their lives--the number of chil
dren they wish to bear. The persistence 
of this problem reflects an effective denial 
of freedom of choice and equality of ac
cess to the means of safe and effective 
fertility control. A fundamental human 
right-freedom from unwanted child
bearing-is denied when governmental 
steps are not taken to assure each person 
the fullest possible access to methods of 
controlling reproduction. In addition, the 
freedom of future generations of human
kind is compromised by such a denial of 
freedom to the present generation. Max
imizing this personal freedom and op
portunity-the mission of IPPF-means 
in essence that the solutions to inter
national population protlems do not need 
to be imposed on an unwilling citizenry 
but rather can evolve through the ful
fillment of a fundamental right. 

During the decade of the 1960's, popu
lation growth became re~ognized as an 
issue requiring not only words but action. 
The 1966 Declaration of Population of 
the United Nations, signed by the heads 
of 30 governments, declared the impor
tance of bringing population growth un
der control. This was followed by the 
beginning or acceleration of many na
tional population programs throughout 
the world. In the last 3 years the 
United Nations itself has undertaken 
major work in the population field 
through the U.N. Fund for Population 
Activities. During 1970 and 1971, the 
Fund provided assistance to some 60 
countries for identifying their needs and 
preparing population projects. UNFPA, 
supported by the world's developed na
tions, has received pledges and contri
butions from nearly 50 governments 
totaling $45 million dollars. I am proud, 
as indeed all of us should be, that our 
Government has pledged to match, dol
lar for dollar, the contributions of other 
nations to the Fund, with a target of 
$100 million by 1974-U.N. World Popu
lation Year. The World Bank has or
ganized and expanded its capability to 
serve developing countries in the pop
ulation field. Robert McNamara, Presi
dent of the World Bank, has stated: 

It is important to understand why an in
stitution such as the World Bank is con
cerned with the population problem. The 
reason is simple. No other single problem is 
a greater threat to the prospects for economic 
and social progress in the developing world. 
The World Bank is an international develop
ment agency, and for it to be indifferent to 
the inescapable consequences of rampant 
population growth in the poorer nations 
would amount to its being indifferent to the 
larger goal of development itself. 

This growing worldwide cooperation is 
deeply encouraging; yet facts of world 

demography suggest that only a begin
ning has teen made. More than two
thirds of the nearly 4 billion people en 
earth live in the less developed coun
tries. In those countries the numbers of 
women between 20 to 29 years of age, 

· :rrime childbearing years, will increase 
tremendously in the 1970's and even 
more so during the 1980's. Several weeks 
ago, the World Bank, in its annual re
port, stated that poverty is. increasi?g 
in underdeveloped countnes-desp1te 
gains in total production and income
in large part because of rapid and ac
celerating population growth. And de
spite much lower life expectancies and 
much higher infant and maternal mor
tality, the growth of population in the 
underdeveloped world is two and a half 
times greater than in the developed na
tions, where much higher industrial and 
agricultural production is providing an 
increasingly better standard of living. 

Nor have industrialized nations been 
immune to demographic pressures. As UN 
Secretary GeneraJ. Kurt Waldheim has 
pointed out: 

Swollen cities, the drain of talent from 
l'egions of low development to centers of 
afil.uence and heavy internal migrations have 
all left their mark. 

As we commend the dedication and ac
complishments of the IPPF, we must also 
realize that it alone cannot accomplish 
the tremendous task. There now exists an 
international consensus on the need for 
voluntary family planning services for 
men and women the world over. The help 
of all public and private health-related 
organizations must be enlisted. All inter
ested aid-giving governments must con
tinue to join forces and expand their ef
forts. The United Nations, through its 
Fund for Population Activities, the World 
Health Organization; the Food and Agri
culture Organization; UNESCO; and the 
International Labor Organization-the 
World Bank and the international busi
ness community; religious institutions 
all over the world; our own AID all have 
their part to play as these diversified pro
grams gain momentum. 

Here at home, a tremendous amount of 
work needs to be done. We have under
taken a major national effort to provide 
subsidized family planning services to an 
estimated 6.6 million medically indigent 
women in the United States. I believe our 
Nation can be proud of its achievements 
in the field of family planning services. 

The effort we have begun must be 
greatly expanded and sustained. Today 
I introduced a measure to renew and ex
pand the legislative authority for the 
HEW program which expires this fiscal 
year.· This legislation is imperative if we 
wish to achieve our national health goals 
and enable all persons to exercise their 
fundamental human right-freedom of 
choice concerning family size-and so I 
once again call upon my colleagues in 
this distinguished body to support re
newal and expansion of the Family Plan
ning Services and Population Research 
Act of 1970. 

What is necessary for American women 
in terms of health care is important for 
women all over the world. The recogni
tion of this need is growing at an extraor
dinary rate. For example, 10 years ago 
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in Pakistan, the concept of birth con
trol was so alien in that country that a 
new word had to be invented for it. To
day, with a national family planning pro
gram, Pakistan is experiencing a signifi
cant decline in the birth rate and a 
marked decrease in its extremely high 
infant and maternal death rates. But in 
that country, and all over the world, we 
have only just begun to develop the tech
nology and the services that are so des
perately needed. 

The IPPF has no intention of aban
doning the pioneering role which has so 
distinguished its early years; but sup
port for its efforts must continue to grow. 
Responsible individual action, enlight
ened governmental policies and true in
ternational assistance and cooperation 
are required. Population programs have 
been estimated to need between $4 and 
$5 billion annually-or approximately 
$1 per person for the entire world. As we 
approach U.N. World Population Year in 
1974, I believe that we must focus our 
attention on appropriate voluntary and 
humanitarian measures concerning pop
ulation and human freedom. As our own 
Population Commission has pointed out, 
every increase in population makes so
cial, economic and health problems more 
difficult to solve. We must take every pos
sible step to insure that each child is a 
wanted child who can be properly cared 
for and educated in a healthy and peace
ful world. 

REAL ESTATE TAX RELIEF FOR 
SENIOR CITIZENS 

The SPEAKER. Under a previous order 
of the House, the gentlewoman from 
Massachusetts (Mrs. HrcKs) is recog
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mrs. HICKS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, today I am introducing the 
Emergency Real Estate Tax Relief for 
Senior Citizens Act. This act will provide 
immediate relief to the millions of our 
senior citizens whose very ability to live 
in their own homes or to rent suitable 
apartments is being imperiled by ever in
creasing real estate taxes. 

Two weeks ago the U.S. Advisory Com
mission on Intergovernmental Relations 
found that the situation being forced 
upon many of our elderly citizens by high 
real estate taxes is a national disgrace. 
The Commission reported that the 6 mil
lion elderly homeowners in our country 
are paying an average of 8.1 percent of 
their incomes in real estate taxes whereas 
the typical urban family of four pays 
only 3.4 percent of its income for real 
estate taxes. 

The Commission also found that the 
plight of the elderly poor was almost 
catastrophic. For the 1.3 million elderly 
homeowners who have incomes of less 
than $2,000 the property tax took an av
erage of 15.8 percent of their incomes; 
and in the Northeast where the property 
taxes tend to be the highest, low income 
homeowners on the average paid almost 
30 percent of their incomes in property 
taxes. Since Massachusetts ranks among 
the top 10 States in terms of real estate 
tax burden, our senior citizens are being 
especially hard-pressed. 

This situation is truly disgraceful. We 
are making insufferable the lives of many 

of our elderly citizens by imposing on 
them steep real estate taxes which are 
out of all proportion to these citizens' 
ability to pay. 

Several States, including Vermont and 
Maine, have recognized the injustice of 
this situation and have passed State laws 
providing a circuit breaker for real 
estate taxes paid by senior citizens. This 
circuit breaker means that a senior citi
zen does not have to pay more than a 
certain percentage of his or her income 
for real estate taxes and if he or she does 
pay over this percentage in local taxes he 
or she receives a check from the State 
government for the excess. 

The bill I have introduced today has as 
its purpose to provide immediate relief
for this year only-to the millions of 
elderly citizens who are not covered by 
these present State laws, including the 
senior citizens in Massachusetts; and my 
second purpose is to encourage all the 
States to pass this type of legislation 
within the next 12 months. Only 14 
States to date have enacted circuit 
breakers. But I believe that my bill-as 
a temporary emergency measure--will 
highlight the plight of our senior citi
zens and thereby encourage many more 
States to enact circuit breaker laws for 
our senior citizens. 

The National Emergency Real Estate 
Tax Relief for Senior Citizens Act pro
vides that if any individual, 65 years of 
age or older, pays more than 5 percent of 
his or her income and the spouse's in
come for real estate taxes during 1972 
the Federal Government would send him 
or her a check for the difference between 
the amount equal to 5 percent of total 
income and the amount actually paid. 

In other words, an elderly couple with 
a $10,000 income would not have to pay 
more than $500 a year for real estate 
taxes. If they paid less than $500 a year, 
there would be no rebate from the Fed
eral Treasury. But if they paid .more than 
$500 a year and their State does not have 
a circuit breaker, then the couple would 
receive a rebate of the difference between 
what it paid and $500. 

In case of renters the bill provides a 
presumption that 30 percent of the an
nual rent paid to a landlord goes to real 
estate taxes. The renter would compute 
30 percent of the total rent paid in 1972; 
and if this 30 percent exceeds 5 percent 
of household income, the renter would 
be entitled to a similar rebate from the 
Federal Treasury. 

The bill excludes from income social 
security and public assistance payments, 
veterans' benefits, and widow's benefits. 
These exclusions will thereby entitle 
these individuals to greater relief from 
real estate taxes. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge the Ways and 
Means Committee to begin immediate 
consideration of this bill. We owe no less 
than that to our senior citizens. 

AGAINST ABOLITION OF STRIP 
MINING 

The SPEAKER. Under a previous order 
of the House, the gentleman from West 
Virginia (Mr. KEE) is recognized for 10 
minutes. 

Mr. KEE. Mr. Speaker, H.R. 6482, as 
drafted, is a 56-page bill to provide for 

the regulation of surface coal mining for 
the conservation, acquisition and recla
mation of surface areas affected by coal 
mining activities, and for other purposes. 

I am vigorously opposed to this pro
posed legislation which, as written, ad
dresses itself to the strip mine operators 
of my home State of West Virginia, and 
much of the Appalachian region. The 
message can be reduced to four little 
words with a great big meaning which we 
all understand-abolition of strip min
ing. It is the solemn requiem for hun
dreds of small businesses which have 
provided gainful employment and the 
necessities of life for thousands of men 
and their families. 

Poverty, hardship and suffering are not 
new to the Appalachian region. It was 
for so long a way of life in this entire 
area. The Congress of the United States 
has a very proud history of having at 
long last responded to the needs of the 
people. It has passed legislation over the 
years that has relieved much poverty and 
suffering. I am grateful for the opportu
nity to have actively participated in these 
acomplishments. 

I am gratified to be able to associate 
myself with many of the noble goals and 
objectives of H.R. 6482, but I must wash 
my hands of those portions that would 
arbitrarily and capriciously destroy the 
thousands of jobs with mining and as
sociated industries and create an Appala .. 
chia worse than anything history has 
known. I do not want this stain on my 
hands. 

The tax dollars of those very people 
who are being caught up in this abolition 
movement have contributed substantially 
to the development of new technology 
which, if used to their advantage, would 
make this whole thing so very unneces
sary. Reclamation is possible. Reclama
tion is being carried out in a most im
pressive fashion today. Abolition is not 
necessary. We have the know-how. Let 
us have the heart-let us have the deter
mination and let us go that extra step for 
the future of America .. 

It is my firm opinion, as demonstrated 
by history without question, that the 
coal industry is absolutely vital to our 
national security. Coal is the only energy 
resource that we have that we know is 
adequate to meet our Nation's energy 
for the next several hundred years. 
Right now we have acknowledged a seri
ous shortage in natural gas and oil. 
There is a great shrou<.l of mystery sur
rounding the exact state of affairs as to 
how grave our shortages are. These are 
carefully guarded trade secrets within 
the oil and gas industry. 

Gas and oil come to us from the same 
companies: Humble, Continental, Sohio, 
Sunoco, Texaco, Gulf, et cetera. These 
companies are also in the coal business. 
They have the power to operate from 
one end of the United States to the other 
and to expand into foreign countries. 
They are strong. This legislation makes 
them even stronger. It knocks the small 
operators and their employees out of the 
way and eliminates the competition. By 
passing legislation which will eliminate 
the small operator, the fact is clear that 
Congress is establishing fur the corporate 
giants what it has said they cannot 
create for themselves-a monopoly. 
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A final word on tlie energy crisis. We 
are already dependent upon oil imports 
to meet our energy needs. We are in a 
position of importing and relying on im
ports from countries which are in them
selves unstable and which could cut our 
supplies off entirely today or tomorrow. 
Can we afford to place our country in 
that kind of jeopardy? I submit that it 
is politically and economically unsafe, 
unwise, and unpatriotic to do so. 

I can only urge each of you to consider 
this proposal very carefully before you 
cast your vote for a measure that could 
well eliminate as much as one tenth of 
our Nation's total energy supply. 

A vote for this bill is a vote for monop
oly of our energy supply by big business 
and against the small businessman. A 
vote for this bill is a vote against free 
enterprise. 

STRIP MINING MUST END 

The SPEAKER. Under a previous or
der of the House, the gentleman from 
West Virginia (Mr. HECHLER) is recog
nized for 20 minutes. 

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr. 
Speaker, on September 28, 1972, at pages 
32828-32831, I retailed the reasons for 
my opposition to H.R. 6482, a bill origi
nally scheduled to be taken up on Oc
tober 2 under suspension of the rules. 
Not until the morning of October 2 did 
Members even get to see copies of the 
bill. 

H .R. 6482 is now listed as No. 11 
on the suspension calendar, and will 
probably come up for a House vote 
Wednesday or Thursday. I do not like 
the procedure under which this bill 
comes to the floor, barring amendments 
and requiring a two-thirds vote after 
only 40 minutes of debate. Furthermore, 
I do not have much faith in the Depart
ment of the Interior, which has been 
charged with the enforcement of this 
bill. This production-oriented Depart
ment has twiddled its thumbs while pub
lic and Indian lands under its own juris
diction have been strip mined in such a 
way as to cause widespread landslides, 
siltation and acid pollution of streams, 
and destn:ction of valuable topsoil. Yet 
the pending legislation does provide some 
useful tools which, if actually employed, 
might prevent the worst damage from 
coal strip mining. If the legislation fails, 
then the Nation will at least be convinced 
that regulation will not work and aboli
tion of_ strip mining of coal is the only 
sensible solution. 

The Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs had plenty of time to bring this 
bill before the Committee on Rules before 
September 25, which would have allowed 
full and orderly debate, with opportunity 
for amendment, inste'3td of this last-min
ute rush procedure. But Congressmen 
have now had the bill for 8 days, and 
they ought to be able to assess its strong 
and weak points. 

Two sections of the bill will bring great 
relief to the long-suffering people of the 
Appalachian region. There is an e1Iective 
prohibition of strip mining on slopes over 

' 20 degrees unless the coal operator can 
demonstrate amrmatively that sedimen
tation, landslides and stream pollution 

can be prevented. Also, there is a poten
tially useful section of the bill sponsored 
by my colleague from Montana, Repre
sentative JoHN MELCHER, which prevents 
the creation of a permanent spoil bank 
on slopes greater than 14 degrees. 

The coal industry is now publicly 
fighting this bill and has urged all Mem
bers of Congress to oppose it. 

For example, all Members of the House 
received the following telegram from the 
President of the American Mining Con
gress and the National Coal Association, 
as follows: 
Hon. KEN HECHLER, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

Coal industry strongly urges defeat Qf 
strip mine bill H.R. 6482. This is punitive, 
unrealistic bill which would summarily halt 
much of vital U.S. coal production. 

J. ALLEN OVERTON, Jr., 
President, American Mining Congress. 

CARL E. BAGGE, 
President, National Coal Association. 

In addition, on October 6, the Amer
ican Mining Congress sent the following 
letter to all Members of Congress: 

AMERICAN MINING CONGRESS, 
Washington, D.C., October 6, 1972. 

Hon. KEN HECHLER, 
U.S. House of Representatives, 
Washington, D .C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN: We are sending you 
this communication to alert you to the fact 
that there is grave danger that in the rush 
to meet Congressional commitments prior 
to adjournment, the national economy and 
national security may be jeopardized through 
adoption of legislation which contains seri
ous and unnecessary threats to the ability 
of the mining industry to furnish the in
creasing amounts of energy and Ininerals our 
nation so sorely needs. 

We refer to legislation to regulate surface 
mining. H.R. 6482 and S. 630 have been re
ported on the floor of the House and Senate. 

The American Mining Congress, the na
tional trade association representing all 
branches of the mining industry, has pre
sented to both the House and Senate In
terior Committees its basic policy position 
on this matter (as determined by the execu
tive officers of its member companies)-

The American Mining Congress supports 
legislation establishing federal guidelines for 
the regulation of surface mining. These 
guidelines must be sufficiently broad that 
they do not impinge on the power of the 
various states also to regulate-for only in 
this way can our laws respond rationally to 
the almost endless diversity of mining meth
ods and conditions. And any federal surface 
Inining law should be consistent with the 
National Mining and Minerals Policy Act of 
1970. 

At a meeting of concerned member com
p!!.nies of the American Mining Congress, 
representing both coal and metal produc
tion, held in Washington on October 4, the 
pending legislation, so far as then known 
to us, was evaluated in the light of the 
above principles and found seriously defi
cient. This assessment covered not only the 
reported bills, H.R. 6482 and S. 630, but also 
a number of amendments (some printed 
and some still being drafted) which we un
derstood would be offered on the floor. 

H.R. 6482, now pending for action in the 
House, applies only to coal surface mining. 
Mr. Carl Bagge, President of the National 
Coal Association. and I advised members of 
the House of Representatives by a. joint 
wire today that the coal industry strongly 
urges defeat of H.R. 6482. This measure is 
punitive and would in many cases frustrate 
sound reclamation and summarily halt much 
of the needed, vital U.S. coal production. 

In the Senate, S. 630, reported by the Sen
ate Interior Committee and now procedurally 
ready for further Senate action, would apply 
to all minerals. That measure needs substan
tial revision-including particularly revision 
of the requirement that surface land be re
stored to a use or condition comparable or 
superior to its use or condition prior to min
ing. This would literally make it impossible 
to establish any new large open-pit mine in 
the United States. 

It must be recalled that over 96 percent of 
the nation's minerals other than coal, and 
over 45 percent of our coal requirements are 
produced by surface mining. Those necessary 
legislative revisions, to assure continuance 
of that mining, are too important and too 
complex and technical to be carefully exam
lned and considered in the short period of 
time remaining in this session. The com
plexities involved are illustrated by the fact 
that on July 18, 1972, the mining industry 
found it necessary to present to Chairman 
Jackson and the members of the Senate 
Interior Committee a recommendation for 27 
minimum changes required to be made in 
S. 630 (in the form substantially as reported) 
in order to attain workable legislation. 

Let me underscore that when we say, 
"minimum changes required to be made", 
we are advising you that it is the considered 
best judgment of the mining industry that 
the concepts embraced in the 27 suggested 
amendments must be included if a surface 
mining measure is to be workable-for this 
industry to continue to supply the energy 
and Inaterials necessary for our economic 
well-being and the maintenance of our 
requisite national defense posture. 

A viable mining industry is the keystone in 
the arch of the American enterprise system. 
Hasty, ill-considered, end-session-rush legis
lation of the kind now before the Congress 
would be clearly inimical to that system, and 
thus inimical to America's best interests. 

We therefore urge that Congress defer final 
action on this subject until there is time to 
develop the kind of sound legislation which 
can protect the nation's environment and at 
the same time preserve the ability of the 
mining industry to meet the nation's energy 
and mineral needs. 

Sincerely, 
J. ALLAN OVERTON, Jr., President. 

I also received, as did other Members, 
the following communication dated Oc
tober 6 from our colleague, Hon. JAMES 
KEE: 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, D.C., October 6,1972. 
MY DEAR COLLEAGUE: It is expected that 

H.R. 6482, The Strip Mining Reclamation Bill, 
will be called up under suspensions pos
sibly Wednesday evening, October 11th, or 
Thursday afternoon, October 12th. 

As the Committee Report 92-1462 shows, I 
joined with Chairman Wayne N. Aspinall in 
separate views. 

I respectfully enclose for your considera
tion a copy of my remarks which 1 intend to 
deliver on the Floor of the House in opposi
tion to H.R. 6482 as presently drafted. 

If you agree with my position, I will be 
grateful to you personally, if you will join 
with me in voting against H.R. 6482. 

Sincerely yours, 
JAMES KEE, 

Member of Congress. 

Mr. Speaker, I cannot generate much 
personal enthusiasm for a bill which has 
a number of fat.al defects, such as the 
fact that jurisdiction for enforcement is 
placed in the toothless Department of 
the Interior. I still believe very firmly 
that abolition is the only answer to the 
destruction of land caused by the strip 
mining of coal. I have today sent a letter 
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to each of the co-sponsors of my abolition 
bill, the text of which follows: 

OCTOBER 10, 1972. 
Dear Fellow-Sponsor of Abolition of Coal 

Strip-Mining: 
Although I am very reluctantly going to 

vote for the Committee-reported bill, H.R. 
6482--on the grounds that it might slow 
down the worst forms of strip-mining devas
tation-! am still convinced that the only 
genuine solution to the continued ripping up 
of the land. is the total abolition of the strip 
mining of coal. 

When the House bill is debated, I intend to 
make it perfectly clear that the only sensible 
long-range answer to strip mining is aboli
tion. My vote for H.R. 6482 wm only be affirm
ative because we have no other alternative 
in 1972, and the suspension of the rules will 
not allow an abolition amendment to be 
offered. 

I hope that you will not only hold firm in 
your position for abolition, but will also con
sider some additional argument into the Rec
ord to support this goal. The two points most 
frequently raised by those opposing abolition 
are: ( 1) the energy crisis-where are we 
going to get the coal to power our society if 
we abolish strip mining? and (2) jobs-you 
wouldn't want to wipe out an entire in
dustry and all this employment, would you? 

To the first argument, I point out that the 
reserves of deep-minable coal are eight times 
as large as the strip-minable coal. Further
more, there are 16 states where low-sulfur 
deep-minable coal reserves greatly exceed the 
strippable coal. In West Virginia, there is ten 
times as much deep-minable coal as strip
pable, and in Montana, the ratio is 8:1, for 
example. Also, if we are so short of coal and 
have to rip up the land to strip it, then why 
are we exporting 10 percent of the annual 
coal production? 

To the second argument, on jobs, it takes 
three or four more jobs to produce a ton of 
deep mined coal than to strip mine. Also, the 
war in Vietnam supplies thousands of jobs 
not only in the service but in manufactur
ing napalm, etc., and you don't find many 
people who want to continue the war rather 
than phase out those jobs and ut111ze these 
people in more constructive pursuits. So we 
ought to stop bombing our own land and put 
these people to work on building roads, 
houses, hospitals and other constructive 
tasks. 

Sincerely, 
KEN HECHLER. 

In addition to action this Congress 
takes on strip mining, it is important to 
protect public and Indian lands and na
tional forests, and I have therefore in
troduced the following resolution to stop 
strip mining in national forests and on 
public and Indian lands, and to halt deep 
mining in national forests: 

H.J. RES. 1322 
Joint Resolution to prevent surface mining 

operations on public lands, and deep 
mining 1n national forests 
Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, That, the Secretary of 
the Interior be and hereby is authorized and 
directed (a.) to forbid prospecting, explora
tion, development, or removal of coal de
posits by surface mining methods on all 
public lands and acquired lands of the United 
States and on all Indian lands, (b) to sus
pend pending applications for coal permits 
and leases unless the applicant agrees not to 
explore for or remove the coal deposits by 
surface mining operations, (c) to suspend all 
coal permits and leases on such lands which 
are in effect on the effective date of this 
resolution and which authorize exploration 
or removal of the coal deposits by surface 

mining operations, and (d) to prohibit un
derground coal mining in public and ac
quired lands in the national forests. 

COMPENSATION FOR LONGSHORE
MEN AND HARBOR WORKERS 

<Mr. DANIELS of New Jersey asked 
and was given permission to extend his 
remarks at this point in the RECORD and 
to include ext~aneous matter.) 

Mr. DANIELS of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, H.R. 12006, a bill which I spon
sored to amend the Longshoremen's and 
Harbor Workers' Compensation Act, is on 
the Suspension Calendar for considera
tion by the House this week. 
• This bill, which will provide broad and 
far-reaching improvements in the act, 
has the strong support of labor, manage
ment, and industry, as evidenced by the 
following letters and telegrams which I 
have received. I am also including a copy 
of a letter sent to each Member of the 
House today which is signed by Chair
man CARL D. PERKINS of the full Com
mittee on Education and Labor, Hon. 
AUGUSTUS F. HAWKINS, Hon. ALBERT H. 
QUIE, Hon. MARVIN L. ESCH, Hon. WIL
LIAM A. STEIGER, and myself. 

The letters and telegrams follow: 
NEW YORK, N.Y. 

Hon. DOMINICK V. DANIELS, 
Cannon House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

The International Longshoremen's Associa
tion, AFL-CIO continues to fully support 
the Daniels Bill H.R. 12006 which provides 
the following additional benefits for our rank 
and file. 

(1) Increases the maximum weekly bene
fits in the first year to $167.00 from $70.00. 

(2) Provides for free choice of doctors by 
the employees. 

(3) Provides for the payment of attorney's 
fee to be paid by the employer in contested 
cases. 

(4) It eliminates the maximum of 24,000.00 
on temporary total disability claims. 

(5) It extends coverage which was limited 
to the ship in the old b1ll-to the piers, 
wharves and terminals. 

The executive council-the highest govern
ing body of the !LA which includes represent
atives from all major ports considered the bill 
on September 14 and no opposition was raised 
by any member of the council. 

Respectfully yours, 
THOMAS W. GLEASON, 

President, InternCbtional Longshoremen's 
Association, AFL-CIO. 

Hon. DOMINICK V. DANIELS, 
2181 Rayburn House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C.: 

The International Longshoremen's Asso
ciation, AFL-0!0, strongly urges passage of 
the Daniels bill H.R. 12006 which will amend 
the Longshoremen's and Ha.rborworkers 
Compensation Act. This legislation 1s 
urgently needed to provide our injured long
shoremen with a. reasonable amount of 
compensation during periods of unemploy
ment resulting from injury or illness sus
tained in the course of their employment. 
The bill provides for a substantial increase 
over the present maximum of seventy dol
lars per week which is beneath the poverty 
level and extend coverage of the blll to 
adjoining piers, wharves and terminals where 
longshoremen are employed. With the ex
tension of coverage, our members will not 
have to rely on State compensation statutes, 
many of which provide rates of compensation 
which are totally inadequate. We request 

that you and all other Members of the House 
lend support to the bill to insure its passage. 

THOMAS W. GLEASON, 
President, International Longshoremen's 

Association, AFL-CIO. 

Hon. DoMINICK V. DANIELS, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C.: 

New York Shipping Association, Inc., and 
International Longshoremen's Association, 
AFL--CIO, jointly urge your support of H.R. 
12006 providing long overdue benefit in
creases for injured workers and other 
urgently needed adjustments in the Long
shoremen's and Harbor Workers' Compensa
tion Act. Bill has full support of manage
ment, labor and the administration. 

JAMES J. DICKMAN, 
President, New York Shipping Associa

tion, Inc. 
THOMAS W. GLEASON, 

President, International Longshoremen's 
Association, AFL-CIO . 

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIF. 
C~L D. PERKINS, 
Chairman, Labor and Education Committee, 

Washington, D.C.: 
Officers of International Longshoremen's 

and Warehousemen's Union urge adoption of 
H.R. 12006 amending the Longshore and Har
bor Workers Compensation Act. 

HARRY BRIDGES, 
President, IWU. 

Congressman DOMINICK V. DANIELS, 
Rayburn House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C.: 

On behalf of our 175,000 members and 
other workers of the District of Columbia 
we congratulate you on reporting act. H.R. 
12006, the Longshoremen and Harbor Work
ers Act which continues to cover the workers 
of the District of Columbia under workmen's 
compensation. _ 

The Greater Washington Central Labor 
Council and its affiliates whole heartedly sup
port your legislation and urges the Members 
of the House to adopt your bill. 

GEORGE W. APPERSON, 
President, the Greater Washington 

Central Labor Council, AFL-aiO. 

AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR 
AND CONGRESS OF INDUSTRIAL 
ORGANIZATIONS, 

Washington, D.C., September 28, 1972. 
Han. DOMINICK V. DANIELS, 
U.S. House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN DANIELS: On Monday, 
October 2, the House of Representatives will 
vote on H.R. 12006, a bill to amend the Long
shoremen's and Harbor Worker's Compensa
tion Act. The AFL-CIO urges that you sup
port this bill. It has the support of the In
ternational Longshoremen's Association and 
all other AFL-CIO affiliates where member
ship is covered by the bill. 

The companion bill, S. 2318, has . already 
passed the . Senate and if the House acts 
favorably on Monday, long overdue improve
ments in the workmen's compensation bene
fit structure for approximately 800,000 
workers can become a reality. The basic 
legislation, the Longshoremen's and Harbor 
Worker's Compensation Act, was last 
amended in 1961. It covers longshoremen 
and harbor workers, ship repairmen, workers 
in private industry in the District of Co
lumbia, workers employed in nonappropri
ated fund instrumentalities (P.X. etc.), 
American workers employed on defense bases 
overseas-who are primarily building and 
construction trades workers-and workers 
employed on the outer continental shelf. 

After 12 years without amendment, the 
Longshoremen's Act has become outdated.' 
The amendments, proposed 1n H.R. 12006, are 
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consistent with recommendations of the Na
tional Commission On State Workmen's 
Compensation Laws, and upon enactment 
would restore this federal workmen's com
pensation program to its former place of 
prominence in the field of workmen's com
pensation. 

Sincerely, 
ANDREW J. BIEMU.LER, 

Director, Department of Legislation. 

WASHINGTON BUILDING AND 
CoNSTRUCTION TRADES COUNCIL, 

Washington, D.C., September 26, 1972. 
Hon. DoMINICK DANIELS, 
House of Representatives, Chairman, Select 

Labor Subcommittee, Cannon House Of
fice Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. DANIELS: On behalf of the Wash
ington Building and Construction Trades 
Council, representing 30,000 building trades
men a.nd the labor movement in the District 
of Columbia., I wish to thank you and all the 
members of the Committee for your support 
of H.R. 12006. 

Passage of this bill will mean that injured 
workers in the District will, once again, en
joy the benefits of one of the most progres
sive compensation acts in the country. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOSEPH F. CURTICE, 

Executive Secretary. 

NEW YoRK, N.Y. 
Hon. DOMINICK V. DANIELS, 
Chairman, Committee on Education and 

Labor, House of Representatives, Wash
ington, D.C.: 

Careful reconsideration demonstrates pro
posed benefits warrant surrender of long
shoreman third party unseaworthiness claim. 

JACOB RASSNER. 

ASHCRAFT & GERAL, 
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS AT LAW, 

Washington, D.C., September 12, 1972. 
Hon. DoMINICK DANIELS, 
Chairman, Select Labor Subcommittee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

Sm: For the past 20 years, we have spe
cialized in the handling of workmen's com
pensation cases, exclusively for injured em
ployees, in the District of Columbia, Mary
land, and Virginia. We have recently had the 
occasion to review the long overdue pro
posed amendments to the Longshoremen's 
and Harbor Workers' Compensation Act. The 
reported amendments are set forth in H.R. 
12006 as amended. 

It is our opinion, after reviewing the bill, 
that it is an excellent one and should be 
passed in its entirety. We further feel that, 
with regard to third party actions, the pro
posed amendments eliminating unseaworthi
ness as a basis for third party actions is 
equitable as long as third party actions can 
be maintained based on common law negli
gence. This is, in fact, the basis for liability 
in these cases in virtually every state and 
also eliminates some of the inequities pres
ent under the existing Act. As previously 
stated, the proposed amendments found in 
H.R. 12006 as amended should be passed. 

Very truly yours, 
LEE C. ASHCRAFT. 

RoYSTON, RAYZOR, CooK & VICKERY, 
Houston, Tex., September 25, 1972. 

Hon. DOMINICK V. DANIELS, 
U.S. House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN DANIELS: On behalf of 
all employer segments in the shipping and 
stevedore industry in all areas of the coun
try for whom we speak (see attached list), 
we urge your support for the above b1ll to 
amend the Federal Longshoremen's & Harbor 
Workers' Compensation Act. 

This bill, after hearings, was favorably re
ported unanimously by your Committee on 

Education and Labor. Its companion meas
ure in the Senate, S. 2318, also after exten
sive hearings, was favorably reported unani
mously by the Senate Committee on Labor 
and Public Welfare and was then unani
mously passed by the Senate. The bill has 
the support of, and is endorsed by, the 
Administration. 

This proposed legislation deals with and 
resolves two interrelated cardinal problems 
which have plagued the industry and pre
cluded any Congressional action since 1961: 
(a) third party actions with an attendant 
circular liabillty, and (b) outdated compen
sation benefits. Additionally, this bill ex
tends coverage of the Act to protect addi
tional shoreside maritime workers and pro
Vides for administrative reforms both as to 
the rights of workers and the operation of. 
the Department of Labor. 

While admittedly neither management nor 
labor has had its own way in the proposed 
legislation, it was arrived at through count
less discussions and meetings and represents 
a compromise with which each of us believes 
we can live: 

(a) On third party actions, we have sought 
to place an employee injured aboard a vessel 
in the same position he would be in if he 
were injured in a non-maritime employment 
ashore and have thus preserved for him an 
action against a vessel for negligence; 

(b) On increased benefits, we have been 
guided by the recommendations of the Na
tional Commission on State Workmen's 
Compensation laws contained in its report 
issued July 21, 1972, and believe, the provi
sions of the bill are consistent with this 
report. 

We have no doubt that the proposed legis
lation will evoke anguished cries from those 
individuals who stand to gain at the expense 
of the employee by continuance of the pres
ent Act and a refusal to enact these badly 
needed changes. Our industry, both manage
ment and labor, however, as was made fully 
evident during the hearings, cannot stand 
the continuance of the status quo. It is for 
this reason that we have worked so long and 
hard to arrive at legislation to which man
agement and labor could each subscribe; and 
we so commend it to you. 

Respectfully yours, 
DENNIS LINDSAY, 
EDWARD D. VICKERY, 
JAMES A. FLYNN, 
THoMAs D. Wn.cox, 
FRANCIS A. SCANLAN, 

Executive Committee of National 
Maritime Compensation Committee. 

MEMBERSHIP OF NATIONAL MARITIME 
COMPENSATION COMMITTEE 

Boston Shipping Association, Inc. 
Great Lakes Terminal Association. 
Hampton Roads Maritime Association, Inc. 
Lake Carriers Association. 
Master Contracting Stevedores Association 

of the Pacific Coast, Inc. 
Mobile Steamship Association, Inc. 
National Association of Stevedores. 
New Orleans Steamship Association. 
New York Shipping Association, Inc. 
North Atlantic Ports Association. 
Pensacola Steamship Association. 
Philadelphia Marine Trade Association. 
Portland Shipping Association, Inc. 
Savannah Maritime Association. 
Steamship Trade Association of Baltimore, 

Inc. 
Tampa Steamship Association. 
West Gulf Maritime Association. 

HOUSTON, TEx. 
Hon. DOMINICK DANIELS, 
U.S. House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.O. 

At its final business meeting following its 
American Merchant Marine conference the 
Propeller Club of the United States assem-

bled in its 46th national convention unani
mously passed the following resolution "The 
Propeller Club of the United States strongly 
endorses HR 12006 to amend the Longshore
men's & Harbor Workers' Compensation Act, 
and noting its counterpart S. 2318 has been 
passed by the Senate, strongly recommends 
that HR 12006 be passed by the House of 
Representatives at the earliest possible time." 
The Propeller Club respectfully requests and 
urges your full support of this important 
legislation. 

JASPERS. BAKER, 
National President. 

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIF. 
Congressman DOMINICK V. DANIELS, 
Chairman, Committee on Education and La

?or, Cannon House Office Building, Wash
tngton, D.C. 
The international officers of ILWU and the 

Coast Labor Relations Committee represent
ing the entire Longshore division including 
the States of California, Oregon, Washington, 
Alaska, and Hawaii urge you to vote for 
adoption of HR 12006 amending the Long
shore Harbor Worker Compensation Act. 

WM. H. CHESTER, 
Vice President, IL WU, Assistant to the 

President. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, COM
MITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR, 
SELECT SUBCOMMITTEE ON LABOR 

Washington, D.C., October 10,.1972 
DEAR CoLLEAGUE: The House Suspension 

Calendar has listed for consideration H.R. 
12006, a bill that contains long overdue 
changes in the Longshoremen's and Harbor 
Workers' Compensation Act. The House Ed
ucation and Labor Committee unanimously 
reported the bill after three days of exten
sive hearings involving interested parties 
from all segments of management, labor and 
others involved in workmen's compensation. 

H.R. 12006 wlll provide broac: and far
reaching improvement in the benefit struc
ture, coverage and administration of this 
47 year-old workmen's compensation pro
gram. The benefits under this statute which 
covers more than 800,000 workers including 
workers, employees in the District of Col
umbia, at overseas bases (primarily construc
tion workers) , in nonappropriated fund em
ployment, and in projects on the Outer 
Continental Shelf have not been improved 
for 12 years. A Fact Sheet which explains 
the major provisions of this bill is attached 
for your information. 

Claims have been made by certain in
dividuals that the Committee Bill eliminates 
the right of longshoremen to bring third 
party actions against vessels on which they 
are injured. That is absolutely untrue. The 
fact is that the Committee Blll preserves 
the rights of injured longshoremen to sue 
third parties, including vessels, whose neg
ligence caused injury to the longshoremen. 
In that respect, the Committee Bill leaves 
the longshoremen in exactly the same posi
tion as land based employees. The Commit
tee Bill eliminates only the vessel's liability 
without fault under the so-called "unsea
worthiness" doctrine, and the indemnity 
agreements and warranties under which 
stevedores have been held liable for dam
ages payable by vessels far in excess of com
pensation benefits. 

Under the Committee Bill, vessels will have 
the same duty as land based employers to 
provide a safe place to work for longshore
men, and if a vessel or its crew is negligent 
the vessel will be liable as a third party to 
the injured longshoreman for unlimited 
damages just as would a land based em
ployer. 

H.R. 12006 is endorsed by the AFL-CIO, 
the International Longshoremen's Associa
tion (whose 115,000 membership is covered 
by the Act), the International Longshore-
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men's and Warehousemen's Union (whose 
20,000 members are also covered by the Act), 
and by the overwhelming number of em
ployers, port associations and others in the 
maritime industry. The bill has the strong 
endorsement of the Administration and is 
consistent with the recently issued biparti
san recommendations of the Commission on 
State Workmen's Compensation Programs. 

We believe you will agree that such solid 
unanimity of view is rare among these groups. 
They consider H .R . 12006 to be in the best 
interest of the injured worker, the United 
States maritime industry, and the economy 
of our country. 

We urge your support and vote for this 
bill which will provide a modern workmen's 
compensation program for a substantial num
ber of American workers. 

Sincerely, 
CARL D . PERKINS. 
DOMINICK V. DANIELS. 

AUGUSTUS F. HAWKINS. 
ALBERT H . QUIE. 

MARVIN L. ESCH. 
WILLIAM A. STEIGER. 

FACT SHEET 

The major improvements provided by H.R. 
12006 are the following: 

Restore the opportuntty for most injured 
workers to receive 66 %% wages when in
capacitated by a. work injury; 

Immediate increase in maximum limit on 
weekly payments for injured workers from 
$70 to $167 a week; 

Increases thereafter in the weekly limit 
will be based on the recommendation of the 
Commission on State Workmen's Compensa
tion Prograzns over a four- year period; 

Automatic adjustment of benefit levels 
on an annual basis to refiect increases in cost 
of living; · 

Improved medical service and rehabilita
tive assistance and opportunities for injured 
workers; 

Increased benefits to survivors of workers 
killed as a result of job injuries; 

Substantial upgrading of benefits to in
jured workers or survivors, presently receiv
ing payments--now as low as $25 per week 
in some cases; 

Improved financial structure for provid
ing payments to injured handicapped 
workers; 

New mechanisms for the Secreta.ry of Labor 
to provide assist ance to workers so that they 
ma.y obtain the maximum benefit due them 
under the Act. 

These provisions are reg>arded as essential 
to a model workmen's compensation program 
by industry, labor and experts in workmen"s 
compensation. 

H.R. 12006 modifies third party suits by 
outlawing indemnity actions or agreements 
that result in the stevedore paying most or 
all the third party award. Also, in order to 
successfully sue a vessel, a longshoreman 
must now establish that the vessel was, in 
fact, negligent. This is the same standard 
applicable in all land based, non-maritime 
third party suits. 

THE GREEK. JUNTA IN ACTION: 
THE DISSOLUTION OF TWO AS
SOCIATIONS 
<Mr. FRASER asked and was given 

permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Speaker, Niall Mac
Dermot, O.B.E., Q.C. is the Secretary 
General of the International Commission 
of Jurists and a former Minister of State 
in the Government of the United King
dom. He was educated at Rugby, Bailiol 
College, Oxford and Inner Temple, Lon-

don. A British barrister-at-law, he was 
fl.rst elected to the House of Commons, 
representing Lewisham North in 1957. 
He represented Derby North from 1962 
to 1970. 

In May of this year, Mr. MacDermot 
went to Athens as an observer of pro
ceedings to dissolve two Greek voluntary 
associations. Following my remarks are 
Mr. MacDermot's comments on the May 
16, 1972 hearing. 

This report confl.rms what many 
Americans recognize. Greece today is not 
a free nation. It is governed by a mili
tary junta which does not tolerate even 
the mildest constructive dissent. 

The report follows: 
REPORT AND COMMENTS ON PROCEEDINGS FOR 

THE DISSOLUTION OF Two GREEK ASSOCIA
TIONS 

(By Niall Ma.cDermot, Q.C.) 
REPORT 

1. I attended these proceedings as an inter
national observer on behalf of the Inter
national Commission of Jurists, having noti
fied the Minister of Justice in advance of my 
intention to do so. At the hearing I made 
my presence known to the Judges, the Pro
curator-General, the Counsel for the Prefect 
and Counsel for the Defence. I had the as
sistance of interpreters throughout the 
hearing. 

2. The proceedings were brought by the 
Chief Adnpnistra.tive omcer or Prefect of 
Athens against the Society for the Study of 
Greek Problems and the Greek-Europe Youth 
Movement, asking for an order for the dis
solution of both associations. 

3. These were civil proceedings before the 
Court of First Instance of Athens. The Court 
comprise~ three judges presided over by 
Judge Mekalis. As questions of public order 
were involved the Public Prosecutor, Mr. 
Klisiaris, intervened in the proceedings. The 
Society for the Study of Greek Problems was 
represented by Mr. George Mangakis and the 
Greek-Europe Youth Movement by Mr. Gol
finopoulos (who was a member of the Board 
of the Society for the Study of Greek Prob
lems) and Mr. Bouloukos. The hearing took 
place in the evening. The court sat at 7 pm. 
The proceedings against the associations be
gan at 8.45 pm and concluded at 1 am. 

4. There was room in the court for about 
150 to 200 persons. The proceedings were sup
posed to be in public but a. large part of the 
"public" comprised police officers either in 
uniform or in civilian clot hes. Ent ry int o 
the court was controlled by the police. A 
number of young people who sought to ent er 
the court were arrested and released a few 
hours later. Others had their identity cards 
impounded and were turned away and told 
to call and collect them from the security 
police on the following morning. 

5. A number of distinguished personalities 
were present in court who had come to give 
evidence on behalf of the associations, but 
in the event only one of them was allowed 
to do so. These included the former Prime 
Minister of Greece, Mr. Panayotis Canel
lopoulos, four former Ministers of Justice 
MM. George Mavros. Demetrios Papaspyrou: 
who was the last Speaker of the Greek Par
liament, Constantine Kallias and Constan
tine Papaconstantinou; a former Vice-Pres
ident of the Supreme Court, Mr. A. Floros; 
the Professor Emeritus of Political Economy 
at Athens University, Mr. x'enophon Zolotas; 
the Professor Emeritus of Theology, Athens 
Un iversity, Mr. Gerasimos Consideris; and a 
well-known publisher, Mr. Christos Lam
brakls. 

6. The conduct of the proceedings was 
somewhat informal. The witness sat immedi
ately in front of the presiding judge, and 
tended therefore to speak softly. Accord-

ingly he was surrounded by a tight group of 
20 or 30 journalists and spectators who 
wished to hear all the evidence. Desultory and 
ineffectual efforts were made by police of
ficers to persuade these people to sit down 
on the benches. Press and television photo
graphers were present and no-one made any 
attempt to control them. At one moment 
while a. witness was giving evidence a for
eign television cameraman took close-up 
pictures of the witness and of the judges 
from a distance of three or four feet. I was 
given to understand that this latitude by the 
court was unusual. . 

7. The two associations had been formed 
and registered in accordance with the law 
in 1971. Their activities consisted in holding 
public meetings at which distinguished pub-
11<;: figures, some from outside Greece, were 
invited to lecture on some subject of cur
rent interest. The lectures were followed by 
discussions in which the public could par
ticipate. A list of the speakers and lecture 
titles at the meetings held by the Society 
for the Study of Greek Problems is at Ap
pendix A. Lorp. Gardiner, former Lord Chan
cellor of England, was due to address the 
Society on 29 ¥ay 1972 on "The Interna
tional Protection of Human Rights". It is 
believed that this precipitated the action 
taken against the two associations. 

8. The proceedings were based on Article 
21 of Law No. 795 of 1971 on Associations, 
which provides as follows: 

"Article 21. 
Associations (a) whose object or activity 

is contrary to the territorial integrity of the 
State, or to the constitutional regime or to 
the established social order, or to the secu
rity of the State, or to the political and in
dividual rights of the citizens and (b) which 
follow objects other than those defined in 
their statutes, or whose objects or function
ing have become illegal or immoral or con
trary to public order, shall be dissolved by 
an order of the Court of First Instance." 

9. The formal demand of the Prefect for 
the dissolution of the Society for the Study 
of Greek Problems asserted, inter alia, that 
it had from the beginning deviated from its 
object in devoting itself to politics, that it 
had tried to form a political movement 
which is at present forbidden, that it criti
cised and attacked the National Govern
ment, that it wanted to perpetuate political 
passions and the party spirit and to create 
a climate of tension. It also asserted that 
the Society had carried on an illegal activity 
prejudicial to public order, the security of 
the State and the political and individual 
rights of citizens, that it had fomented 
demonstrations tending to undermine the· 
confidence of the people in the State, public 
education, the economy and the established 
order in general. (The list of tendentious 
acts of this kind included the lectures of 
Monsieur Jean Rey and Herr Gunther 
Grass.) The assertions in the demand for 
the dissolution of the Greek-Europe Youth 
Movement were similar, but emphasis was 
laid on the alleged left-wing and anarchistic 
tenden cies of the Movement. 

10. The first hour the proceedings was 
taken up by an application by the defence 
for an adjournment. The first ground of the 
application was that the President of the So
ciety for the Study of Greek Problems, Mr. 
Pesmazoglu, a distinguished Professor of Eco
nomics, and two members of the Board of 
the Society, Mr. Koumantos, a former Assist
ant Professor of Civil Law, and Mr. Peponls, 
former Director-General of the Greek Tele
vision and Radio Corporation had recently 
been arrested and banished to remote moun
tain villages without being charged With any 
offence, and that the case should be ad
journed till they were released so as to be 
able to give evidence to support their society. 
The second ground of the application was 
that the formal copy of the proceedings 



October 10, 1972 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 34677 

served upon the Society for the Study of 
Greek Problems did not correspond with the 
original. 

11. Counsel for the Prefect resisted the ap
plication on the grounds that the associa
tions were carrying on lllegal activities which 
were endangering public order. Counsel for 
the Society made a vehement protest against 
this submission. 

12. The court refused to grant an ad
journment and in ordering that the pro
ceedings should continue stated that the oral 
evidence would be limited to one witness on 
behalf of each party. 

13. In his opening speech, counsel for the 
Prefect stated that the dissolution of the two 
organisations was being requested on the 
grounds that they had overstepped the 
bounds of their original objects and were 
attempting, through meetings and other ac
tivities, to make propaganda against the con
stitutional order and the national economy 
with a view to undermining public confi
dence and causing unrest. 

14. Evidence was heard first in the case 
against the Greek-Europe Youth Movement. 
The witness for the Prefect was the head of 
the section of the security police in Athens 
concerned with youth questions, Mr. Con
stantine Karapanayotis. He stated that the 
association was formed in January, 1971, 
with the aim of promoting the intellectual 
development of its members. He claimed that 
in the 25 meetings held by the association, 
the lecturers had all been "communist sym
pathlsers", had put forward anarchist ideas 
.and Marxist theory and had tried to turn 
public opinion against the established order. 
The Youth Movement had also published a 
review containing communist articles, in
cluding one by Che Guevara. 

They had also published material from an 
edition of Plato's "Sophists" with an intro
duction by Glinos, who was formerly a mem
ber of the Greek Communist Party. The wit
ness stated that the meetings were held with 
the intention of creating unrest among stu
dents. Asked by the President whether they 
had created student demonstrations, the 
witness said that some members of the as
sociation were arrested at three demonstra
tions which had taken place recently. (This 
was a reference to some demonstrations in 
which students had demanded the right to 
elect their own student council in place of 
the present nominated council.) The witness 
went on to say that the Greek-Europe Youth 
Movement had been supported by the Society 
for the Study of Greek Problems "which iS 
also about to be diSsolved". Pesmazoglu, Kou
mantos and Peponis had given talks to the 
Youth Movement. (These three persons are 
described in para. 10 above. None of them 
could remotely be described as "communiSt 
sympathisers".) the witness said he had at
tended some meetings himself. The rest of 
his evidence was hearsay based on pollee in
formation. 

15. Under cross-examination the witness 
was pressed to particularise the general al
legations he had made but refused or was 
unable to do so. Examples of some of the 
questions and answers are as follows (as 
noted at the hearing): 

Q. What was objectionable in the lecture 
which was given on "Contemporary and tra
ditional cinema"? 

A. It had political overtones. 
Q. In what way? 
A. I can't remember. 
Q. What about the lecture on "Modern 

Music" given by Mr. Slzlllanos? 
A. It was stated that any form of dictator· 

ship should be crushed (general laughter). 
Q. What did you disagree with in the lec

tures? 
A. The subject was always connected with 

social questions or the established order. 
Q. What do you object to in Glinos• edition 

.of Plato, the contents or the translator? 
CXVIII--2185-Part 26 

(Counsel pointed out that the work was pub
lished under the Metaxas dictatorship.) 

(No answer.) 
When asked to name members of the 

Greek-Europe Youth Movement who took 
part in the student demonstrations, the wit
ness named six persons, but it turned out 
that only one of them belonged to the Move
ment. 

The witness was unable to give an exam
ple of anything subversive said by ¥1"· Pes
mazoglu, Mr. Koumantos or Mr. Peponls in 
their speeches to the students. 

Q: Is Mr. Pesmazoglu left, right or centre? 
A: You know better than I do. 
Q: Was anything said by Mr. Pesmazoglu 

communistic? 
A: No. 
Q: What was the communist element in his 

talk on the stages of European unification? 
A: Nobody said Pesmazoglu was a com

munist. 
Q: Are you saying he was trying to over

throw the establiShed constitution of the 
country? 

(No audible answer.) 
16. The witness called on behalf of the 

Greek-Europe Youth Movement was a former 
Athens University Professor, Mr. Zervos. He 
denied that the movement was "communis
tic''. They had invited notable foreign per
sonalities to lecture to them, such as the 
Polish mathematlcian Puratowski, who spoke 
on a purely scientific subject. The witness 
had himself given a purely nationalist lec
ture on Missolonghi on Greece's National 
Day, October 28, in the presence of senior 
officers. He had not been asked any questions 
or heard any comments of the kind that 
would be expected if the police officer's evi
dence was correct. The students were lively 
and exuberant as young people are, but they 
were not the revolutionary types. 

The witness commented that "your Min
ister told students to express their views". 
(This was a reference to a speech made by 
Mr. Byron Stamatopoulos, Under-secretary 
to the Premier, in Patras a few days earlier. 
According to press reports he said: "The 
Government considers you mature enough to 
have rights. The revolution leans to the 
young men, to the new powers . . . You have 
every right to freely express your opinions 
not only regarding problems faced at th& 
University, but we also want you to think 
about and express yourselves on matters of 
Greek foreign policy.") There was no chal
lenge to this witness' evidence in cross
examination. 

17. In the closing speeches, counsel for the 
Prefect said that they were asking for the 
dissolution of the Association for having 
overstepped the bounds of its original func
tion. It had become a political organisation 
acting against the established regime, and in 
practising anti-government politics, it was 
trying to stir up the people to revolt. Coun
sel for the defence, Mr. Golflnopoulos argued 
that in the police officer's evidence, he had 
not given a single example to establish the 
truth of the allegations he was making. 

18. Mr. Theodore Mantzavas, the police 
witness against the Society for the Study of 
Greek Problems, was then called. He said 
that the association was founded in Febru
ary. 1971, with the aim of studying con
temporary Greek problems. He had attended 
the first meeting which took place in "Par
nasso". Among those who spoke were the 
President. Professor Pesmazoglu and Mr. 
Xidis (a former Greek Ambassador). They 
were casting aspersions upon the present 
regime, saying that no economic progress 
had been made during the years 1967-70. 
That they were being subversive was shown 
by the lengthy applause at the end of each 
paragraph. At the Jean Rey meeting, about 
600 people were present, including the Presi
dent of the Society. Their satisfaction at 
what he said was obvious. Though he came 

[to Greece] as a guest, he criticised the 
regime. 

19. The following are examples of the wit
ness' answers to questions by the President 
of the Court and by counsel for the Prefect: 

President. What recent events led to the 
arrest and banishment of the President of 
the Association? 

A. The discussion about the Greek lan
guage, in which they were ironical about the 
existing legislation. (This is a reference to 
the government policy seeking to replace the 
present-day vernacular Greek by a form of 
Greek more akin to classical Greek.) 

President: What was the effect of this? 
A: They created such a crazy atmosphere 

in the audience that I had the impression 
that when they left they could do anything, 
even overthrow the regime. 

President: Tell us what you know about 
Pesmazoglu. 

A: Ever since the foundation of the Asso
ciation the activities of Pesmazoglu have 
been clearly political. 

President: Give concrete examples. 
A: I have in mind indirect political activi

ties. He published petitions for the release 
of political prisoners. 

President: Do any documents exist? 
A: In a lecture he said that a democratic 

procedure was necessary to fulfill the aims of 
the Association. 

counsel for the Prefect: What were they 
trying to achieve? 

A: Their position was clearly against the 
government. 

Q: In his lecture, a Mr. Louros ... (re-
ferring to a well-known Professor). 

Defence (Mangakls} (interrupting to ob
ject): The University Professor! "A Mr. Lou
ros ... "What's all this? (disturbance in the 
courtroom) 

President (ringing the bell}: Silence 
please.. . t it 

Defence (Mangakls): But, Mr. Presiden. 
is not possible, "a Mr. Louros ... " 

President: Witness, continue. 
A: Mr. Louros had said tha.t we needed a 

government elected by the people. 
counsel for the Prefect: Were any declara

tions against the government made in those 
meetings? 

President: He has already said so. 
Q: were they trying to arouse feelings? 
A: Yes. t 
Q: no you know th8it Pesmazoglu was no 

given a passport? Why? 
A: Because of his political activities. 
The following are extracts from the cross

examination of this witness by Defence 
counsel: 

Q: Do you know who the first president 
of the Association was? 

A: I don't know. 
Q: It was Papastefanou, President of the 

Nationalist Lawyers' Association. Tell me, 
what do you know about the first meeting 
in "Parnassos", the subject of which was 
''Greece-Europe''? 

A: They said nothing was getting done in 
our country. That was the general theme. 
What should we do? 

The witness agreed that the Society had 
printed and published all the lectures given 
to the Society, together with a summary of 
the discussions. 

Q: Were those outside the alms and objects 
of the Association? 

A: Yes, I didn't see any problem being 
studied. 

Q: In all the Association's publlcations, 
can you find a single phrase that could be 
described as being "against the regime"? 

A: I have no guarantee that all that was 
written is exactly what was said. 

Q: You mean it was falsified? 
A: Yes. 
Q (handling over two publlcations) : Is 

there in here a single falsified sentence? You 
must have read them. 
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A: I cannot vouch for their accuracy. 
President: Take this report of the Gunther 

Grass lecture. How is it different from what 
was said? 

(No audible answer.) 
Defence Counsel: If there was something 

"bad", the newspapers would write about it 
for publicity reasons, and I apologise to the 
members of the Press who are here. Can you 
point out one word against the established 
regime? 

A: It depends upon the effect they had 
on the public. The climate, the atmosphere 
of subversion was created. 

Q: When you say they were "against the 
present situation", what do you mean? 

A: The present situation-the constitu
tional situation-as you like. 

Q: Were they against the government or 
the Constitution? 

A: They were against the esta.blished order. 
Q: What is that? 
A: Against the regime. 
Q: What made you think they would try 

to overthrow the regime? 
A: On the faces of the gathering it was 

obvious they were going to undermine the 
regime. 

Q: Was there any incident at any of the 
meetings? 

A: There was no incident--but they were 
capable of 1t. 

Q: Is a. person who invites someone to 
speak responsible for what he says? 

A: Yes, of course. 
Q: Then the Press Secretary to the Prime 

Minister is responsible for what Gunther 
Grass said when he was invited to debate 
with him on televislon? 

(No answer.) 
Q (quoting from one of the published 

lectures): "The condition of progress is the 
functioning of democratic procedures". Is 
that subversive? 

(No answer.) 
20. Mr. Pana.yotis Canellopoulos, former 

Prime Minister of Greece, was called as the 
witness on behalf of the Society. He said he 
had followed all the activities of the Society 
closely. He was not present at the meetings, 
as he had not attended a.ny public meet
ings since the coup d'etat. He ha.d, however, 
read newspaper reports of the meetings and 
also the Society's publications, which in
cluded the full text of the lectures. There 
was not one word in them which would jus
tify the State in its application for the dis
solution of the Society. All the lectures were 
on a. hi~ intellectual level. Jean Rey holds 
a. prominent position in Europe. He was a.t 
one time President o! the Commission o! 
the European Community. At that time he 
(the witness) was president of the delega
tion responsible for the entry of Greece into 
the European Common Market. Jean Rey, 
who had. also been a 'Minister in Belgium, is 
now being represented as being involved in 
an attempt to provoke agitation! This is 
what is so absurd. The people planted by a. 
government in a. crowd to applaud are not 
considered to be provocative, a.s opposed to 
the spontaneous applause during a. meeting. 
His evidence concluded as follows: 

President: You said you didn't take part 
in any meeting? 

Witness: No, but I read the texts of the 
lectures. 

President: Defence? 
Defence (Mangakis) to Witness: Do you 

have anything to add? 
Witness: Yes. I was interrupted by the 

President. I would like to add that the activ
ities of the Society have been represented as 
intended to overthrow the government. At 
least in the evidence about the conduct of 
the Society no such thing is mentioned. It 
is an absolute lie that the Society has been 
engaged 1n anti-national activity. If the ac
t1v1t1es of the Society are anti-national, then, 
all that I have been saying ha.s been even 

more anti-national and I cannot think of 
anybody who would not be considered anti
national under those circumstances. They 
say "Speak and criticise". But this seems to 
be a trap, because if anyone does speak he 
is arrested and put in jail. If the Court de
cides that the Society has gone too far, then 
I have gone even further. In this case it is 
not the Society which is on trial. It is Greek 
justice. 

21. At the conclusion of the case the Pub
lic Prosecutor, Mr. Klislaris, asked the Court 
to order the dissolution of the two societies 
which he said were undermining the estab
lished order. He conceded that some of the 
answers of the pollee witnesses under cross
examination had been unsatisfactory, but 
nevertheless asked the Court to accept their 
evidence about the dangerous nature of the 
societies. It was not what had been said at 
the meetings but the atmosphere which en
couraged people to act in a way which was 
dangerous to public order. By their activities 
"they sow the seeds of doubt". 

22. At the conclusion of the hearing the 
President said that written evidence could 
be submitted within the next three days. 

23. On Tuesday, 23 May, an order was made 
dissolving both associations. 

COMMENTS 

24. Subject to the three matters mentioned 
below, it may be said that the case appeared 
to be fairly conducted. The defence were 
given the opportunity to cross-examine the 
police evidence and to present their own case. 
The President of the Court was reasonably 
patient and did not intervene at any great 
length, leaving the conduct of the proceed
ings to Counsel for the parties. It was obvious 
from the press attendance, apart from my 
own presence, that there was considerable 
international interest in the proceedings and 
the President was at pains to conduct the 
trial fairly. 

26. The three matters on which I think it 
right to comment are as follqws: 

(1) Although it was within the power of 
the Court to limit the oral witnesses to one 
for each party (since these were civil and 
not criminal proceedings), it seems more 
than surprising that the order should have 
been made in a case of such importance and 
complexity. Its effect was to make it virtually 
impossible for either side to present their 
case properly. In particular, it was impossible 
for the Defence to call .the witnesses they 
would have needed to call to be in a. position 
to refute all the very general accusations 
made against the associations. 

(2) It was most unsatisfactory in a trial of 
this kind for so much of the police evidence 
to have been hearsay evidence, which, there
fore, could not be properJy tested in cross~ 
examination. Again, I understand it was 
within the power of the Court to permit 
this as the proceedings were civil. But, as 
one of the Defence Counsel (Mr. Mangakis) 
pointed out at the hearing, if the evidence 
given by the police was correct it would 
mean that the members of the associations 
had committed criminal offences. If they had 
been tried on crimlnal charges, much stricter 
rules of evidence would have applied and 
defence rights would have been better safe
guarded. The Court and the Public Prosecutor 
seemed unperturbed by the inability of the 
pollee witnesses to particularise the general 
allegations they were making, much of which 
was based on hearsay information. 

(3) The pressure to complete the oral pro
ceedings on the same evening that they began 
made it impossible to enquire properly into 
the many serious issues raised 1n the case. 
I was surprised at the brevity of the cross
examination. When I commented to the de
fence lawyers that if I had to cross-examine 
these police witnesses before an English court 
I woUld expect my cross-examination to last 
several hours, their answer was that they 

would have been stopped if they had at
temped to do this. This was supported by 
the fact that one of the defence counsels was 
stopped by the Court when he had been 
cross-examining a police witness for about 
ten to fifteen minutes. 

26. The three factors just mentioned com
bined to produce an atmosphere of unreality 
about the proceedings. No one present seemed 
to contemplate for a moment that the Court 
could do otherwise than make the order 
asked for by the Prefect with the support 
of the Public Prosecutor. The proceedings 
gave the impression of a ritual which had 
to be gone through before the order for 
dissolution of the associations was made. 
Certainly, by the standards of proof to which 
one has become accustomed in countries 
living under the Rule of Law, it is diffi.cult to 
see how the police evidence could have been 
thought suffi.cient to establish the prop
ositions which required to be proved in order 
to make out the case for dissolution under 
Article 21. 

27. In this connection it seems that the 
phrase "contrary . . . to the constitutional 
regime or to the established social order" in 
Article 21 is construed by the Court as well 
as by the pollee as meaning "contrary to the 
Government." It will have been observed 
that one of the grounds on which the order 
was sought against the Society for the Study 
of Greek Problems was that "it criticised and 
attacked the National Government." Neither 
the police witnesses, nor the Court seemed 
able or willing to draw a distinction between 
activities which were subversive of public 
order and activities which were critical of the 
regime. The attitudes which were revealed 
a.t this trial demonstrated even more clearly 
than the result of the trial how far Greece 
has departed from the principles of the Rule 
of Law, and how paper thin ts the facade 
of greater freedom of expression. 

Geneva, June, 1972. 
APPENDIX A 

Public meetings of the Society for the Study 
of Greek Problems 

1. April 29, 1971, at Parnassos Conference 
Ha.ll; Subject: "Greece-Europe"; Speakers: 
N. Athanassiadis (Professor of Technology), 
Nikos Kyrtazldis (Secretary General of De
partment of Coordination), Aleoos Xyd1s (Ex
Ambassador), I. Pesmazoglu, and Anghelos 
Terzakls (Author). 

2. May 31, 1971, a.t Hilton Hotel; Subject: 
"Ideological Basis of European Unity"; 
Speaker: Jean Rey (former President of 
European Commission) . 

3. November 1, 1971, at Hotel Alpha; Sub
ject: "Our Glossary Problem"; Speakers: 
Alex. Argyrtou (Author and Engineer), I. 
Th. Kakrtdis (former Professor of the Uni
versity of Salonlka), K. Kouloufakos (Edi
tor), A. I. Peponls, and T. Sinopoulos (Author 
and Doctor) . 

4. November 22, 1971, at Hotel Alpha; Sub
ject: "George Seferis, Nobel Laureate"; 
Speaker: Manolis Anagnostakis (Poet and 
Doctor), Yannis Dalla (Poet), Rodis Roufos 
(Author), T. Sinopoulos and Th. Frangeo
poulos (Author). 

6. January 17, 1972, at Hotel Alpha: Sub
ject: "Problems of Education: Humanitarian 
Culture and Professional Knowledge"; Speak
ers: K. Alavanos (Lawyer), Ell Yiotopoulu
Siss111anou; Irene Dilari (Chemist), G. 
Koumandos, I. Pesmazoglu, and Demetrios 
Fatouros (Professor of the University of Tech
nology, Salonlka) ·. 

6. February 28, 1972, at Holte! Alpha; Sub
ject: "Technology, Intellectualism and the 
State"; Speakers: N. Louros (Professor); N. 
Kyriazidis; D. Th. Tsatsos (Professor of the 
University of Bonn); Betty Vakalopoulu 
(Architect) . 

7. March 20, 1972, at Hotel Alpha: Subject· 
"words versus Habit"; Speaker: Gunther 
Grass (German Author). 
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8. May 8, 1972, at Hotel Alpha; Subject: 
.. Human Rights: Freedom of Speech and 
Communication"; Speakers: J. Kambanellis 
(Playwright); G. Koumandos; K. Kyriazis 
(Editor and Author); A. I. Peponis; V. 
Raphaelidis (Producer) ; Stratis Tslrkas (Au
thor). 

CONFERENCE REPORT: H.R. 14989 
Mr. ROONEY of New York submitted 

the following conference report and 
statement on the bill <H.R. 14989) mak
ing appropriations .for the Departments 
of State, Justice, and Commerce, the 
Judiciary, and related agencies for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1973, and 
for other purposes: 
CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. No. 92-1567) 

The Committee of Conference on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 
14989) "making appropriations for the De
partments of State, Justice, and Commerce, 
the Judiciary, and related agencies for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1973, and for 
other purposes," having met, after full and 
free conference, have agreed to recommend 
and do recommend to their respective Houses 
as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its amend
ments numbered 8, 15, 23, 25, 26, 31, 35, 40, 
41, 45, 47, 48, 49, 50, and 59. 

That the House recede from its disagree
ment to the amendments of the senate 
numbered 6, 13, 16, 34, 36, 38, 46, 56, 57, and 
58, and agree to the same. . 

Amendment numbered 1: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 1, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$260,800,000"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 2: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 2, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$176,190,750"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 4: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 4, and agree to 
the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of_ the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$3,276,000"; and the senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 5: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 5, and agree to 
the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$45,000,000"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 7: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 7, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$6,200,000"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 11: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the senate numbered 11, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$34,800,000"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 12: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 12, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$11,178,500"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 14: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the a.Inend-

ment of the Senate numbered 14, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$41,672,000"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 18: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 18, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$9,000,000"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 19: That t he House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 19, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$205,026,000"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 21: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 21, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$144,721,000"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 24: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 24, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$36 ,320,000"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 27: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 27, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$67,500,000"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 28: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 28, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$69,100,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 29: That the 
House recede from . its disagreement to the 
amendment of the Senate numbered 29, 
and agree to the same with an amendment, 
as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed by 
said amendment insert "$2,855,000"; and 
the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 30: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 80, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$10,812,000"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 32: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 82, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$6,500,000"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 39: That the 
House recede from its disagreement to the 
amendment of the Senate numbered 39, 
and agree to the same with an amendment, 
as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed by 
said amendment insert "$76,008,000"; and 
the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 43: That the 
House recede from its disagreement to the 
amendment of the senate numbered 42, and 
agree to the same with an amendment, as 
follows: In lieu of the sum proposed by 
said amendment insert "$14,500,000"; and 
the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 43: That the 
House recede from its disagreement to the 
amendment of the Senate numbered 43, and 
agree to the same with an amendment, as 
follows: Restore the matter stricken by said 
amendment, amended to read as follows: 
": Provided, That not to exceed $1,000,000 

of the funds contained in this title shall 
be available for the compensation and reim
bursement of expenses of attorneys appoint
ed by judges of the District of Columbia 
Court of Appeals or by judges of the Su
perior Court of the District of Columbia"; 
and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 44: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the senate numbered 44, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$10,626,000"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 51: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 51, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$1,700,000"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 52: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 52, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by sa.ld amend
ment insert "$32,000,000"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 53: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the senate numbered 53, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In Iteu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$1,000,000"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 54: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 54, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
Restore the matter stricken by said amend
ment, amended to read as follows: 

"SUBVERSIVE ACTIVITIES CoNTROL BoARD 

"SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

"For necessary expenses of the Subversive 
Activities Control Board, including services 
as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, and not to 
exceed $15,000 for expenses of travel, $350,-
000."; and the Senate agree to the name. 

Amendment numbered 55: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the senate numbered 55, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$6,000,000"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

The committee of conference report in dis
agreement amendments numbered 3, 9, 10, 
17, 20, 22, 33, and 37. 

JOHN J. ROONEY 
(except as to amend-

ment 52), 
ROBERT L. F. SIKES, 
JOHN M. SLACK, 
NEAL SMITH, 
JOHN J. FLYNT, Jr., 
GEORGE MAHON, 
FRANK T. Bow, 
E. A. CEDERBERG, 
MARK ANDREWS, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 
JoHN L. McCLELLAN, 
WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
JOHN 0. PASTORE, 
ERNEsT F. HOLLINGS, 
J. W. FuLBRIGHT, 
MARGARET CHASE SMITH, 
ROMAN L. HRUSKA, 
HmAM L. FONG, 
MILTON R. YOUNG, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 
JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF THE 

CoMMITTEE OF CoNFERENCE 

The managers on the oart of the House and 
the Senate at the conference on the disagree
ing votes of the two Houses on the amend
ments of the Senate to the blll (H.R. 14989) 
making appropriations for the Departments 
of State, Justice, and Commerce, the Judi-
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clary, and related agencies for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1973, and for other pur
poses, submit the following joint statement 
to the House and the Senate in explanation 
of the effect of the action agreed upon by the 
managers and recommended in the accom
panying conference report: 

TITLE I-DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

Administration of foreign affairs 
Salaries and Expenses 

Amendment No. 1: Appropriates $260,800,-
000 instead of $260,500,000 as proposed by the 
House and $261,200,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. 

International organizations and 
conferences 

Contributions to International 
Organizations 

Amendment No. 2: Appropriates $176,190,-
750 instead of $152,120,250 as proposed by the 
House and $184,808,169 as proposed by the 
Senate. 

Amendment No. 3: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the Senate amendment which pro
vides that after December 31, 1973, no appro
priation is authorized and no payment shall 
be made to the United Nations or any affili
ated agency in excess of 25 per centum of 
the total annual assessment of such orga
nization except that this proviso shall not 
apply to the International Atomic Energy 
Agency and to the joint financing program of 
the International Clvll Aviation Organiza
tion. 

International commissions 
International Fisheries Commissions 

Amendment No.4: Appropriates $3,276,000 
instead of $3,234,500 as proposed by the 
House and $3,327,000 as proposed by the Sen
ate. The additional funds wlll provide $29,500 
for the Inter-American Tropical Tuna Com
mission and $12,000 for membership in the 
International Councll for the Exploration of 
the sea. 

Educational exchange 
Mutual Educational and Cultural 

Exchange Activities 
Amendment No. 5: Appropriates $45,000,000 

instead of $40,816,000 as proposed by the 
House and $52,860,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. 

Amendment No. 6: Provides that not less 
than $4,000,000 shall be used for payments 
In excess foreign currencies as proposed by 
the Senate Instead of $4,500,000 as proposed 
by the House. 
Center for Cultural and Technical Inter

change Between East and West 
Amendment No.7: Appropriates $6,200,000 

instead of $6,000,000 as proposed by the 
House and $6,320,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. • 

General provisions-Department of State 
Amendment No. 8: Deletes Senate provi

sion making avatlability of funds dependent 
upon enactment of authorizing legislation. 

TITLE n-DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

Federal Bureau of Investigation 
Salaries and Expenses 

Amendment No. 9: Reported 1n technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House wlll offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the Senate amendment with an 
amendment. The amendment is as follows: 

The funds provided for Salaries and Ex
penses, Federal Bureau of Investigation, may 
be used hereafter, in addition to those uses 
authorized thereunder, for the exchange of 
tdent11lcation records with officials of fed
erally chartered or insured banking institu
tions to promote or maintain the security of 
those institutions, and, 1f authorized by State 

statute and approved by the Attorney Gen
eral, to officials of State and local govern
ments for purposes of employment and li
censing, any such exchange to be made 
only for the official use of any such official 
and subject to the same restriction with re
spect to dissemination as that provided for 
under the aforementioned appropriation. 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
wlll move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. 
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 

Salaries and Expenses 
Amendment No. 10: Reported in technicai 

disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House wtll offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the Senate amendment providing 
that $15,000,000 of the funds avallable for 
planning grants to States under section 205 
may be allocated without regard to the popu
lation formula set forth in that section. 

TITLE m-DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

Social and economic statistics 
administration 

Salaries and Expenses 
Amendment No. 11: Appropriates $34, ... 

800,000 instead of $34,300,000 as proposed by 
the House and $35,872,000 .as proposed by the 
Senate. The conferees are agreed that of the 
additional amount allowed $100,000 is for 
providing each State with local area economic 
estimates prepared on a county-by-county 
basis. 

1972 Economic Censuses 
Amendment No. 12: Appropriates $11,-

178,500 instead of $10,500,000 .as proposed by 
the House and $11,857,000 as proposed by 
the Senate. 

Economic Development Administration 
Development Facll1tles 

Amendment No. 13: Appropriates $190,-
000,000 as proposed by the Senate Instead o! 
$160,000,000, as proposed by the House. 

Regional Action Planning Commissions 
Regional Development Programs 

Amendment No. 14: Appropriates $41,-
672,000 instead of $39,072,000 as proposed by 
the House and $62,672,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. 

Whlle the conferees have not allowed the 
additional $21,000,000 proposed by the Sen
ate, it 1s felt that the subject ma.tter should 
be studied by the proper legislative commit
tees to insure that the necessary airport 
safety projects are determined. 

International activities 
Export Control 

Amendment No. 15: Deletes Sena.te provi
sion making avaUa.bll1ty of funds dependent 
upon the enactment of authorizing legisla
tion. 

Foreign direct investment regulat!on 
Sa.larles and Expenses 

Amendment No. 16: Appropriates $2,600,-
000 as proposed by the Senate instead of 
$2,300,000 as proposed by the House. 

Amendment No. 17: Reported in technloa.l 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House wlll offer a motion to recede and 
concur 1n the amendment of the Senate pro
viding that $800,000 be derived by transfer 
from the .appropriation for "Financla.l and 
teohnlcal 868istance, Trade Adjustment As
sistance", fiscaJ. year 1972. 

United States Travel Service 
Salaries and Expenses 

Amendment No. 18: Appropriates $9,-
0oo,OOO instead of $8,500,000 as proposed by 
the House and $10,000,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration 

Salaries and Expenses 
Amendment No. 19: Appropriates $205,-

026,000 instead of $197,000,000 as proposed 
by the House and $221,265,000 as proposed 
by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 20: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House wlll offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate pro
viding that $6,000,000 be derived by transfer 
from the appropriation for "Flnancla.l and 
technical assistance, Trade Adjustment As
sistance", fiscal year 1972. 

Research, Development and Faclllties 
Amendment No. 21: Appropriates $144,721,-

000 instead of $127,000,000 as proposed by the 
House and $197,612,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. 

Amendment No. 22: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House wtll offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate pro
viding that $13,000,000 be derived by transfer 
from the appropriation for "Financial and 
technical assistance, Trade Adjustment As
sistance", fiscal year 1972. 

Amendment No. 23: Deletes Senate provi
sion making availabll1ty of funds for the fish 
protein concentrate program dependent upon 
the enactment of authorizing legislation. 

Satellite Operations 
Amendment No. 24: Appropriates $36,320,-

000 instead of $30,000,000 as proposed by the 
House and $43,036,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. 

Admlnistration of Pribllof Islands 
Amendment No. 25: Appropriates $3,232,000 

as proposed by the House instead of $3,432,000 
as proposed by the Senate. 

Fishermen's Protective Fund 
Amendment No. 26: Deletes Senate provi

sion making avallabll1ty of funds dependent 
upon the enactment of authorizing legisla
tion. 

Patent Office 
Salaries and Expenses 

Amendment No. 27: Appropriates $67,500,-
000 instead of $67,000,000 as proposed by the 
House and $68,000,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. 

National Bureau of Standards 
Research and Technical Services 

Amendment No. 28: Appropriates $69,100,-
000 instead of $62,100,000 as proposed by the 
House and $76,100,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. 

Amendment No. 29: Provides that not to 
exceed $2,855,000 may be transferred to the 
"Working capital fund", National Bureau of 
Standards, instead of $1,960,000 as proposed 
by the House and $3,750,000 as proposed by 
the Senate. 

Amendment No. 30: Provides that not to 
exceed $10,812,000 appropriated for experi
mental technology development and applica
tion shall remain available untll expended 
instead of $7,200,000 as proposed by the House 
and $14,424,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

The conferees agree that not less than 
U50,000 of this amount shall be used to inl
tiate an expanded fiber, textile and apparel 
fiammablllty research program on a non
matching basis. 

Amendment No. 31: Deletes Senate provi
sion making avallablllty of funds for cer
tain programs dependent upon the enact
ment of authorizing legislation. 

Office of Telecommunications 
Research, Engineering, Analysts, and 

Technical Services 
Amendment No. 32: Appropriates $6,500,-

000 instead of $5,800,000 as proposed by the 
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House and $7,705,000 as proposed by the Sen
ate. 

The conferees are agreed that the addition
al $700,000 1s for general telecommunlcattona 
research at the Institute of Telecommunica
tions Services at Boulder, Colorado. 

Amendment No. 33: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate pro
viding that $700,000 be derived by transfer 
from the appropriation for "Financial and 
technical assistance, Trade Adjustment As
sistance",ftscal year 1972. 

Maritime Ad.m~nistratwn 
Ship Construction 

Amendment No. 34: Inserts language as 
proposed by the Senate with reference to 
the purchase of vessels for lay-up in the Na
tional Defense Reserve Fleet instead of lan
guage as proposed by the House. 

General Proviswns-Department of 
Commerce 

Amendment No. 35: Deletes Senate provi
sion making the availab111ty of funds for 
the Maritime Administration dependent upon 
the enactment of authorlzlng legislation. 

TITLE IV-THE JUDICIARY 
Supreme Court of the Unt.ted. Statu 

Salaries 
Amendment No. 36: Appropriate $3,784,000 

as proposed by the Senate instead o! $3,770,-
000 as proposed by the House. 

Care of the Building and Grounds 
Amendment No. 37: Reported in technical 

dtsa.gTeement. The managers on the part of 
the House wm offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the Senate amendment providing 
that not to exceed $95,000 of the unobligated 
balance Ls coilltinued available until June SO, 
1973. 

Customs Court 
Salaries and Expenses 

Amendment No. 38: Appropriates $2,341,-
000 as proposed by the Senate instead of $2,-
241,000 as proposed by the House. 
Courts of Appeals, District Courts, and other 

judicial services 
Salaries of Supporting Personnel 

Amendment No. 39: Appropriates $76,008,-
000 instead of $75,663,000 as proposed by the 
House and $78,518,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. The amount allowed will provide for 
an increase of 272 positions over those pro
vided for fiscal year 1972 in the Probation 
Service and will provide 30 additional sec
retarial positions for circuit judges. 

Amendments Nos. 40 and 41: Insert ag
gregate salary limitations as proposed by the 
House. 
Representation by Court-Appointed Council 

and Operation of Defender Organizations 
Amendment No. 42: Appropriates $14,500,-

000 instead of $13,500,000 as proposed by the 
House and $15,083,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. 

Amendment No. 43: Restores language pro
posed by the House amended to provide that 
not to exceed $1,000,000 of the funds con
tained in this title shall be available for the 
compensation and reimbursement of ex
penses of attorneys appointed by judges of 
the District of Columbia Court of Appeals 
or by judges of the Superior Court of the 
District of Columbia. 

Travel and Miscellaneous Expenses 
Amendment No. 44: Appropriates $10,626,-

000 instead of $10,506,000 as proposed by 
the House and $10,959,000 as proposed by 
the Senate. 

Salaries of Referees 
Amendment No. 45: Appropriates $6,991,-

000 as proposed by the House instead of $6,-
656,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

Commission on Bankruptcy Law.! or the 
Un~ted. Statu 

Sal:arles and Expenses 
Amendment No. 46: Appropriates t428,000 

as proposed by the Senate lnstead of $350,-
000 as proposed by the House. 

TITLE V-BELATED AGENCIES 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency 

Arms Control and Disarmament Activities 
Amendment No. 47: Appropriates $10,000,-

000 as proposed by the House instead of $10,-
253,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 48: Deletes Senate provi
sion making avallabllity of funds dependent 
upon enactment of authonztng legislation. 

Commission on Civil Rights 
Salaries and Expenses 

Amendment No. 49: Deletes Senate pro
vision making avaUabllity of $820,000 de
pendent upon enactment of authorizing 
legislation. 

Commisdon on International Rad.f.o 
Broadcasting 

International Radio Broadcasting Activities 
Amendment No. 50: Deletes Senate pro

vision making availability of funds depend
ent upon enactment of authorizing legisla
tion. 
Equal Employment Opportunity Com"11.ission 

Salaries and Expenses 
Amendment No. 51: Provides not to exceed 

$1,700,000 for payments to State and local 
agencies instead of $1,500,000 as proposed by 
the House and $3,100,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. 

Amendment No. 52: Appropriates $32,000,-
000 instead of $25,110,000 as proposed by the 
House and $42,896,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. 

Special representation for trade 
negotiations 

Salaries and Expenses 
Amendment No. 53: Appropriates $1,000,000 

instead of $925,000 as proposed by the House 
and $1,100,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

Subversive Activities Control Board 
Salaries and Expenses 

Amendment No. 54: Appropriates ~50.-
000, instead of $450,000 as proposed by the 
House. 

Tariff Commission 
Salaries and Expenses 

Amendment No. 55: Appropriates $6,000,-
000 instead of $5,800,000 as proposed by the 
House and $6,160,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. 

United States Information Ag.ency 
Special International Exhibitions 

Amendment No. 56: Appropriates $4,946,-
000 as proposed by the Senate instead of 

$3,394,000 as proposed by the House. 
TITLE VII-GENERAL PROVISIONS 

Amendment No. 57: Deletes House provi
sion relating to purchase or lease of certain 
motor vehicles. 

The conferees are agreed that all Depart
ments and agencies covered by this Aot are 
to follow the restrictions placed upon the 
Department of Defense relative to the pay
ment of shipping charges on foreign-made 
automobiles purchased in foreign countries 
by U.S. personnel. 

Amendment No. 58: Inserts Senate provi
sion prohibiting use of funds to carry ourt 
provisions of Executive Order 11605 of July 2, 
1971. 

Amendment No. 59: Deletes Senate provi
sion making availability o! funds dependent 
upon enactment of authorizing legislation. 

CONFERENCE TOTAL--WITH COMPARISONS 
The total new budget (obligational} au

thority for the fiscal year 1973 recommended 

by the Committee of Conference with com
pa.rt.sons to the :fisoal year 1972 amount, the 
1973 budget estimate, and the House and 
Senate bllis tor 1973 follows: 

New budget (obligational) 
8/Uthority, fiscal year 
1972 -------------------- $4,289,990,110 

Budget est1ma.tes o! new 
{obligational) authority, 
1lscal year 1973---------- 1 4,704,326,600 

House bill, fiscal year 1973-- 4, 587,104,350 
Senate bill, fisca.l year 1973__ 4, 820, 717, 769 
Conference agreement_____ 4, 681,017,850 
Conference agreement com-

pared with-
New budget ( obliga-

tional) authority, fis-
cal year 1972----------- 1-391,027,740 

Budget estimates o! new 
(obligational) author-
ity, flscal year 1973----- -23, 308, 750 

House bill, flscaJ. year 
1973 ------------------ 1-$93,913,500 

Senate bill, flscaJ. year 
1973 ----------------- --139,699,919 

1 Includes $16,338,000 in budget amend
ments not con.Sidered by the House. 

JOHN J. RoONEY 
(except as to amend-

ment 52), 
RoBERT L. F. SIKES, 
JOHN M. SLACK, 
NEAL SMITH, 
JOHN J. FLYNT, Jr., 
GEORGE MAHON, 
FRANK T. Bow, 
E. A. CEDERBERG, 
MARK ANDREWS, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 
JoHN L. McCLELLAN, 
WARREN G. MAGNUSON. 
JOHN 0. PASTORE, 
ERNEsT F. HoLLINGs, 
J. W. FuLBRIGHT, 
MARG.UET CHASE SMITH, 
RoMAN L. HRusKA, 
HmAM L. FONG, 
Mn.ToN R. YoUNG, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 

CONFERENCE REPORT: H.R. 16593 

Mr. MAHON submitted the following 
conference report on the bill (H.R. 
16593) making appropriations for the 
Department of Defense for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1973, and for other 
purposes: 
CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. No. 92-1566) 

The Committee of Conference on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the btll (H.R. 
16593) "making appropriations for the De
partment of Defense for the fiscal year end
ing June 30, 1973, and for other purposes," 
having met, after full and free conference, 
have agreed to recommend and do recom
mend to their respective Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its amend
ments numbered 12, 13, 14, 15, 18, 56, 58, 61, 
62, 63, 64, 65, 66, 67, 68, 69, 70, 71, 72, 73, 74, 
76, 77, 79, so. 81, 82, 83, 84, and 87. 

That the House recede from its disagree
ment to the amendments of the Senate num
bered 2, 4, 5, 6, 20, 21, 23, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 
31, 32, 33, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 
46, 47, 48, 49, 53, 54, 59, 60, 75, 78, and 88, and 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 1: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 1, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$7,528,000,000"; and the Sen
ate agree to the same. 
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Amendment numbered 8: That the House 

recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 8, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the matter stricken out and in
serted by said amendment, insert the fol
lowing: 

"For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary for the operation and maintenance 
of the Navy and the Marine Corps, including 
aircraft and vessels; modification of aircraft, 
missiles, missile systems, and other ord
nance; design of vessels; training a:1d edu
cation of members of the Navy; administra
tion; procurement of military personal; hire 
of passe;nger motor vehicles; welfare and 
recreation; medals, awards, emblems, and 
other insignia; transportation of things (in
cluding transportation of household effects 
of civllian employees); industrial mobiliza
tion; medical and dental distress; maritime 
care; care of the dead; charter and hire of 
vessels; relief of vessels in salvage services; 
mmtary communications facilities on mer
chant vessels; annuity premiums and retire
ment benefits for civilian members of teach
ing services; tuition, allowances, and fees in
cident to training of m1litary personnel at 
civllian institutions; repair of facllities; de
partmental salaries; conduct of schoolrooms, 
service clubs, chapels, and other instructional 
entertainment, and welfare expenses for the 
enlisted men; procurement of services, special 
clothing, supplies, and equipment; installa
tion of equipment in public or private plants; 
exploration, prospecting, conservation, devel
opment, use, and operation of the naval 
pet roleum and oil shale reserves, as author
ized by law; and not to exceed $3,182,000 for 
emergency and extraordinary expenses, as 
authorized by section 7202 of title 10, United 
States Code, to be expended on the ap
proval or authority of the Secretary and his 
determination shal: be final and conclusive 
upon the accounting officers of the Govern
ment; $5,145,754,000, and in addition $50,-
000,000 which shall be derived by transfer 
from the Navy Stock Fund, of which not less 
than $127,000,000 shall be available only for 
maintenance of real property facUlties. 

And the Senate agree to the same. 
Amendment numbered 9: That the House 

recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 9, and ~ee 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the matter stricken out and in
serted by said amendment, insert the fol
lowing: 

"For expenses, necessary for the opemtion 
and maintenance elf the Marine Corps in
cluding equipment and facilities; procure
ment of military personnel; training and edu
cation of regular and reserve personnel, in
cluding tuition and other costs incurred at 
civilian schools; welfare and recreation; con
duct of schoolrooms, service clubs, chapels, 
and other instructional, entertainment, and 
welfare expenses for the enlisted men; pro
curement and manufacture of miUtary sup
plies, equipment, and clothing; hire of pas
senger motor vehicles; transportation of 
things; medals, awards, emblems, and other 
insignia; operation of station hospitals, dis
pensaries, and dental clinics; and depart
mental salaries; $373,729,000, of which not 
less than $37,500,000 shall be avs.Uable only 
!for the maintenance of real property facUl
ties." 

And the Senate agree to the same. 
Amendment numbered 10: That the House 

recede from its disag,reement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 10, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, a.S follows: 
In lieu of the matter stricken out and in
serted by said amendment, insert the fol
lowing: 

"For ex.penses, not otherwise provided for, 

necessary for the operation, maintenance, 
and administration of the Air Force and 
the Air Reserve Officers' Training Corps; op
eration, maintenance, and modification of 
aircraft and missiles; transportation of 
things; repair and maintenance of facilities; 
field printing plants; hire df passenger motor 
vehicles; recruiting advertising expenses; 
training and instruction of military person
nel of the Air Force, including tuition and 
related expenses; pay, allowances, and travel 
expenses of contract surgeons; repair of pri
vate property and other necessary expenses 
of combat maneuvers; care of the dead; chap
lain and other welfare and morale supplies 
and equipment; conduct of schoolrooms, 
service clubs, chapels, and other instruc
tional, entertainment, and welfare expenses 
for enlisted men and patients not otherwise 
provided for; awards and decorations; in
dustrial mobilization, including maintenance 
of reserve plants and equipment and pro
curement planning; special services by con
tract or otherwise; and not to exceed $2,249,-
000 for emergencies and extraordinary ex
penses, to be expended on the approval or 
authority elf the Secretary of the Air Force, 
and payments may be made on his certifi
cate of necessity for confidential milltm-y 
purposes, and his determination shall be final 
and conclusive upon the accounting officers 
of the Government; $6,200,372,000, and in 
addition, $50,000,000 which shall be derived 
by transfer from the Defense Stock Fund, of 
which not less than $216,700,000 shall be 
available only for the maintenance of real 
property facllities." 

And the Senate agree to the same. 
Amendment numbered 11: That the House 

recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 11, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as fol
lows: In lieu of the matter stricken out and 
inserted by said amendment, insert the fol
lowing: 

"For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary for the operation and maintenance 
of activities and agencies of the Department 
of Defense (other than the m111tary depart
ments and the Civil Defense Preparedness 
Agency), including administration; hire of 
passenger motor vehicles; welfare and recrea
tion; awards and decorations; travel expenses, 
including expenses of temporary duty travel 
of military personnel; transportation of 
things; industrial mob111zat1on; care of the 
dead; tuition and fees incident to the train
ing of military personnel at civllian institu
tions; repair of fac111ties; departmental sal
aries; procurement of services, special cloth
ing, supplies, and equipment; field printing 
plants; information and educational services 
for the Armed Forces; communication serv
ices; as follows: for the Secretary of Defense 
activities, $43,369,000; for the organization 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, $8,118,000; for 
the Office of Information of the Armed 
Forces, $9,703,000; for the Armed Forces In
stitute, $6,486,000; for intel11gence and com
munication activities, $450,187,000; for the 
Defense Nuclear Agency, $10,970,000; for the 
Defense Supply Agency, $683,758,000; for the 
Defense Contract Audit Agency, $57,853,000; 
in all: $1,270,444,000. Of the total amount of 
this appropriation not to exceed $4,316,000 
can be used for emergencies and extraordi
nary expenses, to be expended on the ap
proval or authority of the Secretary of De
fense, and payment may be made on his 
certificate of necessity for confidential mili
tary purposes, and his determination shall be 
final and conclusive upon the accounting of
ficers of the Government. Not less than $14,-
430,000 of the total amount of this appro
priation shall be available only for the main
tenance of real property facilities." 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 16: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 16, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$443,194,000"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 17: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 17, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$456,726,000"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 22: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 22, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$668,200,000"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 40: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 40, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$2,239,300,000"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 50: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 50, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$1,829,032,000"; and the Sen
ate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 51: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 51, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$2,545,213,000"; and the Senate 
agree to the sa.me. 

Amendment numbered 52 : That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 52, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$3,122,940,000"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 57: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 57, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$174,450,000"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 85: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 85, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed by said 
amendment insert: 

"SEC. 744. None of the funds appropriated 
by this or any other Act shall be available 
for entering into any contract or agreement 
with any foreign corporation, organization. 
person, or other entity for the performance 
of research and development in connection 
with any weapon system or other mllitary 
equipment for the Department of Defense 
when there is a United States corporation. 
organization, person, or other entity equally 
competent to carry out such research and 
development and w11ling to do so at a lower 
cost:• 

And the Senate agree to the same. 
Amendment numbered 86: That the House 

recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 86, and agree 
to the sa.me with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed by said 
amendment insert: 

"SEc. 745. None of the funds appropriated 
by this Act shall be available for any research 
involving uninformed or nonvoluntary hu
man beings as experimental subjects." 

And the Senate agree to the sa.me. 
The committee of conference report in 
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disagreement amendments numbered 3, 7, 
19, 24, 30, 34, 55, 89, and 90. 

GEORGE H. MAHON, 
ROBERT L. F. SIKES, 
JAMIE L. WHITTEN, 
DANIEL J. FLOOD, 
JOSEPH P. ADDABBO, 

(Except as to amend-
ments 40 and 87), 

JOHN J. MCFALL, 
JOHN J. FLYNT, Jr., 
WILLIAM E. MINSHALL, 
JOHN J. RHODES, 
GLENN R. DAVIS, 
LouiS C. WYMAN, 
FRANK T. Bow, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 
JoHN L. McCLELLAN, 
JOHN c. STENNIS, 
JOHN 0. PASTORE, 
WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
MIKE MANSFIELD, 
STUART SYMINGTON, 
MILTON R. YOUNG, 
MARGARET CHASE SMITH, 
GORDON ALLOTT, 
ROMAN L. HRUSKA, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 

JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF THE COM
MITTEE OF CONFERENCE 

The managers on the part of the House 
and the Senate at the conference on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 
16593), making appropriations for the De
partment of Defense for the fiscal year end
ing June 30, 1973, and for other purposes, 
submit the following joint statement to the 
House and the Senate in explanation of the 
effect of the action agreed upon by the man
agers and recommended in the accompanying 
conference report: 

TITLE I-MILITARY PERSONNEL 

Military personnel, Army 
Amendment No. !-Appropriates $7,528,-

000,000 instead of $7,488,461,000 as proposed 
by the House, and $7,533,063,000 as proposed 
by the Senate. 

The Conferees are in agreement that the 
total reduction of $180,063,000, instead of 
the House reduction of $219,602,000 and the 
Senate reduction of $175,000,000, should be 
allocated to specific items as contained in 
the House Report as follows: M111tary 
strength shortfall, $157,913,000; Recruiting 
programs, $4,350,000; Reduction in numbers 
of medical doctors, $1,250,000; Movement of 
household goods by aircraft, $600,000; U"se 
of commercial aircraft instead of Military 
Airlift Command, $200,000; Shipment of for
eign automobiles, $2,100,000; Increased al
lowance for shipment of household goods, 
$1,500,000; Grade creep, $12,000,000; and new 
lieutenant generals, $150,000. The House re
ceded from its specific reductions on all re
maining items. 

Military person~l. Navy 
Amendment No. 2-Appropria.t'es $5,306,-

749,000 as proposed by the Senate instead of 
$5,260,081,000 as proposed by the House. 

The conferees are in agreement that the 
$75,000,000 reduction is to be allocated to 
specific items as contained in the House Re
port as follows: Military strength shortfalls, 
$15,700,000; Recruiting programs, $3,887,000; 
Support to other nations, $17,100,000; Head
quarters operations, $10,465,000; Respon
sibility pay, $28,000; Southeast Asia amend
ment, $13,800,000; Permanent change of 
station travel, $3,900,000; Movement of 
household goods by aircraft, $400,000; In
creased allowance for shipment of household 
goods, $600.000; Grade creep, $10,000,000 and 
an addltlon of $880,000 for the Inter Ameri
can Training Center. The House receded from 
ita spec11lc reductions on all remaining items. 

Amendment No. 3-Reported in technical 
disagreement. The Managers on the part of 
the House wm offer a. motion to agree to the 
Senate amendment, with an amendment pro
viding that none of the $1,000,000 made 
available for the payment of transportation 
costs already lncUITed and chargeable to the 
fiscal year 1971 Military Personnel, Navy ap
propriation, which is in a deficit position, can 
be used until such time as a. report of the de
ficiency as required by Revised Statutes 3679 
(31 USC 665) has been submitted to the Con
gress. 

Military personnel, Marine Corps 
The conferees are in agreement that the 

reduction of $1,356,000 should be allocated to 
specific items as contained in the House 
Report as follows: Recruiting programs, $1,-
384,000; Parachute pay, $426,000; Training 
travel for officers, $143,000; Movement of 
household goods by aircraft, $150,000; Ship
ment of foreign automobiles, $300,000; In
creased allowance for shipment of household 
goods, $200,000; Grade creep, $3,000,000; and 
the addition of $4,247,000 for subsistence, 
clothing and quarters allowances. The House 
receded from its specific reductions on all 
remaining items. 

Military personnel, Air Force 
Amendment No. 4-Approprta.tes $7,150,-

575,000 as proposed by the Senate instead of 
$7,122,703,000 as proposed by the House. 

The conferees are in agreement that the 
reduction of $125,000,000 is to be allocated 
to specific items as contained in the House 
Report as follows: Military strength short
fall, $59,756,000; Non-commissioned officer's 
academy, $938,000; Support to other nations, 
$21,861,000; Headquarters operations, $4,789,-
000; Reduction in number of medical doctors, 
$1,150,000; Parachute Pay, $106,000; South
east Asia/SALT amendments $11,870,000; 
Movement of household goods by air, $2,000,-
000; Shipment of foreign automobiles, $2,-
530,000; Increased allowance for shipment of 
household goods, $4,000,000; Grade creep, 
$10,000,000; and officer severance pay, $6,-
000,000. The House receded from its specific 
reductions on all remaining items. 

Reserve Personnel, Army 
Amendment No. &-Appropriates $453,734,-

000 proposed by the Senate instead of $498,-
734,000 as proposed by the House. 

Reserve Personnel, Navy 
The conferees are in agreement that $900,-

000 of the total reduction of $1,680,000 is to 
be allocated to the program to convert cer
tain units from pay group B to pay group A. 
The House direction with respect to this con
version is to remain in effect. The remainder 
of the reductions is to be allocated at the dis
cretion of the Navy. 

Reserve Personnel, Marine Corps 
The conferees are in agreement that the 

reduction of $1,349,000 is to be allocated at 
the discretion of the Marine Corps. 

Reserve Personnel, Air Force 
The conferees are in agreement that $6,-

000,000 of the total reduction of $7,900,000 is 
to be allocated to certain non-flying units 
of the Air Force Reserve. The House direc
tion with respect to these non-flying units is 
to remain in effect. The remainder of the re
ductions is to be allocated at the discretion 
of the Air Force. 

National Guard Personnel, Army 
Amendment No. ~Appropriates $568,179,-

000 as proposed by the Senate instead of 
$578,179,000 as proposed by the House. 

National Guard Personnel, Air Force 
The conferees are in agreement tha.t $400,-

000 of the total reduction of $1,440,000 is to 
be alloca·ted to recruiting programs of the Air 
National Guard. The remainder of the reduc-

tion is to be allocated at the discretion of the 
Air National Guard. 

TITLE m--oPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY 

Amendment No. 7-Reported in technical 
disagreement. It is the intent of the Managers 
on the part of the House to offer a. motion 
to recede and concur in the Senate amend
ment, with an amendment. 

For Operation and Maintenance, Army, 
Navy, Marine Corps, Air Force, and Defense 
Agencies, the House established a series of 
specific limitations within each appropria
tion. The Senate reverted to large lump sum 
appropriations for each of these appropria
tions. The conferees agreed that for fiscal 
year 1973 the Congress should provide large 
lump sum appropriations for each service, 
but not for the Defense Agencies. However, 
the conferees further agreed that a provi
sion would be included in the blll under 
"Operation and Maintenance, Army" re
quiring that the budget estimates for fiscal 
year 1974 for Operation and Maintenance 
Army, Navy, Marine Corps, and Air Force be 
submitted on a basis providing for the appro
priation of specific sums for the various 
budget programs and activities, generally in 
accord with the structure included in the 
House version of the bill. 

For Operation and Maintenance, Army, the 
blll appropriates $6,636,570,000 instead of 
$6,587,250,000 as proposed by the House, and 
$6,866,619,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

The Senate agreed to the establishment of 
a separate appropriation for "Operation and 
Maintenance, Army Reserve", as proposed by 
the House. 

The Senate also agreed to the House reduc
tion of $3,000,000 for Army Reserve tech
nicians. 

The House agreed to restore $32,000,000 for 
the civ111a.nlzation of kitchen police duties, 
as provided by the Senate. 

The conferees agreed to restore only $6,-
050,000 of the $12,100,000 restored by the 
Senate in relation to the shortfall in m111ta.ry 
personnel. 

The Senate added to the blll $22,400,000 
based on a. revised estimate of the value of 
cUITency revaluation savings proposed by the 
Army. The conferees agreed to restore only 
$6,700,000 rather than the amount proposed 
by the Senate. 

The House agreed to the Senate increase 
of $1,570,000 for the Safegu.a.rd Logistics 
Command. 

The conferees agreed to allow only $8,000,-
000 of the Senate increase of $9,000,000 for 
the establishment of Army recruiting main 
stations. 

The Senate report authorized the re
programming and transfer of $40,000,000 
from depot maintenance operations to second 
destination transportation. The House had 
not reviewed this requirement. The conferees 
agreed that the Army should submit a prior 
approval reprogramming sometime after the 
convening of the 93rd Congress if this 
reqUirement exists at that time. 

Operation and Maintenance, Navy 
Amendment No. Pr-Appropriates $5,145,-

754,000 instead of $5,134,779,000 as proposed 
by the House, and $5,287,798,000 as proposed 
by the Senate. 

The Senate agreed to the establishment of 
a separate appropriation for "Operation and 
Maintenance, Navy Reserve", as proposed by 
the House. The House agreed to restoring 
$6,650,000 for th~ ctvilta.ntzation of kitchen 
police duties as proposed by the Senate. 

The Senate restored $1,000,000 of the House 
reduction of $7,000,000 for intell1gence opera
tions of the Navy. The conferees agreed to 
restore $500,000 in lieu of the amount pro
posed by the Senate. 

The Senate restored a House reduction ot 
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$1,600,000 for the installation and repair of 
equipment, including the installation of the 
Army CHAPARRAL missile fire control units 
aboard Navy ships. The Senate agreed to 
recede on this item. 

The House made a reduction of $1,000,000 
in the Navy's request for its Joint Uniform 
Military Pay System. The Senate restored 
these funds. The conferees agreed that only 
$500,000 need be restored. 

The Senate added $6,650,000 to the Navy's 
request for second destination transporta
tion. The House had not considered this mat
ter. The conferees agreed that only $3,325,000 
would be added for this item. 

The conferees agreed to the broader appro"' 
priation language as proposed by the Senate. 
Opercticm ana maintenance, Manne Corps 

Amendment No. 9--Appropriates $373,729,-
000 instead of $372,429,000 as proposed by 
the House, and $381,823,000 as proposed by 
the Senate. 

The Senate agreed to the establishment of 
a separate appropriation for "Operation and 
Maintenance, Marine Corps Reserve", as pro
posed by the House. 

The House agreed to restoring $1,300,000 
for the civllianlzation of kitchen pollee du
ties as proposed by the Senate. 

The conferees agreed to the broader ap
propriation language as proposed by the Sen
ate. 

Operation ana maintenance, Air Force 
Amendment No. 1o-Appropriates $6,200,-

372,000 instead of $6,173,680,000 as proposed 
by the House, and $6,424,705,000 as proposed 
by the Senate. 

The Senate agreed to the establishment of 
a separate appropriation for "Operation and 
Maintenance, Air Reserve", as proposed by 
the House. 

The House made a reduction of $3,300,000 
because of an anticipated shortfall in A1r Re
serve paid drlll strength. The Senate restored 
$945,000 of this reduction. The Senate agreed 
to recede on this item. 

The Senate restored $20,000,000 for the 
Air Force civllianlzation of kitchen police 
duties. The conferees agreed that only $15,-
000,000 need be restored. 

The Senate restored $3,804,000 of a House 
reduction of $18,920,000 for operation of the 
Eastern test range. The House receded on 
this item. 

The Senate restored $1,200,000 of a House 
reduction of $3,300,000 for 283 new civilian 
employees for contract administration oper
ations in the Air Force. The Senate receded 
on this item. 

The House receded to the Senate on the 
restoration of $1,300,000 for contract sup
port for Glasgow A1r Force Base. 

The House made a reduction of $9,176,000 
in the request for service support contracts 
in support of the South Vietnamese Air 
Force. The Senate restored these funds. The 
conferees agreed to restore only $4,588,000 in 
lieu of the Senate figure. 

The House had reduced by $3,400,000 the 
Air Force request for additional funds for 
B-52 ftight training of B-52 crews. The Ben
ate restored all these funds. The conferees 
agreed that only $2,000,000 should be re
stored, rather than the Senate amount. 

The Senate added above the budget re
quest $21,950,000 for the pay of civ111an per
sonnel. The conferees agreed that the Senate 
should recede on this item and that it these 
funds are required they should be included 
1n a supplemental request during the next 
session of the Congress. 

The conferees agreed to the broader appro
tlon language as proposed by the Senate. 
Operation ana maintenance, defense agencies 

Amendment No. 11-Approprlates $1,270,-
444,000 instead of $1,267,644,000 as proposed 
by the House, and $1,273,244,000 as proposed 
by the Senate. 

The conferees agreed to the establishment 
of specific limitations in the "Operation and 
Maintenance, Defense Agencies" appropria
tion as proposed by the House. 

The Defense Intelligence Agency requested 
$9,000,000 for additional employees and to 
expand existing contract studies. The House 
reduced this request by $5,000,000 and the 
Senate restored $2,600,000. The conferees 
agreed to restore only $1,300,000 of the House 
reduction. 

The National Security Agency requested 
an increase in the budget of $16,600,000 f~ 
a variety of 1:tems. The House reduced. this 
request by $5,000,000. The Senate restored 
$3,000,000 of this reduction. The conferees 
agreed to restore only $1,500,000 of the House 
reduction. 

The changes in the House amount required 
an increase in the allowance for intelligence 
and communications activities from $447,-
387,000 to $450,187,000. 
Operation ana maintenance, Army Reserve 

Amendment No. 12--Appropriates $199,-
299,000 as proposed by the House. The con
ferees agreed to esta.bl1:sh a separate appro
prta.tion for the Army Reserve. 
Operation ana maintenance, Navy Reserve 

Amendment No. 13-Appropriates $136,-
119,000 as proposed by the House. The con
ferees agreed to establish a separate appro
priation for the Navy Reserve. 
Operation ana maintenance, Marine Corps 

Reserve 
Amendment No. 14--Appropriates $8,094,-

000 as proposed by the House. The conferees 
agreed to establ1:sh a separate appropriation 
for the Marine Corps Reserve. 

Operation ana maintenance, Air Force 
Reserve 

Amendment No. 15-Appropriates $189,-
250,000 as proposed by the House. The con
ferees agreed to establish a separate ap
propriation for the Air Force Reserves. 
Operation ana Maintenance, Army National 

Guard 
Amendment No. 16-Appropriates $443,-

194,000 instead of $433,120,000 as proposed 
by the House, and $453,267,000 as proposed 
by the Senate. 

The House reduced the request for head
quarters operation and administration by 
$2,850,000. The Senate restored $700,000 of the 
House reduction. The conferees agreed to re
store $350,000. 

The House reduced the Army Guard re
quest for new technicians by $12,700,000. The 
Senate restored these funds. The conferees 
agreed to restore only $6,350,000. 

The House reduced the request for opera
tional supplies and equipment by $10,000,000. 
The Senate restored $6,747,000 of the House 
reduction. The conferees agreed that only 
$3,374,000 should be restored. 
Operation ana Maintenance, Air National 

Guard 
Amendment No. 17-Appropriates $456,-

723,000 instead of $448,508,000 as proposed by 
the House, and $460,143,000 as proposed by 
the Senate. 

The House had made a reduction of $4,800,-
000 based on an anticipated shortfall in dr111 
strength. The Senate restored these funds 
and the House receded. The House ·also re
duced the Air Guard request for new tech
nicians by $6,835,000. The Senate restored 
these funds. The conferees agreed to restore 
only $3,418,000. 
National Board for the Promotion of Rifle 

Practice, Army 
Amendment No. 18--Approprlates $159,000 

as. ~roposed by the House instead of the 
$100,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

TITLE IV-PROCUREMENT 

Aircraft procurement, Army 
Amendment No. 19--Reported in technical 

d1:sagreement. The managers wlll offer a 
motion to appropriate $33,500,000 instead of 
$43,500,000 as proposed by the House, and 
$38,800,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

The Conferees agreed to delete $5,300,000 
from this appropriation for AH-IG Cobra 
helicopter gunship modifications, and to 
provide $5,300,000 in the Research, Develop
ment, Test, and Evaluation, Army appro
priation for this effort. 

The Conferees agreed to a general reduc
tion of $95,000,000, as proposed by the Sen
ate, to be offset by the transfer of prior year 
unobligated balances. 

Amendments No. 20 and 21-Amendment 
No. 20 provides an additional $95,000,000 
for this appropriation, as proposed by the 
Senate, instead of $85,000,000 as proposed by 
the House. Amendment No. 21 stipulates 
that, of the additional amount provided, 
$10,000,000 shall be derived by transfer from 
the ''Aircraft Procurement, Army, 1972-
1974" appropriation, as proposed by the Sen
ate. The House had provided an additional 
$85,000,000 to be derived by transfer from 
the "Procurement of Equipment and M~
siles, Army, 1971-1973" appropriation. 

Missile procurement, Army 
Amendment No. 22-Appropriates $668,· 

200,000 instead of $691,100,000, as proposed 
by the House, and $663,900,000, as proposed 
by the Senate. 

The Conferees agreed to provide $45,000,-
000 for the BGM/BTM-71A TOW Antitank 
misslle, as proposed by the House, instead of 
$40,700,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

The Conferees agreed to a general reduc
tion of $36,500,000, as proposed by the Sen
ate, instead of $13,600,000 as proposed by the 
House, to be offset by transfer of prior year 
unobligated balances. 

Amendment No. 23-Provides an additional 
$36,500,000 for this appropriation, as pro• 
posed by the Senate, instead of $13,600,000, 
as proposed by the House, the amount to be 
derived by transfer from the "Missile Pro
curement, Army, 1972/1974'' appropriation. 
Procurement of Weapons and Tracked Com-

bat Vehicles, Army 
Amendment No. 24--Reported in technical 

d1:sagreement. The managers will offer a mo
tion to appropriate $186,800,000 instead of 
$279,200,000, as proposed by the House, and 
$190,400,000, as proposed by the Senate. 

The Conferees agreed to delete $3,600,000 
from this appropriation for the XM-198 
Towed 155mm howitzer, and to provide $3,-
600,000 in the Research, Development, Test, 
and Evaluation, Army appropriation for this 
weapon. 

The House Conferees agreed to a reduction 
of $36,400,000 for certain high-priority items, 
and to a general reduction of $56,000,000 to be 
offset by the transfer of prior year unobli
gated balances, as proposed by the senate. 

With respect to the matter of providing 
b.attle tanks to the South Vietnamese Army, 
the Conferees direct that the Department of 
Defense immediately institute a program to 
refurb1:sh avallable M48A1 tanks, and transfer 
these nonaccountable assets to South Viet
namese forces as soon as tralnlng and con
version of overhaul facllities can be com
pleted. There are approximately 700 un
serviceable M48Al tanks in CONUS storage 
depots that can be used to establ1:sh a spare 
and repair parts ftoat. During the interven
ing period, additional M48A3 tanks may be 
provided the South Vietnamese forces, if 
necessary. 

.Amendment No. 25-Provides an addi
tional $56,000,000 for this appropriation. Of 
the additional amount provided, $35,000,000 
shall be derived by transfer from the "Pro
curement of Equipment .and Missiles, Army, 
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1971/1973" appropriation, and $21,000,000 
shall be derived by transfer from "Procure
ment of Weapons and Tracked Combat Vehi
cles, Army, 1972/1974" appropriation, as pro
posed by the Senate. The House version of 
the blli contained no such provision. 

Procurement of Ammunition, Army 
Amendment No. 26--Appropriates $1,262,-

800,000, as proposed by the Senate, instead 
of $1,318,800,000, as proposed by the House. 

The Conferees agreed to a. general reduction 
of $56,000,000, as proposed by the Senate, to 
be offset by the transfer of prior year un
obligated balances. The Conferees further 
a,greed that $5,100,000 of the funds provided 
may be utilized to buy 76mm ammunition. 

Amendment No. 27-Provides an additional 
$56,000,000 for this appropriation. Of the 
additional amount provided, $31,000,000 shall 
be derived by transfer from the "Procure
ment of Ammunition, Army, 1972/1974" ap
propriation, and $25,000,000 shall be derived 
by transfer from the Army Industrial Fund. 
The House had no such provision. 

Other procurement, Army 
Amendment No. 28-Appropriates $592,-

700,000, as proposed by the Senate, instead 
of $597,500,000, as proposed by the House. 

The Conferees agreed to a restoration of 
$7,700,000 deleted by the House for float-rib
bon bridges; and to a. general reduction of 
$37,500,000, to be offset by the transfer of 
prior year unobligated balances, as proposed 
by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 29-Provides an additional 
$37,500,000 for this appropriation, as pro
posed by the Senate, instead of $25,000,000, as 
provided by the House, to be derived by trans
fer from the "Other Procurement, Army, 
1972/1974" appropriation. 

Procurement of aircraft and missiles, Navy 
Amendment No. 30-Reported in technical 

disagreement. The managers will offer a. mo
tion to appropriate $3,541,340,000 instead 
of $3,682,140,000, as proposed by the House, 
and $3,578,040,000, as proposed by the Senate. 

The Conferees agreed to provide $472,400,-
000 for 35 8-3A Viking ASW aircraft, $45,000,-
000 for initial spares, and $61,200,000 in ad
vance procurement funding for fiscal year 
1974, for a. total of $578,600,000; instead of 
a total of $622,400,000 for 42 such aircraft, 
as proposed by the Senate, and a. total of 
$485,400,000 for 23 aircraft, as proposed by 
the House. 

With respect to the 8-3A aircraft, the Con
ferees further agree that the funds provided 
are not to be obligated until this program 
has been thoroughly reevaluated from a cost
effectiveness and requirement standpoint in 
accordance with the observations and discus
sion of this matter in the House report, and 
the Secretary of Defense assures the Com
mittees in writing that the continuation of 
this program is fully Justified. 

The Conferees agreed to provide $25,000,-
000 for the procurement of the AIM-7P 
Sparrow III a.ir-to-a.lr missile, as proposed 
by the Senate. The House had deleted the 
$77,000,000 budgeted for this missile buy. 

The Conferees agreed to provide $110,700,-
000 for the procurement of 12 P-3C ASW 
patrol a.ircra.tt, as proposed by the Senate, 
instead of $214,700,000 for 24 such aircraft, 
as proposed by the House. 

The Conferees agreed to provide $7,100,000 
in advance procurement funding for a. fiscal 
year 1974 buy of the AV-8A Harrier V/STOL 
aircraft, as proposed by the House. The Sen
ate had deleted these funds from the blli. 

The Conferees agreed to provide $299,200,-
000 for aircraft modifications, as proposed by 
the Senate, instead of $339,200,000 as pro
posed by the House. 

The Conferees also agreed to a. general re
duction of $155,000,000, as proposed by the 
Senate, to be offset by the transfer of prior 
year unobligated balances. 
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Amendments No. 31 and 32-Amendment 
No. 31 provides an additional $155,000,000 
for this appropriation, as proposed by the 
Senate, instead of $40,000,000, as proposed 
by the House. Amendment No. 32 stipulates 
that, of the additional funds provided, $74,-
000,000 shall be derived by transfer from the 
Navy Stock Fund, $20,000,000 shall be derived 
by transfer from the "Procurement of Air
craft and Missiles, Navy, 1972/1974" appro
priation, and $61,000,000 shall be derived 
by transfer from the "Procurement of Air
craft and Missiles, Navy, 1971/1973" appro
priation, as provided by the Senate. The 
House had provided for a. transfer of $40,-
000,000 from the latter appropriation. 

Shipbuilding and conversion, Navy 
Amendment No. 33-Appropriates $2,970,-

600,000, as proposed by the Senate, instead 
of $3,017,600,000, as proposed by the House. 

The Conferees agreed to the deletion of 
$47,000,000 for the conversion of a. DLG 
guided missile frigate, as proposed by the 
Senate. The House had provided $93,500,000 
for the conversion of two such ships. 

Other procurement, Navy 
Amendment No. 34--Reported in technical 

disagreement. The managers will offer a. 
motion to appropriate $2,310,900,000 instead 
of $2,328,400,000, as proposed by the House, 
and $2,316,400,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

The Conferees agreed to provide $13,800,-
000 for the SQR-14A Towed Array Surveil
lance System (TASS), and $20,000,000 for 
NATO Sea-Sparrow launch and control units, 
as proposed by the Senate. The House had 
provided $3,800,000 for the TASS and de
leted the $36,400,000 budgeted for the NATO 
Sea-Sparrow. 

With respect to the NATO Sea-Sparrow, 
the Conferees agreed to hereby place the De
partment of Defense on notice that there 
shall be no further memorandums of agree
ment entered into with other nations for the 
procurement of military equipment until 
such procurement has been authorized and 
the funds appropriated therefor by the Con
gress. 

The Conferees agreed to provide $17,500,-
000 for the procurement of AN/SSQ--53 di
rectional passive sonobuoys, but denied the 
$2,500,000 budgeted for so-called product 
improvement of these sonobuoys. If this 
planned effort is required during fiscal year 
1973, the Department of Defense may sub
mit a. reprogramming action utilizing Re
search, Development, Test, and Evaluation, 
Navy appropriations for this purpose. 

The Conferees agreed to delete $1,500,000 
budgeted for the procurement of extended
range Walleye II glide bombs with a data 
link. A portion of these funds had been ob
Uga.ted by the Navy subsequent to the House 
report of September 11, 1972, denying the 
procurement, in violation of the Continuing 
Resolution understandings between the ap
propriate Committees of Congress and the 
Department of Defense. The Navy is directed 
to absorb the cost of the procurement 
through internal reprogramming of ava.Ua.ble 
funds. This does not constitute a. commit
ment to production, and the direction on 
page 179 of the House report is to be adhered 
to by the Department of Defense. 

The Conferees agreed to delete the $2_.100.-
000 budgeted for the installation of th~ 
Chaparral missile on Naval ships, as proposed 
by the House, for the reasons cited in the 
House report. The Senate had restored 
$2,000,000 of the House reduction. 

The Conferees also agreed to a. general re
duction of $90,000,000, as proposed by the 
Senate, to be offset by the transfer of prior 
year unobligated balances. 

Amendments No. 35 and 36--Amendment 
No. 35 provides an additional $90,000,000 for 
this appropriation, as proposed by the Senate, 
instead of $25,000,000, as proposed by the 
House. Amendment No. 36 stipulates that, of 

the additional funds provided, $40,000,000 
shall be derived by transfer from the "Other 
Procurement, Navy, 1972/1974" appropria
tion, and $50,000,000 shall be derived by 
transfer from the "Other Procurement, Navy, 
1971/1973" appropriation. The House had 
provided for a. transfer of $25,000,000 from 
the latter appropriation. 

Procurement, Marine Corps 
Amendment No. 3'1-Appropriates $162,-

400.000, as proposed by the Senate, instead of 
$173,400,000, as proposed by the House. 

The Conferees agreed to a. general reduc
tion of $21,000,000, as proposed by the Sen
ate, instead of $10,000,000, as proposed by 
the House, to be offset by the transfer of 
prior year unobligated balances. 

Amendments No. 38 and 39-Amendment 
No. 38 provides an additional $21,000,000 for 
this appropriation, as proposed by the Sen
ate, instead of $10,000,000, as proposed by 
the House. Amendment No. 39 stipulates that 
of the additional amount provided, $5,000,-
000 shall be derived by transfer from the 
"Procurement, Marine Corps, 1972/1974:" ap
propriation, and $16,000,000 shall be derived 
by transfer from the "Procurement, Marine 
Corps, 1971/1973" appropriation. The House 
had provided for a. transfer of $10,000,000 
from the latter appropriation. 

Aircraft procurement, Air Force 
Amendment No. 40-Appropria.tes $2,-

239,300,000 instead of $2,368,000,000 as pro
posed by the House and $2,152,100,000 as pro
posed by the Senate. 

The conferees agreed to provide $421,600,-
000 for 30 F-15 fighter aircraft and $536,400,-
000 for aircraft spares and repair parts, as 
proposed by the Senate. The House had 
provided $320,600,000 for 15 F-15 aircraft and 
$527,100,000 for aircraft spares and repair 
parts. 

The conferees agreed to provide $83,200,000 
for 24 A-7D attack aircraft. The House had 
provided $83,200,000 for 24 such aircraft and 
the Senate had deleted the funds included in 
the blli for these aircraft. Also agreed to was 
$30,000,000 in advance procurement funding 
for a. fiscal year 1974 buy option for the 
F-111F aircraft, as proposed by the House. 
The Senate had deleted the $30,000,000. 

The conferees agreed to provide $32,000,000 
for 60 A-37B attack aircraft, as provided by 
the House. The Senate had deleted the funds 
provided by the House for these aircraft. 

The conferees also agreed to provide $69,-
000,000 for two advanced airborne command 
post aircraft. The Senate had provided $127,-
000,000 for four such aircraft. The House had 
deleted the funds for the procurement of 
operational aircraft, but had provided $28,-
700,000 in Research, Development, Test and 
Evaluation, Air Force, appropriation for one 
test-bed aircraft. 

The conferees further agreed to a. general 
reduction of $443,000,000, as proposed by the 
Senate, instead of $135,000,000 as proposed by 
the House, to be offset by the transfer of 
prior year unobligated balances. 

Amendments Nos. 41, 42, 43 and 44-
Amendment No. 41 provides an additional 
$443,000,000 for this appropriation, as pro
posed by the Senate, instead of $135,000,000, 
as proposed by the House. Amendment No. 42 
stipulates that, of the additional amount 
provided, $135,000,000 shall be derived by 
transfer from the "Aircraft Procurement, Air 
Force, 1971/1973" appropriation, as proposed 
by the Senate, instead of $110,000,000, as pro
posed by the House. Amendment No. 43 stip
ulates that, of the additional amount pro
vided, $115,000,000 shall be derived by trans
fer from the Air Force Stock Fund, $35,000,-
000 shall be derived by transfer from the De
fense Stock Fund, and $118,000,000 shall be 
derived by transfer from the Army Stock 
Fund. Amendment No. 44 stipulates that, of 
the additional amount provided, $40,000,000 
shall be derived by transfer from the "Air-
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craft Procurement, Air Force, 1972/1974" ap
propriation. The House had provided an ad
ditional amount of $135,000,000, of which 
$110,000,000 was to be derived by transfer 
from the "Aircraft Procurement, Air Force, 
1971/1973" appropriation, and $25,000,000 
from the "Aircraft Procurement, Air Force, 
1972/1974" appropriation. 

Missile procurement, Air Force 
Amendment No. 45--Appropriates $1,670,-

000,000, as proposed by the Senate, instead 
of $1,637,500,000, as proposed by the House. 

The Conferees agreed to provide $42,500,-
000 for the Command Data Buifer under the 
Minuteman Force Modernization budget ac
tivity, as proposed by the Senate. The House 
had deleted these funds. 

The Conferees also agreed to a general re
duction of $35,000,000, as proposed by the 
Senate, to be offset by the transfer of prior 
year unobligated balances. The House had 
proposed a general reduction of $25,000,000 
1n this manner. 

Amendments Nos. 46 and 47-Amendment 
No. 46 provides an additional $35,000,000 for 
this appropriation, as proposed by the Sen
ate, instead of $25,000,000 as proposed by the 
House. Amendment No. 47 stipulates that, of 
the additional amount provided, $4,000,000 
shall be derived by transfer from the "Mis
sUe Procurement, Air Force, 1972/1974" ap
propriation, and $31,000,000 shall be derived 
by transfer from the "Missile Procurement, 
Air Force, 1971/1973" appropriation, as pro
posed by the Senate. ':['he House had provided 
for a transfer of $25,000,000 from the latter 
appropriation. 

Other procurement, Air Force 
Amendment No. 48-Appropriates $2,099,-

300,000 as proposed by the Senate, instead of 
$2,139,300,000 as proposed by the House. 

The Conferees agreed to provide $15,000,000 
for the AN/TPN-19 Ground Approach Radar, 
as proposed by the Senate. The House had 
deleted the $31,800,000 budgeted for this 
radar. 

The Conferees also agreed to a general re
duction of $55,000,000 for munitions, as pro
posed by the Senate. 

Procurement, Defense Agencies 
Amendment No. 49-Btipulates that, of the 

$7,700,000 general reduction proposed by the 
House, to be offset by transfers from prior 
year unobligated balances, $2,700,000 shall 
be derived by transfer from the Defense Stock 
Fund, $2,300,000 shall be derived by transfer 
from the "Procurement, Defense Agencies, 
1971/1973" appropriation, and $2,700,000 
shall be derived by transfer from the "Pro
curement, Defense Agencies, 1972/1974" 
appropriation. The House had provided that 
the $7,700,000 be derived by transfer from 
the latter appropriation. 
TITLE V-RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND 

EVALUATION 

Research, development, test, and evaluation, 
Army 

Amendment No. 50-Appropriates $1,829,-
032,000 instead of $1,746,132,000 as proposed 
by the House and $1,879,002,000 as proposed 
by the Senate. 

The conference agreement 'provides $20,-
000,000 for initiation of development of an 
advanced attack helicopter for the Army. The 
Senate had provided $29,500,000 and the 
House had deleted the funds entirely. The 
Managers are in agreement that the funds 
provided for the advanced attack helicopter 
shall not be obligated without Congressional 
approval as would be required for a prior 
approval reprogramming item of special in
terest. 

The $9,120,000 requested for the Aerial 
Scout helicopter is disallowed. 

A total of $18,000,000, the sum. requested in 
the Budget, is provided for the Redeye U 
surface-to-air missile program, as proposed 

by the Senate, instead of $3,000,000 as pro
posed by the House. The House proposal that 
this program be conducted on a competitive 
prototype basis was not agreed to. 

A general reduction of $72,550,000 was 
agreed to instead of a reduction of $112,800,-
000 as proposed by the House or a reduction 
of $32,300,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

The Senate reductions of $950,000 for In
dependent In-House Research and Develop
ment and $300,000 for Electronic Warfare are 
agreed to. 

The position of the House that the Heavy 
Lift Helicopter program proceed on a com
petitive component development basis was 
not agreed to. 

The conferees ; are in agreement that 
$5,300,000 for the AH-1G Cobra helicopter 
modification effort be provided in this ap
propriation rather than in the procurement 
appropriation as proposed by the Senate. 
The House had deleted the item. 

The conferees are in agreement that $3,-
600,000 for the XM-198 Towed Howitzer pro
gram be provided in this appropriation rath
er than in the procurement appropriation as 
proposed by the Senate. 

Research, development, test, and 
evaluation, Navy 

Amendment No. 51-Appropriates $2,545,-
213,000 instead of $2,504,343,000 as proposed 
by the House and $2,598,213,000 as proposed 
by the Senate. 

The conference agreement provides $6,-
000,000 for the Submarine Launched Cruise 
MissUe program instead of $2,000,000 as pro
posed by the House and $10,000,000 as pro
posed by the Senate. 

A total of $32,100,000 is provided for the 
Surface Effects Ship program as proposed 
by the House, instead of $41,100,000 as pro
posed by the Senate. The $9,000,000 proposed 
by the Senate for development of subsys
tems for the 2,000 ton ship was deleted. 

A general reduction of $99,600,000 was 
agreed to instead of the $139,600,000 reduc
tion proposed by the House and the $59,-
600,000 reduction proposed by the Senate. 

The conference agreement includes reduc
tions of $430,000 for In-house Independent 
Research, $1,000,000 for Airborne Electronic 
Warfare, $1,000,000 for Surface Electronic 
Warfare, and $7,000,000 for In-house Inde
pendent Laboratory exploratory develop
ment as proposed by the Senate. 

The House directed in the Report that the 
Trident missile development effort be con
ducted competitively. The Senate Report 
stated that major components of the system 
be developed under competitive procedures. 
The conferees are in agreement that not less 
than 51 percent of the major components, 
by dollar value, must be obtained through 
competitive procedures. 
Research, development, test, and evaluation, 

Air Force 
Amendment No. 52-Appropriates $3,122,-

940,000 instead of $3,080,440,000 as proposed 
by the House and $3,161,040,000 as proposed 
by the Senate. 

T"ne Committee of Conference recommends 
the appropriation of $25,000,000 for airframe 
development related to the Medium STOL 
transport aircraft rather than $16,000,000 for 
engine development as proposed by the House 
and $16,000,000 for engine development plus 
$35,800,000 for airframe development as pro
posed by the Senate. No funds are provided 
for engine development. 

The conferees agree to the Senate increase 
of $4,600,000 more than the House amount 
for the Subsonic Cruise Armed Decoy (SCAD) 
program. 

A total of $112,000,000 is provided for the 
Advanced Ballistic Reentry system (ABRES) 
program as proposed by the Senate instead ol 
$122,000,000 as proposed by the House. 

The conference agreement includes $53,-

200,000 for the Advanced Airborne Command 
Post in this appropriation as proposed by the 
House. The funding of the test-bed aircraft 
is thus retained in the RDT&E appropriation. 

A general reduction of $135,300,000 is im
posed instead of a reduction of $175,300,000 
as proposed by the House and $95,300,000 as 
proposed by the Senate. 

The conferees agreed to Senate reductions 
of $800,000 in both Inte111gence reconnais
sance equipment and in Protective Systems. 
Research, development, test, and evaluation, 

Defense Agencies 
Amendment Nos. 53 and 54--Make tech

nical corrections in the bill as proposed by 
the Senate. 

Amendment No. 55--Reported in technical 
disagreement. The Managers will offer a mo
tion to appropriate $435,313,000 instead of 
$435,513,000 as proposed by the House and 
$467,313,000 as proposed by the Senate. The 
conference is in agreement on unallocated 
reductions of $9,200,000 for ARPA, $5,200,000 
for DNA, $7,900,000 for NSA, $450,000 for 
DSA, and $1,750,000 for OSD/JCS support. 

The Managers are in agreement on reduc
tions of $300,000 for the Applied Physics 
Laboratory, Johns Hopkins; $1,600,000 for 
the Institute of Defense Analyses; $1,900,000 
for Lincoln Laboratory; and $1,400,000 for 
the Rand Corporation; as proposed by the 
Senate. 

The conferees are in agreement on the 
transfer of $27,000,000 from this appropria
tion to a new appropriation for the Director 
of Test and Evaluation, as proposed by the 
House. 

The conference action provides the fol
lowing ceUing amounts, less the allocation 
of the reduction in Federal Contract Re
search Centers: 

Advanced Research Projects 
Agency-------------------- $203,710,000 

Defense Communications Agen-

cy ------------------------Defense Nuclear Agency _____ _ 
Defense Intelligence Agency __ 
Defense Supply Agency ______ _ 
OSD/ JCS Technical Support __ 

13,216,000 
123,527,000 

1,594,000 
12,337,000 
15,562,000 

Director of Test ancl Evaluation, Defense 
Amendment No. 56-Appropriates $27,000,-

000 for the new Test and Evaluation orga
nization in a separate appropriation as pro
posed by the House instead of as a part of 
the "RDT&E, Defense Agencies" appropria
tion as proposed by the Senate. 

TITLE Vn--GENERAL PROVISIONS 

Amendment No. 57-Bection 707(a). Places 
a limitation of $174,450,000 on overseas de
pendents' education instead of $172,700,000 
as proposed by the House and $176,200,000 as 
proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 58-section 707(1). De
letes provision proposed by the Senate which 
would authorize reimbursement to the Gen
eral Services Administration for expenses of 
National Industrial Equipment Reserve. 

Amendment No. 59-section 708(i). Makes 
technical change proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 60-Bection 715. The Con
ferees agreed to the inclusion of May 31, 1973, 
as proposed by the Senate, as the date for 
termination of flight pay for otllcers of the 
rank of colonel or equivalent or above in non
combat assignments. 

Amendment No. 61-Bection 720. The Con
ferees agreed to the House language pro
hibiting the use of foreign currency for con
version of heating plants from coal to oU at 
defense faclllties in Europe. 

Amendments Nos. 62, 63, 64, and 65-sec
tion 724. Include "specialty metals" in list 
of items to be procured only in the United 
States, as proposed by the House, and makes 
technical changes. 

Amendment No. 66--Section 729. Conferees 
agreed to House language making ammun1-
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tion available for National Board for the Pro
motion of Rifle Practice and travel funds 
available for Department of Defense per
sonnel attending rifle matches. 

Amendments Nos. 67, 68, 69, 70, 71, and 72. 
Change section numbers. 

Amendment No. 73-8eot1on 735. Provides 
general transfer authority of $750,000,000 as 
proposed by the House instead of $850,000,000 
as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 74--Section 735. Inserts 
House language "or any subdivision thereof .. 
to permit transfer under new approprialtion 
language for "Operation a.nd Ma.intenance, 
Defense Agencies". 

Amendment No. 75--Seotton 735. Deletes 
House language with respect to C1vU1an1za
t1on of Kitchen Police program. This lan
guage is no longer needed as funds have been 
provided in the blll for the C1vti1an1zation of 
Kitchen P.olice as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendments Nos. 76 and 77. Change sec
tion numbers. 

Amendment No. 78-Sootion 737. Imposes 
a llmitation of $2,735,000,000 as proposed by 
the Senate instead of $2,500,000,000 as pro
posed by the House on funds available for 
support of Vietnamese and other Free World 
Forces. 

Amendments Nos. 79, 80, 81, 82, and 83. 
Change section numbers. 

Amendment No. 84--Section 743. Conferees 
agreed to the House language prohibiting 
the use of funds for the conversion of heat
ing plants from coal tb oil at defense facili
ties in Europe. 

Conferees also agreed to the deletion of a 
provision proposed by the Senate prohibiting 
funds to be used for Exercise Reforger or 
Exercise Crested Cap or similar dual base 
exercises. 

Amendment No. 85-Section 744. Changes 
section number and inserts language pro
posed by the Senate prohibiting research and 
development contracts or agreements with 
foreign compMlies when equally competent 
United States companies can perform at a 
lowe~ cost. . 

Amendment No. 86----Section 745. Changes 
section number and inserts language pro
posed by the senate prohibiting the use of 
funds for any research involving un-in
formed or nonvoluntary human beings as 
experimental subjects. There has been no in
dication or evidence that the Department of 
Defense has performed such research. 

Amendment No. 87. Conferees agreed to 
delete provision proposed by the Senate with 
respect to termination of hostllities in In
dochina at earliest practicable date, as set 
forth in last year's Procurement Authoriza
tion Act. 

The Conferees agreed that since there is 
permanent legislation with respect to termi
nation of hostilities in Indochina, there is 
no need for the · inclusion of this provision 
in this bill. 

TITLE VIfi-ADDITIONAL AUTHORIZATIONS 

Amendment No. 88-Inserts new title mak
ing additional authorizations as proposed by 
the Senate. 

Amendment No. 89-Reported in technical 
disagreement. 

The Managers will offer a motion to agree 
to the Senate amendment making additional 
authorizations, with an amendment increas
ing the amount for aircraft for the Air Force 
by $62,000,000, of which $32,000,000 is for 
60 A-37B aircraft and $30,000,000 is for long 
lead time procurement items for the F-111 
aircraft. 

Amendment No. 90-Reported in technical 
disagreement. The Managers will offer a mo
tion to recede and concur in the Senate 
amendment to increase the limitations on 
funds for free world forces from $2,500,000,-
000 to $2,735,000,000. 

Inclusion of additional authorizations in 
this appropriation bill is required because 
of the special situation brought about by the 

subml.ssion of a Budget Amendment on June 
30th. This procedure should not be construed 
as establishing a precedent. 

GEORGE H. MAHON, 
ROBERT L. F. SIKES, 
JAMIE L. WHITTEN' 
DANIEL J. FLooD, 
JOSEPH P. ADDABBO, 

(except as to amend-
ments 40 and 87), 

JoHN J. McFALL, 
JOHN J. FLYNT, Jr., 
WILLIAM E. MINSHALL, 
JOHN J. RHODES, 
GLENN R. DAVIS, 
LOUIS C. WYMAN, 
FRANK T. Bow, 

Managers on the Part of the HOU8e. 
JoHN L. McCLELLAN, 
JOHN c. STENNIS, 
JoHN 0. PASTORE, 
WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
MIKE MANSFIELD, 
STUART SYMINGTON, 
Mn.TON R. YOUNG, 
MARGARET CHASE SMITH, 
GoRDoN ALLoTT, 
RoMAN L. HRuSKA, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
By unanilnous consent, leave of ab

sence was granted as follows to : 
Mr. MATSUNAGA <at the request of Mr. 

O'NEILL), for this week, on account of 
o:tncial bliSiness. 

Mr. BYRNE of Pennsylvania (at there
quest of Mr. O'NEILL), for this week, on 
account of official business. 

Mr. BLATNIK (at the request of Mr. 
O'NEILL), for today, on account of o:tncial 
business. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanilnous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legis
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

Mr. HOLIFIELD, today, for 30 minutes. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. CARLSON) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include extra
neous material:) 

Mr. McKINNEY, for 10 minutes, today. 
Mr. RoBISON of New York, for 5 min-

utes, today. 
Mr. HALPERN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. RAILSBACK, for 5 minutes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. AsPIN) to address the House 
and to revise and extend their remarks 
and include extraneous matter:) 

Mr. RoDINO, for 10 minutes, today. 
Mr. GoNZALEZ, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. RUNNELS, for 10 minutes, today. 
Mr. REuss, for 30 minutes, today. 
Mr. ScHEUER, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. EDWARDS of California, for 15 min-

utes, today. 
Mrs. HICKS of Massachusetts, for 5 

minutes, today. 
Mr. KEE, for 10 minutes, today. 
Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia, for 20 

minutes, today. 
Mr. MELCHER, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. WoLFF, for 10 minutes, on Octo

ber 11. 
Mr. DOWNING, for 60 minutes, on Oc

tober 12. 
Mr. CoNYERs, for 60 minutes, on Oc

tober 12. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

Mr. MAHoN, and to include tables and 
other extraneous material in his re
marks in the Committee of the Whole 
today on H.R. 16810, the public debt lim
itation bill. 

Mr. FRASER, and to include extraneous 
matter notwithstanding the fact that it 
exceeds two pages of the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD and is estimated by the Public 
Printer to cost $425. 

(The following Members <at the re
quest of Mr. CARLSON) and to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex
traneous matter:> 

Mr. HALPERN in three instances. 
Mr. SCHERLE in 11 instances. 
Mr. DUNcAN in two instances. 
Mr. DERWINSKI in two instances. 
Mr. WYMAN in two instances. 
Mr. SCHWENGEL in two instances. 
Mr. CARTER. 
Mr. HosMER in two instances. 
Mr. McKEVITT. 
Mr. COLLINS of Texas in three in-

stances. 
Mr. KEATING. 
Mr. EscH in four instances. 
Mr. CRANE in five instances. 
Mr. HEINZ. 
Mr. SMITH of New York. 
(The following Members <at the re

quest of Mr. AsPIN) and to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex
traneous matter:) 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas in six instances. 
Mr. BEGICH in two instances. 
Mr. GoNZALEZ in three instances. 
Mr. RARICK in three instances. 
Mr. NIX. 
Mr. ANNUNZIO. 
Mr. DINGELL in three instances. 
Mr. FuQUA. 
Mr. RoE in three instances. 
Mr. ROYBAL. 
Mr. STOKES in two instances. 
Mr. BLATNIK. 
Mr. JoNES of Alabama. 
Mr. WALDIE in three instances. 
Mr. Moss. 
Mr. EDMONDSON in three instances. 
Mr. DANIELS of New Jersey in two in-

stances. 
Mr. DuLsKI in five ·instances. 
Mr. JAMES V. STANTON. 
Mr. HELSTOSKI in five instances. 
Mr.BRAsco. 
Mr. ZABLOCKI in two instances. 
Mr. HARRINGTON. 

SENATE BILLS REFERRED 
Bills of the Senate of the following 

titles were taken from the Speaker's 
table and, under the rule, referred as 
follows: 

S. 1524. An act to amend title 12, District 
of Columbia Code, to to provide a limita
tion of actions for actions arising out of 
death or injury caused by a defective or un
safe improvement to real property; to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

S. 1928. An act to amend the Wild and 
Scenic Rivers Act by designating a. segment 
of the St. Croix River, Minnesota and Wis
consin, as a component of the national wlld 
and scenic rivers system; to the Conupittee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs. 
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S. 3627. An act to authorize the Secretary 

of the Interior to sell certain mineral rights 
in certain lands located in Utah to the rec
ord owner thereof; to the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. 

S. 3930. An act to provide for the convey
ance of certain mineral rights in and under 
lands in Onslow County, N.C.; to the Com
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

S. 4059. An act to provide that any person 
operating a motor vehicle within the District 
of Columbia shall be deemed to have given 
his consent to a chemical test of his blood, 
breath, or urine, for the purpose of deter
mining the blood al ohol content; to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 
Mr. HAYS, from the Committee on 

House Administration, reported that 
that committee had examined and found 
truly enrolled bills of the House of the 
following titles, which were thereupon 
signed by the Speaker: 

H.R. 56. An act to establish a national 
environmental data system and State andre
gional environmental centers pursuant to 
poliCies and goals established in the Nation
al Environmental Policy Act of 1969, and for 
other purposes. 

H.R. 2118. An act for the relief of the estate 
of Amos E. Norby. 

H.R. 9676. An act to authorize the con
veyance of certain lands of the United States 
to the State of Tennessee for the use of the 
University of Tennessee. 

H.R. 10655. An act to designate certain 
lands in the Lassen Volcanic National Park, 
Calif., as wilderness; 

H.R. 13780. An act to authorize the Ad
ministrator of Veterans' Affairs to convey 
certain property in Canadaigua, N.Y., 
to Sonnenberg Gardens, a nonprofit, educa
tional corporation; 

H.R. 13825. An act to extend the time for 
commencing actions on behalf of an Indian 
tribe, band, or group; and 

H.R. 14731. An act to amend the Fish and 
Wildlife Act of 1956 in order to provide for 
the effective enforcement of the provisions 
therein prohibiting the shooting at birds, 
fish, and other animals from aircraft. 

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 
PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT 
Mr. HAYS, from the Committee on 

House Administration, reported that that 
committee did on October 6, 1972, present 
to the President, for his approval, bills 
and joint resolutions of the House of 
the following titles: 

H.R. 3817. An act to amend titles 10, 32, and 
37, United States Code, to authorize the es
tablishment of a National Guard for the Vir
gin Islands; 

H.R. 5838. An act to designate certain lands 
in the Lava Beds National Monument in Cali
fornia, as wilderness; 

H.R. 6318. An act to declare that certain 
federally owned lands shall be held by the 
United States in trust for the Burns Indian 
Colony, Oregon, and for other purposes; 

H.R. 9198. An act to amend the Act of July 
4, 1955, as amended, relating to the construc
tion of irrigation distribution systems; 

H.R. 10243. An act to establish an omce of 
Technology Assessment for the Congress as 
an aid in the identification and considera
tion of existing and probable impacts of 
technological application; to amend the Na
tional Science Foundation Act of 1950; and 
for other purposes; 

H.R. 11047. An act for the relie'f of Donald 
W. Wotring; 

H.R.11629. An act for the rellef of Cpl. 
Bobby R. Mullins; 

H.R. 11948. An act to amend the joint res
olution authorizing appropriations for par
ticipation by the United States in the Hagu~ 
Conference on Private International La.w and 
the International (Rome) Institute for the 
Unification of Private Law; 

H.R. 13533. An act to amend the District 
of Columbia Redevelopment Act of 1945 to 
provide for the reimbursement of publlc util
ities in the District <Yf Columbia for certain 
costs resulting from urban renewal; to pro
vide for reimbursement of public utllittes in 
the District of Columbia for certain costs re
sulting from Federal-aid system programs; 
and to amend section 5 of the Aot approved. 
June 11, 1878 (providing a permanent gov
ernment of the District of Columbia), and 
for other purposes; 

H.J. Res. 1211. Joint resolution to amend 
the joint resolution providing for member
ship and participation by the United States 
in the South Pacifl.c Commission; 

H.J. Res. 1257. Joint resolution to authorize 
an appropriation for the annual contribu
tions by the United States for the support of 
the International Agency for Research on 
Cancer; 

H.J. Res.1263. Joint resolution authorizing 
the President to proclaim October 30, 1972, 
as "National Sokol Day". 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Speaker, I move that 

the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accordingly 

<at 8 o'clock and 13 minutes p.m.), the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Wednesday, October 11, at 12 o'clock 
noon. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 
2410. Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, a 

letter from the Secretary of Transporta
tion, transmitting a draft of proposed 
legislation to amend title 49, United 
States Code, to provide for criminal pen
alties for all who knowingly and willfully 
refuse or fail to file required reports, 
keep required data or falsify records; 
provide criminal penalties for unlawful 
carriage of persons for compensation or 
hire; to increase the civil penalty limits; 
and for other purposes; to the Commit
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. BARING: Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. H.R. 5932. A bUl to authorize 
the Secretary of Agriculture to review as to 
its suitability for preservation as wilderness, 
the area commonly known as the Indiana 
Peaks Area in the State of Colorado; with 
amendment (Rept. No. 92-1548). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. STEED: Committee on Appropriations. 
Report on U.S. Bureau of CUstoms examina
tion and screening procedures at ports of 
entry (Rept. No. 92-1554). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union. 

Mr. MAHON: Committee on Appropria
tions. H.R. 17034. A bill making supplemen
tal appropriations for the fiscal year ending 

June 30, 1973, and for other purposes (Rept. 
No. 92-1555) . Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. HANLEY. Committe on Post omce and 
Civll Service. H.R. 14934. A bill to amend title 
5, United States Code, to make levels m and 
IV of the Executive Schedule applicable to 
certain positions within the Department of 
Justice, and for other purposes; with amend
ment (Rept. No. 92-1556). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union. 

Mr. FISHER: Committee on Armed Serv
ices. S. 3310. An act to amend title 10, United 
States Code, to establish the authorized 
strength of the Naval Reserve in omcers in 
the Judge Advocate General's Corps in the 
grade of rear admiral, and for other purposes 
(Rept. No. 92-1557). Referred to the Com
mittee of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

Mr. DONOHUE: Committee on the Ju
diciary. H.R. 2572. A bill for the relief of the 
city of New York; with amendment (Rept. 
No. 92-1558). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. DONOHUE: Committee on the Ju
diciary. S. 216. An act to permit suits to ad
judicate certain real property quiet title ac
tions; with amendment (Rept. No. 92-1559). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. MAHON: Committee of conference. 
Conference report on H.R. 16593; with amend
ment (Rept. No. 92-1566). Ordered to be 
printed. 

Mr. ROONEY of New York: Committee of 
conference. Conference report on H.R. 14989 
(Rept. No. 92-1567). Ordered to be printed. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRI
VATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 

committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. SMITH of New York: Committee on 
the Judiciary. S. 3008. An act for the relief 
of August F. Walz. Rept. No. 92-1549). Re
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. DANIELSON: Committee on the Ju
diciary. S. 909. An act for the relief of John 
C. Rogers. (Rept. No. 92-1550). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. SMITH of New York: Committee on 
the Judiciary. S. 2714. An act for the relief 
of M. Sgt. William C. Harpold, U.S. Marine 
Corps (retired) (Rept. No. 92-1551). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. DANIELSON: Committee on the Ju
diciary. S. 3257. An act for the relief of Gary 
Wentworth, of Staples, Minn. (Rept. No, 
92-1552). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

Mr. DANIELSON: Committee on the Ju
diciary. S. 3055. An act for the reU~f of Mau
rice Marchbanks (Rept. No. 92-1553). Re
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. EILBERG: Committee on the Judi
ciary. H.R. 14923. A bill for the relief of 
Michael Joseph Wendt; with amendment 
(Rept. No. 92-1560). Referred to the Com
mittee of the Whole House. 

Mr. RODINO: Committee on the Judi
ciary. S. 2270. An act for the relief of Magnus 
David Forrester (Rept. No. 92-1561). Re
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. RODINO: Committee on the Judiciary. 
S. 2275. An act for the relief of Wolfgang 
Kutter (Rept. No. 92-1562). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. RODINO: Committee on the Judiciary. 
S. 2518. An act for the relief of Anna KOl
bia.rz-Sala (Rept. No. 92-1563). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House. 
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Mr. RODINO: Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 2822. A bill for the relief of Alberto Rod
riguez (Rept. No. 92-1564). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. RODINO: Committee on the Judiciary. 
S. 3583. An act for the relief of Gerald Vincent 
Bull (Rept. No. 92-1565). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. MAHON: 
H.R. 17034. A bill making supplemental ap

propriations for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1973, and for other purposes. 

By Mr. ASPIN: 
H.R. 17035. A blll to amend the Renegotia

tion Act of 1951; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. BURTON: 
H.R. 17036. A blll to amend the Immigra

tion and Nationality Act to provide visas for 
parents of permanent resident aliens; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

H.R. 17037. A bill to amend title 5, United 
States Code, to eliminate U.S. citizenship 
requirements with respect to employment 
of personnel by the Federal Government, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on Post 
otfice and Civil Service. 

By Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN: 
H.R. 17038. A bill designating the Oakley 

Reservoir on the Sangamon River at Decatur, 
lll., as the William L. Springer Lake; to the 
Committee on Public Works. 

By Mr. CLEVELAND: 
H.R. 17039. A blll designating the Oakley 

Reservoir on the Sangamon River at Decatur, 
lll., at the William L. Springer Lake; to the 
Committee on Public Works. 

By Mr. CULVER: 
H.R. 17040. A bill authorizing the city of 

Clinton Bridge Commission to convey its 
bridge structures and other assets to the 
State of Iowa and to provide for the com
pletion of a partially constructed bridge 
across the Mississippi River at or near Clin
ton, Iowa, by the State Highway Commission 
of the State of Iowa; to the Committee on 
Public Works. 

By Mr. DUNCAN: 
H.R. 17041. A bill to amend the tarifl' and 

trade laws of the United States to encour
age the growth of international trade on a 
fair and equitable basts; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama: 
H.R. 17042. A b111 providing for the estab

lishment of a wild area system; to the Com
mittee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. GOLDWATER: 
H.R. 17043. A bill to establish the Federal 

Audiovisual Coordination Board, regulate 
production by Federal agencies of audio
visual materials, and provide certain labor 
standards in connection therewith; to the 
Committee on Government Operations. 

By Mr. GUDE: 
H.R.17044. A bill to amend the act provid

ing an exemption from the antitrust laws 
with respect to agreements between persons 
engaging in certain professional sports for 
the purpose of certain television contracts in 
order to terminate such exemption when a 
home game is sold out; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HARSHA (for himself and Mr. 
SNYDER): 

H.R. 17045. A bill designating the Oa.kley 
Reservoir on the Sangamon River at Decatur, 
Ill., as the William L. Springer Lake; to the 
Committee on Public Works. 

By Mrs. HICKS of Massachusetts: 
H.R. 17046. A bill to provide emergency 

real estate tax relief to senior citizens; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HOLIFIELD: 
H.R. 17047. A bill to prohibit most

favored-nation treatment and commercial 
and guarantee agreements with respect to 
any nonmarket economy country which de
nies to its citizens the right to emigrate or 
which imposes more than nominal fees upon 
its citizens as a condition to emigration; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. KEATING: 
H.R. 17048. A bill to discourage the use of 

leg-hold or steel jaw traps on animals in the 
United States; to the Committee on Inter
state and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. McKINNEY (for himself and 
Mr. STEELE) : 

H.R. 17049. A bill t'O amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to reduce the rates 
of the excise tax on telephone and tele
typewriter exchange service for 1973 through 
1975 and to eliminate such tax for periods 
after December 31, 1975; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. NELSEN: 
H.R. 17050. A bill to amend the act pro

viding an exemption from the antitrust laws 
with respect to agreements between per
sons engaging in certain professional sports 
for the purpose of certain television con
tracts in order to terminate such exemption 
when a home game is sold out; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. QUILLEN: 
H.R. 17051. A bill to amend title 38 of the 

United States Code in order to deem certain 
World War I veterans to be totally disabled; 
to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. ROYBAL: 
H.R. 17052. A bill to amend section 592 of 

the Tarifl' Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1592), and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. SCHEUER: 
H.R. 17053. A bill to promote public health 

and welfare by expanding and improving the 
family planning services and population re
search activities of the Federal Government, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. SIKES (for himself, Mr. Mc
MILLAN, Mr. FoLEY, Mr. KYL, and Mr. 
BAKER): 

H.R. 17054. A bill to authorize the Secre
tary of Agriculture to develop and carry out 
forestry incentives program to encourage a 
higher level of forest resource protection, 
development, and management by small non
industrial private and non-Federal public 
forest landowners, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. STAGGERS (for himself and 
Mr. SPRINGER) : 

H.R. 17055. A bill to authorize the Secre
tary of Transportation to make loans to cer
tain railroads in order to restore or replace 
essential faciUties and equipment damaged 
or destroyed as a result of natural disasters 
during the month of June 1972; to the Com
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. STEELE (for himself, Mr. ED
WARDS of Alabama, Mr. MURPHY Of 
New York, and Mr. STRATToN) : 

H.R. 17056. A bill to provide for the crea
tion of the National Fire Academy, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Science 
and Astronautics. 

By Mr. STEELE (for himself, Mr. MUR
PHY of New York, and Mr. STRAT
TON): 

H.R. 17057. A bill to provide the Secretary 
of Commerce with the authority to make 
grants to States, counties, and local com
munities to pay for up to one-half of the 
costs of training programs for firemen; to 
the Committee on Science and Astronautics. 

H.R. 17058. A bill to provide the Secretary 
of Commerce with the authority to make 
grants to accredited institutions of higher 
education to pay for up to one-half of the 
costs of fire science programs; to the Com
mittee on Science and Astronautics. 

H.R. 17059. A bill to provide financial aid 
to local fire departments in the purchase of 
advanced firefighting equipment; to the 
Committee on Science and Astronautics. 

H.R. 17060. A bill to provide financial aid 
for local fire departments in the purchase of 
fl.refighting suits and self-contained breath
ing apparatus; to the Committee on Science 
and Astronautics. 

H.R. 17061. A blll to extend for 3 years 
the authority of the Secretary of Commerce 
to carry out fire research and safety pro
grams; to the Committee on Science and 
Astronautics. 

H.R. 17062. A bill to establish a National 
Fire Data and Information Clearinghouse, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Science and Astronautics. 

H.R. 17063. A bill to amend the Flammable 
Fabrics Act to extend the provisions of that 
act to construction materials used in the in
teriors of homes, offices, and other places of 
assembly or accommodation, and to author
ize the establishment of toxicity standards; 
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

H.R. 17064. A bill to amend the Hazardous 
Materials Transportation Control Act of 1970 
to require the Secretary of Transportation to 
issue regulations proViding for the placard
ing of certain vehicles transporting hazard
ous materials in interstate and foreign com
merce, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. WYMAN: 
H.R. 17065. A bill to amend section 2503 

(b) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. ZION (for himself and Mr. 
DORN): 

H.R. 17066. A bill designating the Oakley 
Reservoir on the Sangamon River at Decatur, 
Illinois, as the William L. Springer Lake; to 
the Committee on Public Works. 

By Mr. MONAGAN: 
H.J. Res. 1324. Joint resolution to amend 

title 5 of the United States Code to provide 
for the designation of the 11th day of No
vember of each year as Veterans Day; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. STAGGERS: 
H. Con. Res. 718. Concurrent resolution 

providing for the reprinting of additional 
copies of House Report No. 92-1519, entitled 
"Securities Industry Study"; to the Com
mittee on House Administration. 

By Mr. COLMER (for himself, Mr. Smx. 
Mr. BOLLING, Mr. YOUNG Of Texas, 
Mr. SMITH of California, and Mr. 
LATTA): 

H. Res. 1153. Resolution to amend the Rules 
of the House of Representatives with respect 
to House consideration of certain Senate 
amendments; to provide for the delegates 
from Guam and the Virgin Islands, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. BEGICH: 
H. Res. 1154. Resolution to abolish the 

Committee on Internal Security and enlarge 
the jurisdiction of the Committee on the 
Judiciary; to the Committee on Rules. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bllls and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. MONAGAN: 
H.R. 17067. A bill for the relief of Jackie 

Chan; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. SANDMAN: 

H.R. 17068. A bill for the rellef of Raffaele 
and Ida Maione; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. RODINO: 
H. Res. 1155. Resolution opposing the 

granting of permanent residence 1n the 
United States to certain aliens; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 
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REGULATION OF LOBBYING ACT 

In compliance with Public Law 601, 
79th Congress, title m, Regulation of 
Lobbying Act, section 308(b), which 
provides as follows: 

(b) All information required to be filed 

under the provisions of this section with the 
Clerk of the House of Representatives and 
the Secretary of the Senate shall be compiled 
by said Clerk and Secretary, acting jointly, 
as soon as practicable after the close of the 
calendar quarter with respect to which such 
information is filed and shall be printed in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

REGISTRATIONS* 

The Clerk of the House of Representa
tives and the Secretary of the Senate 
jointly submit their report of the com
pilation required by said law and have 
included all registrations and quarterly 
reports received. 

•All alphanumeric characters and monetary amounts refer to receipts and expenditures on page 2, paragraphs D and E of the Quarterly 
Report Form. 

The following re@istrations were submitted for the second calendar quarter 1972: 
<NoTE.-The form used for report is reproduced below. In the interest of economy in the RECORD, questions are not 

repeated, only the essential answers are printed, and are indicated by their respective letter and number.) 
FILE ONE COPY WITH THE SECRETARY OF THE SENATE AND FILE Two COPIES WITH THE CLERK OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES: 

This page (page 1) is designed to supply identifying data; and page 2 (on the back of this page) deals with financial data. 

PLACE AN "X" BELOW THE APPROPRIATE LETTER OR FIGURE IN THE BOX AT THE RIGHT OF THE "REPORT" HEADING BELOW: 

"PRELIMINARY" REPORT ("Registration"): To "register," place an "X" below the letter "P" and fill out page 1 only. 

"QuARTERLY" REPORT: To indicate which one of the four calendar quarters is covered by this Report, place an "X" below the appropriate 
figure. Fill out both page 1 and page 2 and as many additional pages as may be required. The first additional page should be num
bered as page "3," and the rest of such pages should be "4," "5," "6," etc. Preparation and filing in accordance with instructions will 
accomplish compliance with all quarterly reporting requirements of the Act. 

REPORT 
Year: 19 _______ ,~ 

PURSUANT TO FEDERAL REGULATION OF LOBBYING ACT 

NoTE ON ITEM "A".-(a) IN GENERAL. This "Report" form may be used by either an organization or an individual, as follows: 
(i) "Employee".-To file as an "employee", state (in Item "B") the name, address, and nature of business of the "employer". (If the 

"employee" is a firm [such as a law firm or public relations firm], partners and salaried staff members of such firm may join in 
filing a Report as an "employee".) 

(11) "Employer".-To file as an "employer", write "None" in answer to Item "B". 
(b) SEPARATE REPORTS. An agent or employee should not attempt to combine his Report with the employer's Report: 

(i) Employers subject to the Act must file separate Reports and are not relieved of this requirement merely because Reports are 
filed by their agents or employees. 

(11) Employees subject to the Act must file separate Reports and are not relieved of this requirement merely because Reports are 
filed by their employers. 

A. ORGANIZATION OR INDIVIDUAL FILING: 
1. State name, address, and nature of business. 2. If this Report is for an Employer, list names of agents or employees 

who will file Reports for this Quarter. 

NoTE oN ITEM "B".-Reports by Agents or Employees. An employee is to file, each quarter, as many Reports as he has employers, except 
that: (a) If a particular undertaking is jointly financed by a group of employers, the group is to be considered as one employer, but all 
members of the group are to be named, and the contribution of each member is to be specified; (b) if the work is done in the interest of 
one person but payment therefor is made by another, a single Report-naming both persons as "employers"-is to be filed each quarter. 

B. EMPLOYER.-Btate name, address, and nature of business. If there is no employer, write "None." 

NoTE oN ITEM "C".-(a) The expression "in connection with legislative interests," as used in this Report, means "in connection with 
attempting, directly or indirectly, to influence the passage or defeat of legislation." ."The term 'legislation' means bills, resolutions, amend
ments, nominations, and other matters pending or proposed in either House of Congress, and includes any other matter which may be the 
subject of action by either House"-§ 302 (e). 

(b) Before undertaking any activities in connection with legislative interests, organizations and individuals subject to the Lobbying 
Act are required to file a "Preliminary" Report (Registration). 

(c) After beginning such activities, they must file a "Quarterly" Report at the end of each calendar quarter in which they have either 
received or expended anything of value in connection with legislative interests. 

C. LEGISLATIVE INTERESTS, AND PUBLICATIONS in COnnection therewith: 

1. State approximately how long legisla
tive interests are to continue. If receipts 
and expend! tures in connection with 
legislative interests have terminated, 

D 
place an "X" in the box at the 
left, so that this Ofllce will no 
longer expect to receive Reports. 

2. State the general legislative interests of 
the person filing and set forth the specific 
legislative interests by reciting: (a) Short 
titles of statutes and bills; (b) House and 
Senate numbers of bllls, where known; (c) 
citations of statutes, where known; (d) 
whether for or against such statutes and 
bills. 

3. In the case of those publications which the 
person filing has caused to be issued or dis
tributed in connection with legislative in
terests, set forth: (a) Description, (b) quan
tity distributed; (c) date of distribution, (d) 
name of printer or publisher (if publications 
were paid for by person filing) or name of 
donor (if publications were received as a 
gift). 

(Answer items 1, 2, and 3 in the space below. Attach additional pages if more space is needed) 

4. If this is a "Preliminary" Report (Registration) rather than a "Quarterly" Report, state below what the nature and amount of antiei· 
pated expenses will be; and if for an agent or employee, state also what the daily, monthly, or annual rate of compensation is to be. 
It this is a "Quarterly" Report, disregard this item "C4" and fill out item "D" and "E" on the back of this page. Do not attempt to 
combine a "Preliminary" Report (Registration) with a "Quarterly" Report.~ 

AFFIDAVIT 

[Omitted in printing] 

PAGE 1~ 
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A. Patricia Abbott, 1625 A West Grance 

Street, Richmond, Va. 
B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 

NW., Washington D.C. 20006. 

A. John J. Adams, Suite 550, 1819 H Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Vepco, Seventh and Franklin Streets, 
Richmond, Va. 

A. Jerry Agoglia, Box 1310, Fairfleld Uni
versity, Fairfield, Conn. 06430. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Alderson, Catherwood, Ondov & Leon
ard, 105 East Oakland Avenue, Austin, Minn. 
55912. 

B. The Harmel Foundation, Austin, Minn. 
55'912. 

A. Americans for Democratic Action, 1424 
16th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

A. Arent, Fox, Kintner, Plotkin & Kahn, 

A. Becky Bogard, 2600 Virginia Avenue 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20037. 

B. American Public Power Association, 2600 
Virginia Aven.ue, Washington, D.C. 20037. 

A. Linda Bowen, 2050 East Evans, Denver, 
Colo. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street, 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Greg Bowman, Salisbury State, Sa.lis
bury,Md. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 

A. Charles G. Bragg, Post Office Box 12285, 
Memphis, Tenn. 38112. 

B. National Cotton Council of America, 
Post Office Box 12285, Memphis, Tenn. 38112. 

A. Michael E. Brown, M-32 Indiana Memo
rial Union, Bloomington, Ind. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

1815 H Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. A. Patrick Burch, 5206 Holden Street, Fair-
B. The Proprietary Association, 1700 Penn- fax, Va. 22030. 

sylvania Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. E. Lynne Arnold, Salisbury State, Salis
bury, Md. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington D.C. 20006. 

A. Arnold & Porter, 1229 19th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Common Cause, 2100 M Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20037. 

A. Michael A. Aymond, Room 315, Prentiss 
Hall, Winona, Minn. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Donald L. Badders, 910 South Michigan 
Avenue, Room 530, Chicago, Ill. 60605. 

B. Standard 011 Co., 910 South Michigan 
Avenue, Chicago, Ill. 60605. 

A. Lois Baer, 261 Lyndhurst Place, Lexing
ton, Ky. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Ned Baker, D.W.J.C., University Drive, 
Nashua, N.H. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Robert C. Barnard, 1250 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Washintgon, D.C. 20036. 

B. Cleary, Gottlieb, Steen & Hamilton, 
1250 Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20036. 

A. Bebchick, Sher & Kushnick, 919 18th 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 

B. North Atlantic Mediterranean Freight 
Conference. 

A. Richard Begay, Navajo Community Col
lege, Chinle, Ariz. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Robert Berk, Student Senate, Bryant 
College, Smithfield, R.I. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1823 K Street 
NW., Washington D.C. 20006. 

A. Ben Bloom, 137 Miller Hall, Big Rapids, 

A. Gary Burkhart, Calvin College, Grand 
Rapids, Mich. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
N.W., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. George Bursach, 12817 Mea.dowood 
Drive, Silver Spring Md. 20904. 

B. The Society of Tax Accounting and 
Returns Specialists, Inc., 501 13th Street, 
NW., Suite 1032, Washington, D.C. 20004. 

A. Ray Burt, Box 2027 Lynchburg College, 
Lynchburg, Va. 24504. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Busby Rivkin Sherman Levy & Rehm, 
816 Connecticut Avenue NW .. Washington, 
D.C. 20006. 

B. Automobile Importers of America, 816 
Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20006. 

A. Charles R. Carlisle, 1145 19th Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Lead-Zinc Producers Committee. 

A. Jim Carter, 900 West Franklin, Rich
mond, va. 23220. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Howard P. Chester, 1120 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Stone Glass and Clay Coordinating 
Committee, 1120 Connecticut Avenue NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

A. Paul G. Chicos, 712 East John Street, 
Appleton, Wis. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW ., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Cleary, Gottlieb, Steen & Hamilton, 1250 
Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

B. Cabot Corp., et. al., 125 High Street, Bos
ton Mass. 02110. 

A. Coalition to Tax Pollution, 620 C Street 
SE., Washington, D.C. 20003. 

Mich. A. Consolidated Natural Gas Service Co., 
B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street Inc., Four Gateway Center, Pittsburgh, Pa. 

NW., Washington D.C. 20006. 15222. 

A. Karen Bock,1S2 Sager, Michigan Center, 
Mich. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Donald Cooke, 806 Napoleon Road, Mich
igan Center, Mich. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. corcoran, Foley, Youngman & Rowe, 
1511 K Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. Northwestern Refining Co., Drawer 9, 
St. Paul Park, Minn. 55071. 

A. Karen Crocker, Salisbury State, Salis
bury,Md. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 

A. William E. Cumberland, 1125 15th Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. Mortgage Bankers Association of Amer ... 
ica, 1125 15th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
20005. 

A. Ken Daly, Box 1310, Fairfield University, 
Fairfleld, Conn. 06430. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Daniels & Houlihan, 1819 H Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. National Office Machine Dealers Asso
ciation, 2510 Dempster Street, Des Plaines, 
Til. 60016. 

A. Nancy Day, 916 West Franklin Street, 
Richmond, Va. 23220. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Claude J. Desautels Associates, Suite 
711, RCA Building, 1725 K Street NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20006. 

B. New York Mercantile Exchange, 6 Har
rison Street, New York, N.Y. 

A. John H. Dimsdale, Washington College, 
Chestertown, Md. 21620. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Stephen P. Doehler, 1300 Connecticut 
Avenue, Washington, D.C. 

B. National Association of Real Estate 
Boards, 155 East Superior Street, Chicago, 
Ill.; 1300 Connecticut Avenue NW., washing
ton, D.C. 

A. James c. Donald, 1785 Massachusetts 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. The American Institute of Architects, 
1785 Massachusetts Avenue NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20036. 

A. Gary W. Donnelly, 1315 16th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. National Limestone Institute, Inc., 1315 
16th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

A. Pauline B. Dunckel, 1901 North Fort 
Meyer Drive, Arlington, Va. 22209. 
· B. Gas Appliance Manufacturers Associa
tion, 1901 North Fort Meyer Drive, Arlington, 
Va. 22209. 

A. Susan Dunkin, Box 3098, Lynchburg 
College, Lynchburg, Va. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Robert E. Early, 30 F Street NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20001. 

B. National Milk Producers Federation, 
30 F Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20001. 

A. Daniel J. Edelman, Inc., 1717 Pennsyl
vania Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. American Safety Belt Council, 271 North 
Avenue, New Rochelle, N.Y. 

A. Neel Edward, Jr. 
B. National Federation o! Independent 

Business, 921 Washington Building, 15th 
Street and New York Avenue NW., Washing
ton, D.C. 20005. 

A. Russ Edwards, Treasure Valley Com
munity College, Ontario, Oreg. 
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B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 

NW., Washington, D.C. 

A. Charles Ehrhart, 1800 K Street NW., 
Suite 924, Washington, D .C. 20006. 

B. Ralston Purina Co., Checkerboard 
Square, St. Louis, Mo. 63188. 

A. Ruth Bowdey Elliott, 5500 Quincy 
Street, Hyattsville, Md. 20784. 

A. Marc Elzweig, Bayside, N.Y. 
B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 

NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Robert R. Fahs, 1030 15th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. Cargill, Inc., 1200 Cargill Building, 
Minneapolis, Minn. 55402. 

A. David H. Foster. 
B. National Cable Television Association, 

Inc., 918 16th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 

A. Fried, Frank, Harris, Shriver & Kampel
man, 600 New Hampshire Avenue NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20037. 

B. Pueblo of Cochiti, Post Office Box 70, 
Cochiti, N. Mex. 87041. 

A. Patrick M. Gagliardi, Student Senate 
I.SSC, Sault Ste Marie, Mich. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Thomas Garrett, 620 C Street SE., Wash
ington, D.C. 20003. 

B. Friends of the Earth, 620 C Street SE., 
Washington, D.C. 20003. 

A. Leo J. Gehrig, One Farragut Square 
South, Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. American Hospital Association, 840 
North Lake Shore Drive, Chicago, Ill. 60611. 

A. George W. Gephart, 1412 Gas & Electric 
Building, Baltimore, Md. 21203. 

B. Baltimore Gas & Electric Co., Gas & 
Electric Building, Baltimore, Md. 21203. 

A. John A. c. Gibson, 1155 15th Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. American Federation of State, County, 
and Municipal Employees, 1155 15th Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 

A. Mel B. Ginsburg, 139 Joralemon Street, 
Brooklyn, N.Y. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Antonio R. Gonzales, ASUC Office, U.C .. 
San Francisco. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. John Granger, Box 1529, S.U., Selings
grove, Pa. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Sean D. Grlfil.n, 4762 Cape May Avenue, 
San Diego, calif. 92107. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Kenneth J. Guido, Jr., 2100 M Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20037. 

B. Common cause, 2100 M Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20037. 

A. Martin, Ryan, Haley & Associates, Inc., 
40 Central Park South, New York, N.Y. 10019. 

B. Gulf & Western Food Products eo., 133 
North Fourth Street, Fort Pierce, Fla. 33450. 

A. Mr. otto R. Harrison, Suite 1014, 1025 
Connecticut Avenue NW ., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

B. Humble Oil & Refining Co. (A Delaware 
Corp.), Post Office Box 2180, Houston, Tex. 

A. WilUam C. Hart, 1625 I Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Columbia Gas System Service Corp., 20 
Montchanin Road, Wilmington, Del. 19807. 

A. Steve Hartley, 612 Princeton Street, 
Cumberland, Md. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Jim Hathaway, Pembroke State Univer
sity, Pembroke, N.C. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Chris Henchey, C/o Student Council, 
DWJC, Nashua, N.H. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Neil Hendershot, Box C-1016, Bucknell 
University, Lewisburg, Pa. 17837. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 2~006. 

A. Sue Hlllan, ASU, Student Association, 
San Angelo, Tex. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. William Taft Holland, Jr., 729 SiXth 
Street SE., Washington, D.C. 20003. 

A. The Harmel Foundation, Austin, Minn. 
55912. 

A. Denise Howard, 139 Joralemon Street, 
Brooklyn, N.Y. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Howrey, Simon, Baker & Murchison, 
1707 H Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B . Power Tool Institute, 604 :Davis Street, 
Evanston, Ill. 

A. Institute for Government Assisted 
Housing, 1133 15th Street NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20005. 

A. International Union of Operating En~ 
gineers, 1125 17th Street NW., Washington, 
D.C. 

B. League of New Community Developers, 
1001 15th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20005. 

A. Anne Elizabeth Lacombe, Box 241, SMC, 
Notre Dame, Ind. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 

A. League of New Community Developers, 
1001 15th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20005. 

A. William J. Lehrfeld, 1815 H Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 

B. Shriners Hospitals for Crippled Chil
dren, 323 North Michigan Avenue, Chicago, 
Dl. 

A. Gilbert B. Lessenco, 2021 L Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Metropolitan Chapter, National Asso
ciation of Social Workers, 1424 16th Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 

A. Leva, Hawes, Symington, Martin & Op
penheimer, 815 Connecticut Avenue NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Electronic Data Systems Corp., 1300 EDS 
Center, Exchange Park, Dallas, Tex. 

A. Adam Lewkowicz, 7900 Nagal Avenue, 
Morton Grove, Ill. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Bella L. Linden. 

A. Charles B. Lipsen. 
B. National Cable Television Association, 

Inc., 918 16th Street NW., Washington, D.O. 
20006. 

A. Roy E. Lott, Colgate University, Hamil
ton, N.Y. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Stl"eet 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Don Lynch, 2250 Pierce Road, Univer
sity Center, Mich. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Michael J. McCabe, 1225 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Suite 412, Washington, D.O. 
20036. 

A. Phillip Jaret, Box 1353, Selinsgrove, Pa. B. Allstate Insurance Companies, Allstate 
17870. Plaza, Northbrook, Ill. 60062. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW ., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Jackie Johnson, Student Government 
Office, Frostburg State College, Frostburg, Md. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. John G. Keller, Suite 1014, 1025 Con
necticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

B. Humble Oil & Refining Co., Post Office 
Box 2180, Houston, Tex. 

A. Frederick A. Kessinger, 416 Fourth 
Street SE., Washington, D.C. 

B. Animal Health Institute, 1030 15th 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 

A. Robert Klinefelter, Loyola University, 
7101 West 8oth Street, Los Angeles, Calif. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Steve Kovick, Somerville, N.J. 
B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Stl"eet 

NW, Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Lawrence E. Kreider, 1015 18th Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Conference of State Bank Supervisors, 
1015 18th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 

A. Krooth & Altman, 1001 15th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20005. 

A. Michael J. McCabe, 1225 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Suite 412, Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

B. Allstate Insurance Companies, Allstate 
Plaza, Northbrook, lll. 60062. 

A. Kathleen A. McKeon, Box 379, Chestnut 
Hill College, Philadelphia, Pa. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Harry C. McPherson, Jr., Suite 1100, 
1660 L Street NW., Washington, D.C. 

B. Montgomery Ward, Inc. , 619 West, Chi
cago, Ill. 60607. 

A. Jean A. McWilliams, Box 379, Chestnut 
Hill College, Philadelphia, Pa. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Tim Mabry, ASBMCC President, Pendle-
ton, Oreg. . 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Michael W. MacDonald, Student Senate, 
LSSC, Sault Ste Marie, Mich. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Bill Markert, S.G.A., Georgia Institute 
O'f Technology, Atlanta, Ga. 
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B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 

NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. . 

A. Larry Matson, ASU, San Angelo, Tex. 
B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 

NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. C. V. & R. V. Maudlin, 1111 E Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20004. 

B. Brass and Bronze Ingot Institute, 300 
West Washington Street, Chicago, Dl. 60606. 

A. Dennis Mazurek, 454 Nordberg, NW., 
Grand Rapids, Mich. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street., 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Ronald Mead, 1105 West Maumee, Adri
an, Mich. 49221. 

B. N81tional Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Steven Mednick, Box 1310, FaJ.rfleld 
University, Fairfield, Conn. 06430. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. William A. Meissner, Jr., 6200 Ma.Ma
chusetts Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20016. 

B. Rudolph Wolff & Co., 80 Wa.ll Street, New 
York, N.Y. 10005. 

A. Robert J. Mellon, Box 719, La Salle Col
lege, Philadelphia, Pa. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Carl J. Meyer, Jr., Box 719, La Salle Col
lege, Philadelphia, Pa. 

B. National Student, Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Bruce L. Mikesell, 1025 Vermont Avenue 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. National Independent Aq.tomoblle Deal
ers Association, 1719 West End Avenue, Nash
ville, Tenn. 37203. 

A. James Arthur Morgan, P.O. Box 545, 
Hollywood, Calif. 90028. 

A. National Air Carrier Association, 1730 M 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

A. National Association of School Bus Con
tract Operators, 4616 Lawn Court, Fairfax, 
va. 22030. 

A. National Independent Automobile Deal
ers Assoc., 1719 West End Avenue, NashvUle, 
Tenn. 37203. 

A. Julia Norrell, 1155 15th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 

B. American Federation of Sta,.te, County, 
and Municipal Employees, 1155 15th Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20005. 

A. O'Connor, Green, Thomas, Walters & 
Kelly, 1750 Pennsylvania Avenue NW., Wash
Ington, D.C. 

B. American Clinical Laboratory Associa
tion, 1750 Pennsylvania Avenue NW., Wash
illglton, D.C. 

A. Michael c. O'Hagan, Box 719, La Salle 
College, Philadelphia, Pa. 

B. National Studerut Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Edward J. Panarello, 1775 K street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Reta.U Clerks International Association, 
AFL-CIO, 1775 K Street NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20006. 

A. Patton, Boggs, Blow, Verrill, Brand & 
May, 1200 Seventeenth Street NW., Washing
ton, D.O. 20036. 

B. American Marltime Aasociatlon, 17 Ba-t
tery Place, New York, N.Y. 10004. 

A. Dennis Paul, 12201 Reithmiller, Grass 
Lake, Mich. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 2006. 

A. Pepper, Hamilton & Scheetz, 1701 Penn
sylvania Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Local No. 8, International Brotherhood 
of Electrical Workers Retirement Plan & 
Trust, care of Marc Gertner, Suite 405, Spitzer 
Building, Toledo, Ohio 43604. 

A. Stefan Peterson, University Center, Uni
versity of North Dakota, Grand Forks, N.Dak. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Wayne Peterson, 313 Morey-Shepard, 
Winona, Minn. 55987. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Phllmore P. Fleming, Post Oftlce Box 
870, Cumberland, Md. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C.20006. 

A. Louis V. Priebe, 1025 Connecticut Ave
nue NW., Suite 515, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. American Insurance Association, 1025 
Connecticut Avenue NW., Suite 515, Wash
ington, D.C. 20036. 

A. Ann Marie Rapp, Salisbury State Col
lege, Salisbury, Md. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. D. Michael Rappoport, 1140 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. National Association of Electric Com
panies, 1140 Connecticut Avenue NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20036. 

A. WUliam A. Ray, Jr., 2050 E. Evans, Den
ver, Colo. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Patty Redden, Salisbury State, Salis
bury,Md. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. -

A. William Reed, Post Oftlce Box 7397, 
University, Miss. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Lawrence D. Reedy, 602 Ring Building, 
1200 18th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. American Association of Advertising 
Agencies, 200 Park Avenue, New York, N.Y. 
10017. 

A. Ed Reeves, Box 8037 LC, Lynchburg, Va. 
24504. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Austin T. Rhoads. 
B. American Frozen Food Institute, 919 

18th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Thomas G. Roderick, 1101 16th Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. . 

B. Consolidated Natural Gas service Co., 
Inc., Four Gateway Center, Pittsburgh, Pa. 
15222. 

A. Reynolds D. Rodgers, 8425 Boone, Kan
sas City, Mo. 64114. 

B. City of Kansas City, Mo., City Hall, 414 
East 12th Street. 

A. Tom Roff. 1425 Russ Boulevard, San 
Diego, Calif. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Bruce Rosen, Old Bridge, N.J. 
B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 

NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Crlstine Russell, 620 C Street SE., Wash
ington, D.C. 20003. 

B. Coalition To Tax Pollution, 620 C Street 
SE., Washington, D.C. 20003. 

A. Arlie Schardt, 1424 16th Sreet, No. 501, 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. American Civil Liberties Union, 156 
Fifth Avenue, New York, N.Y. 10010. 

A. Quentin E. Scholtz, ill, 1061 Cross Keys, 
Apt. No. 3, Lexington, Ky. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Mary R. Scifres, M-32 Indiana. Memorial 
Union, Bloomington, Ind. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Paul J. Scotto, 328 DeGraw Street, 
Brooklyn, N.Y. 11231. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. A. R. Sharp, Jr., Box 817, University 
Station, University of Kentucky, Lexington, 
Kentucky 40506. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Susan L. Shaw, Box 44 Heath.ma.n, Unl• 
verslty of Rhode Island, Kingston, R.I. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. C. Ka,thryn Shelton, Box 817, University 
Station, University of Kentucky, Lexington, 
Ky. 40506. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Alan Sheppard, University of North 
Dakota, Grand Forks, N.D. 

B. National student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Patricia. Sickler, Saginaw Valley Col
lege, University Center, Mich. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Ta.lma.ge E. Simpkins, 100 Indiana Ave
nue NW., Washington, D.C. 20001. 

B. Labor-Management Maritime Commit
tee. 

A. Julian H. Singman, 724 14th Street NW., 
Washin,aton, D.C. 20005. 

B. International Longshoremen's Associa
tion, ~IO, 17 Battery Place, Room 1530, 
New York, N.Y. 10004. 

A. Marcus W. Sisk, Jr., 1250 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Cleary, Gottlieb, Steen & Ha.mllton, 1250 
Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 

A. J. R. Snyder, 400 First Street NW., 
Suite 704, Washington, D.C. 20001. 

B. United Transportation Union, 400 First 
Street NW., Suite 704, Washington, D.C. 
20001. 

A. Richard F. Solomon, 13301 Point Pleas
ant Drive, Fairfax, Va. 22030. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Edward Sosick, Box 780, S.U., Selings
grove, Pa.. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 
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A. Robert C. Stacey, 4204 46th Street NW., 

Washington, D.C. 20016. 
B. Space Research Corp., 1629 K Street 

NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Robert Stevenson, Sa.ltsbury State, 
Sa.lls·bury, Md. 

B. Na.tlona.l Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington. D.C. 20006. 

A. Stockholders of America, Inc., National 
Press Building, Washington, D.C. 20004. 

A. Howard Stovall, 2132 4 Mlle Road, Grand 
Rapids, Mich. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Gary Strickland, Box 421, Pembroke State 
University, Pembroke, N.C. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Michael Strother, 1315 16th street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. National Limestone Institute, Inc., 1315 
16th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

A. Sutherland, Asblli & Brennan, 1200 
Farragut Building, Washington, D.C. 

B. American Insurance Association, 1025 
Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 

A. Sutherland, Asbill & Brennan, 1200 
Farragut Building, Washington, D.C. 

B. The Travelers Corp., One Tower Square, 
Hartford, Conn. 06115. 

A. Glenn Sweetman, Box 525, S.U., Selins
grove, Pa. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Btll Talty, 2084 East Ambler Johnston, 
VPI'. 

B. Np.tional Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Richard M. Tempero, 2100 M Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20037. 

B. Common Cause, 2100 M Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20037. 

A. Gerald Todd, 1012 14th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. Consumer Federation of America, 1012 
14th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20005. 

A. John Tucker, Box 958, Trtnlty, Deerfield, 
Ill. 60015. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Universal Development Consultants, 
Inc., 425 13th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
20004. 

B. Mortgage Bankers Association of 
America.. 

A. Dan Viets, 200 Read Hall, Columbia, Mo. 
B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 

NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. George B. Watts, 1155 15th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. National Broiler Counctl, 1155 15th 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20005. 

A. Teela Weiner, 1012 14th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. Consumer Federation of America, 1012 
14th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20005. 

A. Wlliiams & Jensen, 1130 17th Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Bankers Association of Puerto Rico, c;o 
Wender, Murase, White & Briger, 350 Park 
Avenue, New York, N.Y. 10022. 

A. W1lliams & Jensen, 1130 17th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Ward Industries, Inc., Post Office Box 
849, Highway 65 South, Conway, Ark. 72032. 

A. Wilkinson, Cragun & Barker, 1616 H 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 

B. Dakota Association of Canada, Post 
Office Box 1193, Winnipeg, Manitoba, Canada. 

A. Wlliiams & Jensen, 1130 17th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. National Council tor Health Care Serv
ices, 407 N Street SW., Washington, D.C. 
20024. 

A. W1lliams & King, 1730 K Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. National Nutritional Foods Association, 
770 South Brea Boulevard, Suite 226, Brea, 
Calif. 92621. 

A. Wilner, Scheiner & Greeley, 2021 L Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Metropolitan Chapter, National Associ
ation of Social Workers, 1424 16th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 

A. Karen Woerner, 1425 Russ Boulevard, 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
San Diego, Callt. 92101. 

A. Christine C. Woolston, Box 379, Chest
nuthlli College, Philadelphia, Pa. 

B. National Student Lobby, 1835 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Wyman, Bautzer, Rothman & Kuchel, 
1211 Connecticut Avenue NW., Washlntgon, 
D.C. 20036. 

B. Abe PolUn, 6101 16th Street NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20011. 
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QUARTERLY REPORTS• 

•AU alphanumeric characters and monetary amounts refer to receipts and expenditures on page 2, paragraphs D and E of the Quarterly 
Report Form. 

The following quarterly reports were submitted for the second calendar quarter 1972: 

(NO'l'E.-The form used for registration is reproduced below. In the interest of economy in the RECORD, questions are not 
repeated, only the essential answers are printed, and are indicated by their respective letter and number.) 
FILE ONE COPY WITH THE SECRETARY OF THE SENATE AND FILE Two COPIES WITH THE CLERK OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES: 

This page (page 1) is designed to supply identifying data; and page 2 (on the back of this page) deals with financial data. 

PLACE AN "X" BELOW THE APPROPRIATE LETTER OR FIGURE IN THE BOX AT THE RIGHT OF THE "REPORT" HEADING BELOW: 

"PRELIMINARY" REPORT ("Registration"): To "register," place an "X" below the letter "P" and fill out page 1 only. 

"QuARTERLY" REPORT: To indicate which one of the four calendar quarters is covered by this Report, place an "X" below the appropriate 
figure. Flll out both page 1 and page 2 and as many additional pages as may be required. The first additional page should be num
bered as page "3," and the rest of such pages should be "4," "5," "6," etc. Preparation and filing in accordance with instructions will 
accomplish compliance with all quarterly reporting requirements of the Act. 

I QUARTER 
REPORT p 

!-Y_e_ar_: _1_9_-_--_-_-_-_-.... 1 ~ PuRsUANT TO FEDERAL REGULATION OF LOBBYING ACT I 1st 1 2d 1 3d 1 4th 

(Mark one square only) 

NOTE oN ITEM "A".-(a) IN GENERAL. This "Report" form may be used by either an organization or an individual, as follows: 
(i) "Employee".-To file as an "employee", state (in Item "B") the name, address, and nature of business of the "employer". (If the 

"employee" is a firm (such as a law firm or public relations firm), partners and salaried staff members of such firm may join in 
filing a Report as an "employee".) 

(ii) "Employer".-To file as an "employer", write "None" in answer to Item "B". 
(b) SEPARATE REPORTS. An agent or employee should not attempt to combine his Report with the employer's Report: 

(i) Employers subject to the Act must file separate Reports and are not relieved of this requirement merely because Reports are 
filed by their agents or employees. 

(ii) Employees subject to the Act must file separate Reports and are not relieved of this requirement merely because Reports are 
filed by their employers. 

A. ORGANIZATION OR INDIVIDUAL FILING: 
1. State name, address, and nature of business. 2. If this Report is for an Employer, list names of agents or employees 

who will file Reports for this Quarter. 

NoTE oN ITEM "B".-Reports by Agents or Employees. An employee is to file, each quarter, as many Reports as he has employers, except 
that: (a) If a particular undertaking is jointly financed by a group of employers, the group is to be considered as one employer, but all 
members of the group are to be named, and the contribution c: each member is to be specified; (b) if the work is done in the interest of 
one person but payment therefor is made by another, a singl( Report-naming both persons as "employers"-is to be filed each quarter. 

B. EMPLOYER.--8tate name, address, and nature of \..msiness. If there is no employer, write "None." 

NoTE ON ITEM "C".-(a) The expression "in connection with legislative interests," as used in this Report, means "in connection with 
attempting, directly or indirectly, to influence the passage or defeat of legislation." "The term 'legislation' means bills, resolutions, amend
ments, nominations, and other matters pending or proposed in either House of Congress, and includes any other matter which may be the 
subject of action by either House"-§ 302(e). 

(b) Before undertaking any activities in connection with legislative interests, organizations and individuals subject to the Lobbying 
Act are required to file a "Preliminary" Report (Registration). 

(c) After beginning such activities, they must file a "Quarterly" Report at the end of each calendar quarter in which they have either 
received or expended anything of value in connection with legislative interests. 

C. LEGISLATIVE INTERESTS, AND PUBLICATIONS in connection therewith: 

1. State approximately how long legisla
tive interests are to continue. If receipts 
and expenditures in connection with 
legislative interests have terminated, 

D 
place an "X" in the box at the 
left, so that this Office will no 
longer expect to receive Reports. 

2. State the general legislative interests of 
the person filing and set forth the specific 
legislative interests by reciting: (a) Short 
titles of statutes and bills; (b) House and 
Senate numbers of bills, where known; (c) 
citations of statutes, where known; (d) 
whether for or against such statutes and 
bills. 

3. In the case of those publications which the 
person filing has caused to be issued or dis
tributed in connection with legislative in
terests, set forth: (a) Description, (b) quan
tity distributed; (c) date of distribution, (d) 
name of printer or publisher (if publications 
were paid for by person filing) or name of 
donor (if publications were received as a 
gift). 

(Answer items 1, 2, and 3 in the space below. Attach additional pages if more space is needed) 

4. If this is a "Preliminary" Report (Registration) rather than a "Quarterly" Report, state below what the nature and amount of antici
pated expenses wm be; and if for an agent or employee, state also what the daily, monthly, or annual rate of compensation is to be. 
I! this is a "Quarterly" Report, disregard this item "C4" and fill out item "D" and "E" on the back of this page. Do not attempt to 
combine a "Preliminary" Report (Registration) with a "Quarterly" Report.~ 

AFFIDAVIT 

[Omitted in printing) 

PAGE 1~ 
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NoTE oN ITEM "D."-(a) In General. The term "contribution" includes anything of value. When an organization or individual uses 
printed or duplicated matter in a campaign attempting to in1luence legislation, money received by such organization or individual-for 
such printed or dupllcated matter ....... is a "contribution." "The term 'contribution' includes a gift, subscription, loan, advance, or deposit 
of money, or anything of value, and includes a contract, promise, or agreement, whether or not legally enforceable, to make a contribution"
.Section 302 (a) of the Lobbying Act. 

(b) IF THIS REPORT Is FOR AN EMPLOYER.-(!) In General. Item "D" is designed for the reporting of all receipts from which expendi
tures are made, or will be made, in accordance with legislative interests. 

(U) Receipts of Business Firms and Individ:uals.-A business firm (or individual) which is subject to the Lobbying Act by reason of 
expenditures which it makes in attempting to influence legislation-but which has no funds to expend except those which are available 
in the ordinary course of operating a business not connected in any way with the influencing of legislation-will have no receipts to report, 
even though it does have expenditures to report. 

(iii) Receipts of Multipurpose Organizations.-some organizations do not receive any funds which are·to be expended solely for the 
purpose of attempting to influence legislation. Such organizations make such expenditures out of a general fund raised by dues, assess
ments, or other contributions. The percentage of the general fund which is used for such expenditures indicates the percentage of dues, 
assessments, or other contributions which may be considered to have been paid for that purpose. Therefore, in reporting receipts, such 
organizations may specify what that percentage is, and report their dues,' assessments, and other contributions on that basis. However, 
each contributor of $500 or more is to be listed, regardless of whether the contribution was made solely for legislative purposes. 

(c) IF THIS REPORT Is FOR AN AGENT OR EMPLOYEE.-(i) In General. In the case of many employees, all receipts will come under Items 
"D 5" (received for services) and "D 12" (expense money and reimbursements). In the absence of a clear statement to the contrary, it 
will be presumed that your employer is to reimburse you for all expenditures which you make in connection with legislative interests. 

(11) Employer as Contributor of $500 or More.-When your contribution from your employer (in the form of salary, fee, etc.) amounts 
to $500 or more, it is not necessary to report such contribution under "D 13" and "D 14," since the amount has already been reported 
under "D 5," and the name o! the "employer" has been given under Item "B" on page 1 o! this report. 

D. RECEIPTS (INCLUDING CONTRIBUTIONS AND LOANS): 

Fill in every blank. If the answer to any numbered item is "None," write "None" in the space following the number. 

Receipts (other than loans) 
1. •--------Dues and assessments 
2. •--------Gifts of money or anything of value 
S. •------ --Printed or duplicated matter received as a gift 
4. •--------Receipts from sale of printed or duplicated matter 
5. $--------Received for services (e.g., salary, fee, etc.) 

6. , ________ ToTAL for this Quarter (Add items "1" through "5") 
7. *--------Received during previous Quarters of calendar year 

8. •--------TOTAL from Jan. 1 through this Quarter (Add "6" 
and "7") 

Loans Received 
"The term 'contribution' includes a ... loan .•• "-sec. 302(a). 

9. $--------TOTAL now owed to others on account of loans 
10. •--------Borrowed from others during this Quarter 
11. $--------R,epaid to others during this Quarter 

12. $--------"Expense money" and Reimbursements received this 
Quarter 

Contributors of $500 or more 
(!rom Jan. 1 through this Quarter) 

13. Have there been such contributors? 

Please answer "yes" or "no": --------
14. In the case of each contributor whose contributions (including 

loans) during the "period" from January 1 through the last 
days of this Quarter total $500 or more: 

Attach hereto plain sheets of paper, approximately the size of this 
page, tabulate data under the headings "Amount" and "Name and 
Address of Contributor"; and indicate whether the last day of the 
period is March 31, June 30, September 30, or December 31. Prepare 
such tabulation in accordance with the following example: 

Amount Name and Address of Contributor 

("Period" from Jan. 1 through ------------------• 19----> 
$1,500.00 John Doe, 1621 Blank Bldg., New York, N.Y. 
$1,785.00 The Roe Corporation, 2511 Doe Bldg., Chicago, Ill. 

$3,285.00 TOTAL 

NoTE oN ITEM "E".-(a) In General. "The term 'expenditure' includes a payment, distribution, loan, advance, deposit, or gift of money 
or anything of value, and includes a contract, promise, or agreement, whether or not legally enforceable, to make an expenditure"-8ection 
302 (b) of the Lobbying Act. 

(b) IP THIS REPORT Is FOR AN AGENT oR EMPLOYEE. In the case of many employees, all expenditures will come under telephone and 
telegraph (Item "E 6") and travel, food, lodging, and entertainment (Item "E 7"). 

E. EXPENDITURES (INCLUDING LoANs) in connection with legislative interests: 

F1llin every blank. If the answer to any numbered item is "None," write "None" in the spaces following the number. 

Expenditures (other than loans) 
1. •--------Public relations and advertising services 

2. •--------Wages, salaries, fees, commissions (other than item 
"1") 

s. $--------Gifts or contributions made during Quarter 

4. $--------Printed or duplicated matter, including distribution 
cost 

5. $--------Otllce overhead (rent, supplies, ut111ties, etc.) 

6. •--------Telephone and telegraph 
7. $--------Travel, food, lodging, and entertainment 
8. , ________ All other expenditures 

9. $--------TOTAL for this Quarter (Add "1" through "8") 

10. $--------Expended during previous Quarters of calendar year 

11. •--------ToTAL from January 1 through this Quarter (.Add "9" 
a.nd "10") 

Loans Made to Others 
"The term 'expenditure' includes a ... loan .. :•-sec. 302(b). 
12. $--------ToTAL now owed to person filing 
13. $--------Lent to others during this Quarter 
14. $--------Repayment received during this Quarter 

15. Recipients of Expenditures of $10 or More 
In the case of expenditures made during this Quarter by, or 

on behalf of the person filing: Attach plain sheets of paper 
approximately the size of this page and tabulate data as to 
expenditures under the following heading: "Amount," "Date 
or Dates," "Name and Address of Recipient," "Purpose." Pre
pare such tabulation in accordance with the following example: 

Amount Date or Dates-Name and Address of Recipient-Purpose 
$1,750.00 7-11: Roe Printing Co., 3214 Blank Ave., St. Louis, 

Mo.-Printing and ma111ng circulars on the 
"Marshbanks Bill." 

•2,400.00 7-15,8-15,9-15: Britten & Blaten, 8127 Gremlln Bldg., 
Washington, D.C.-Public relations 
service at $800.00 per month. 

$4,160.00 TOTAL 

PAGE 2 
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A. Sothoron Kirby Able, 2000 Florida Ave

nue NW., Washington, D.C. 20009. 
B. National Rural Electric Cooperatives As

sociation, 2000 Florida Avenue NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20009. 

D. (6) $150. 

A. John G. Adams, 815 Connecticut Avenue 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Midland Enterprises, Inc., Cincinnati, 
Ohio. 

A. Clarence G. Adamy, 1725 I Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 

B. National Association of Food Chains, 
1725 I Street NW., Washington, D.C. 

D. (6) $500. 

A. Aerospace Industries Association of 
America, Inc., 1725 De Sales Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 2003tl. 

D. (6) $7,597.54. E. (9) $7,597.54. 

A. AFL-CIO Maritime Committee, 100 In
diana Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20001. 

D. (6) $6,435.80. E. (9) $4,919.28. 

A. Gibson T. Ahlgren, 1957 E Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. The Association General Contractors of 
America, 1957 E Street NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20006. 

D. (6) $1,000. 

A. Air Trame Control Association, Inc., 
Suite 409, ARBA Butlding, 525 School Street 
SW., Washington, D .C. 20024. 

A. Air Transport Association of America, 
1000 Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $9,793.04. E. (9) $9,793.04. 

A. Alderson, Catherwood, Ondov & Leonard, 
105 East Oakland Avenue, Austin, Minn. 
55912. 

B. The Hormel Foundation, Austin, Minn. 
55912. 

A. George Alderson, 620 C Street SE., Wash
ington, D.C. 20003. 

B. Friends of the Earth, 620 C Street, 
Washington, D.C. 20003. 

D. (6) $2,000. 

A. WUlls W. Alexander, 1120 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20038. 

B. The American Bankers Association, 1120 
Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

D. (6) $1,500. 

A. Donna Allen, 3306 Ross Place NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20008. 

B. National Committee Against Repressive 
Legislation, 555 No. Western Avenue Rm. 2, 
Los Angeles, calif. 90004. 

D. (6) $1,040. E. (9) .1,572.83. 

A. Kenneth D. Allen, 1701 K Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 

B. Health Insurance Assn. of America, 1701 
K Street NW., Washington, D.C. 

A. Nicholas E. Allen, 444 Shoreham Build
ing, Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. Music Operators of America, Inc., 228 
North LaSalle Street, Chicago, m. 

D. (6) $225. E. (9) $6.23. 

A. Amalgamated Transit Union, AF'L-CIO, 
5025 Wisconsin Avenue NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20016. 

A. Amalgamated Transit Union, National 
Capital Local Division 689, 100 Indiana Ave
nue NW., No. 403, Washington, D.C. 20001. 

A. American Automoblle Association, 1712 
G Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. The American College of Radiology, 20 
North Wacker Drive, Chicago, ID. 60606. 

D. (6) $3,040.59. E. (9) t3,040.59. 

A. American Committee for Flags of Neces
sity, 25 Broadway, New York, N.Y. 10004. 

D. (6) $2,276.22. E. (9) $2,176.22. 

A. American Farm Bureau Federation, 225 
West Touhy Avenue, Park Ridge, Til. 60068, 
Washington Offices: 425 13th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20004. 

D. (6) $44,347. E. (9) $44,347. 

A. American Federation of Labor and Con
gress of Industrial Organizations, 815 16th 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

E. (9) $52,987.64. 

A. American Frozen Food Institute, 919 
18th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

D. (6) $81,149.69. E. (9) $2,042.54. 

A. American Hotel & Motel Association, 689 
Seventh Avenue, New York City 10019. 

D. (6) $2,831.75. E. (9) $3,086.24. 

A. American Insurance Association, 85 John 
Street, New York, N.Y. 10038. 

D. (6) $27,419.75. E. (9) $27,419.75. 

A. American Pulpwood Association, 605 
Third Avenue, New York, N.Y. 10017. 

A. American Society of Radiologic Tech
nologists, 645 North Michigan Avenue, Suite 
620, Chicago, Dl. 60611. 

D. (6) $5,903.25. E. (9) $2,089.86. 

A. American Surveys, Embassy Square, 
Suite 901, 2000 N Street NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20036. 

B. National Customs Brokers & Forwarders 
Association of America, Inc., One World 
Trade Center, Suite 1109, New York, N.Y. 
10048. 

D. (6) $300. E. (9) $75.66. 

A. American Texttle Machinery Associa
tion, 1730 M Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

D. (6) $92.43. 

A. American Textile Manufacturers In
stitute, Inc., 1501 Johnston Building, Char
lotte, N.C. 28202. 

D. (6) $16,747.94. E. (9) $16,747.94. 

A. American Trucking Association, Inc., 
1616 P Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $10,290.06. E. (9) $34,703.46. 

A. American Israel Public Affairs Commit- A. American Veterinary Medical Assocla.-
tee, 1341 G Street NW., Washington, D.C. tion, 1522 K Street NW., Suite 828, Washing-
20005. ton, D.C. 

D. (6) $4,450.86. E. (9) $9,854.53. 

A. American Justice Association, Inc., De
fense Highway, Gambrtlls, Md. 21054. 

D. (6) $60. E. (9) $60. 

A. American Land Title Association, 1828 
L Street NW., Suite 303, Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

E. (9) $2,686.Q8. 

A. American Life Convention, 211 East Chi
cago Avenue. 

E. (9) $1,094.65. 

A. American Maritime Association, 17 Bat
tery Place, New York, N.Y. 10004; 1612 K 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

E. (9) $1,250. 

A. American Medical Association, 535 North 
Dearborn Street, Chicago, m. 60610. 

E. (9) $28,676.36. 

A. American Mutual Insurance Alliance, 
20 North Wacker Drive, Chicago, ID. 60606. 

E. (9) $3,125. 

A. American National Cattlemen's Associa
tion, 1540 Emerson Street, Denver, Colo. 80218. 

E. (9) $1,345.02. 

A. American Paper Institute, Inc., 260 Madi
son Avenue, New York. N.Y. 10016. 

A. American Parents Committee, Inc., 20 
E street NW .. Washington, D.C. 

D. (6) $1,851.26. E. (9) $2,284.25. 

A. American Petroleum Institute, 1801 K 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

D. (6) $4,997. E. (9) $10,078. 

A. American Physical Therapy Association, 
1156 15th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20005. 

D. (6) $5,146.16. E. (9) $5,146.16. 

A. The American Waterways Operators, Inc., 
1250 Connecticut Avenue, Suite 502, Wash
ington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $202,940.46. E. (9) $3,595.41. 

A. Wtlliam C. Anderson, 425 13th Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 

B. American Farm Bureau Federation, 225 
West Touhy Avenue, Park Ridge, ID. 

D. (6) $2,175. E . (9) $46.25. 

A. Robert E. Ansheles, Suite 718, 1028 
Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

B. CITC Industries, Inc., 1 Park Avenue, 
New York, N.Y. 10016. 

D. (6) $300. E. (9) $91. 

A. George w. Apperson, 100 Indiana Ave
nue NW., No. 403, Washington, D.C. 20001. 

B. Amalgamated Transit Union, National 
Capital Division 689, 100 Indiana Avenue NW., 
No. 403, Washington, D.C. 

A. Clarence A. Arata, 1129 20th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) .12,500. 

A. John C. Archer, 1515 Wilson Boulevard, 
Arlington, Va. 22209. 

B. American Gas Assocla.t1on, 1515 Wilson 
Boulevard, Arlington, Va. 22209. 

D. (6) $500. E. (9) $300. 

A. Arent, Fox, Kintner, Plotkin & Kahn, 
1815 H Street NW., Suite 800, Washington, 
D.C.20006. 

B. National Soft Drink Association, 1101 
16th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) .125. E. (9) $5.75. 

A. Carl F. Arnold, 1100 Connecticut Av .. 
nue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Gas Supply Committee, 1725 De Salea 
Street, Suite 302, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $1,580. E. (9) $117.06. 

A. Arnold & Porter, 1229 19th Street NW .. 
A. American Podiatry Association, 20 Chevy Washington, D.C. 20036. 

Chase Circle, Washington, D.C. B. Common Cause, 2100 M Street NW •• 
E. (9) $4,512.06 Washington, D.C. 20037. 

A. American Postal Workers Union, AFL
CIO, 817 14th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
20005. 

D. (6) $1,310,353.78. E. (9) $84,595.24. 

A. Arnold & Porter, 1229 19th Street NW .. 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Fairchtld Camera and Instrument corp •• 
464 Ellis Street, Mountain View, Calif. 94060. 
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A. Arnold & Porter, 1229 19th Street NW., 

Washington, D.C. 20036. 
B. Floor Covering Committee Amllated. 

with the American Importers .A:ssoclatlon, 
295 Fifth Avenue, N.Y.10016. 

A. Arnold & Porter, 1229 19th Street NW •• 
Washington, D.C. 20036. -

B. Puerto Rican Government, Economic De· 
velopment Administration, G.P.O. Box 2350, 
San Juan, P.R. 00936. 

D. (6) $50. 

A. The Associated General Contractors of 
America, 1957 E Street NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20006. 

E. (9) $2,350. 

A. Associated Railroads of New Jersey, 
Pennsylvania Station, Raymond Plaza, 
Newark, N.J. 0'7102. 

D. (6) $25. E. (9) $91.25. 

A. Associated Third Class Mall Users, Suite 
607, 1725 K Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
20006. 

D. ( 6) $300. E. (9) $300. 

A. Association for the Advancement of In· 
vention & Innovation, Suite 1007, Crystal 
Plaza I, 2001 Jefferson Davis Highway, Ar
lington, Va., 22202. 

D. (6) $2,875. E. (9) $2,251.76. 

A. Association of American Railroads, 
American Railroads Building, 1920 L Street 
NW., Washignton, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $8488.35. E. (9) $8488.35. 

A. Associe.tion for Broadcast, Engineering 
Standards, Inc., 1730 M Street NW., Suite 
700, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

A. Association on Japanese Textile Im
ports, Inc., 551 Fifth Avenue, New York, N.Y. 
10017. 

E. (9) $1,000. 

A. Association of Maximum Service Tele
casters, Inc., 1735 DeSales Street NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20036. 

A. Atlantic Richfield Company, 717 Fifth 
Avenue, New York, N.Y. 10022. 

E. (9) $300. 

A. Robert L. Augenbllck, 1775 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Investment Company Institute, 1775 K 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

D. (6) $50. E. (9) $5. 

A. Gary D. Avery, 900 17th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. The Chase Manhattan Bank, 1 Chase 
Manhattan Plaza, New York, N.Y. 10015. 

D. (6) $168. E. (9} $68.71. 

A. Michael H. Bader, 1730 M Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Association for Broadcast Engineering 
Standards, Inc., 1730 M Street NW., Suite 
700, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

A. Carl E. Bagge, Coal Bullding, Washing
ton, D.C., 20036. 

B. National Coal Association, Coal BuUd
ing, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

E. (9) $378.75. 

A. John C. Bagwell, 723 Investment Build
ing, Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. Hawaiian Sugar Planters• Association, 
Honolulu, Hawaii. 

A. George F. Bailey, Jr., Montgomery, Ala. 
36104. 

B. Alabama Railroad Association, Mont
gomery,Ala.36104. 

D. (6) $84. E. (9) $227.69. t• 

A. James F. Batley, 101 Constitution Ave
nue NW., Washington, D.C. 20001. 

B. United Brotherhood of Carpenters & 
Joiners of America, 101 Constitution Avenue 
NW., Washington, D.C. 

D. (6) $5,525. E. (9) $1,052.29. 

A. EmU F. Baker, 1303 New Hampshire 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Fleet Reserve Association, 1303 New 
Hampshire Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. • 

A. Thomas F. Baker, 110116th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. National Soft Drink Association. 
D. (6) $30.65. E. (9) $3. 

A. Ernest L. Barcella Washington, D.O. 
20036. ' 

B. General Motors Corp., 3044 West Grand 
Boulevard, Detroit, Mich. 48202. 

A. Thomas H. Barksdale, Jr., 1801 K Sta"eet 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. American Petroleum Institute, 1801 K 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

D. (6) $1,925. E. (9) $267. 

A. Robert C. Bernard, 1250 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.O. 20036. 

B. Cleary, Gottlieb, Steen & Hamilton, 
1250 Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20036. 

A. Robert C. Baanard, 1250 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Cleary, Gottlieb, Steen & Hamilton, 1250 
Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

A. Arthur R. Barnett, 1140 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Suite 1010, Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

B. National Association of Electric Com
panies, 1140 Connecticut Avenue NW., Suite 
1010, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $165.50. 

A. Vincent Gerrard Barnett, Suite 400, 919 
18th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Committee of European Shipowners, 30-
32 St. Mary Axe, London EC3A SET, England. 

D. (6) $7,500. E. (9) $5,710.55. 

A. Irvin L. Barney, 400 First Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20001. 

B. Brotherhood of Railway Carmen of the 
United States and Canada, 4929 Main Street, 
Kansas City, Mo. 

D. (6) $3,600. 

A. James C. Barr, 1156 15th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. National Association o! Federal Credit 
Unions, 1156 15th Street NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20005. 

D. (6) $300. E. (9) $117.50. 

A. David S. Barrows, 215 Century Building, 
Portland, Oreg. 97205. 

B. Association of Oregon and California 
Land Grant Counties, Douglas County Court 
House, Roseburg, Oreg. 97470. 

D. (6) $1,200. 

A. Weldon Barton. 
B. The Farmers' Educational and Co-Oper

ative Union o! America, Post Office Box 2251, 
Denver, Colo. 

D. (6) $3,617.84. E. (9) $120.96. 

A. Ross Bass Associates, 400 Massachusetts 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20016. 

B. Record Industry Association of America, 
1 East 57th Street, New York, N.Y. 

D. (6) $6,250. 

A. Davis M. aBtson, 115 15th Street NW., 
No. 611, Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. Ethyl Corp., 115 15th Street NW., No. 
611, Washington, D.C. 20005. 

D. (6) $300. 

A. Lucius D. Battle 950 L'Enfant Plaza 
South SW., Washington, D.C. 20024. 

B. Communications Satemte Corp., 950 
L'En!ant Plaza South SW., Washington, D.C. 
20024. 

A. Batzell & Nunn, 1523 L Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. Independent Terminal Operators As
sociation, 1523 L Street NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20005. 

A. A. David Baumhart, Post Office Box 553, 
Lorain, Ohio 44052. 

B. Green Olive Trade Association, 82 Beaver 
Street, New York, N.Y.10005. 

D. (6) $200. E. (9) 9.83. 

A. Donalds. Beattie, 400 First Street NW., 
Room 800, Washington, D.C. 20001. 

B. Congress of Railway Unions, 400 First 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20001. 

D. (6) $1,104.17. 

A. Daniel S. Bedell, 1126 Sixteenth Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. International Union, United Automo
blle, Aerospace & Agricultural Implement 
Workers of America, 8000 East Jefferson Ave
nue, Detroit, Mich., 48214. 

D. (6) $2,256.71. E.(9) $110.07. 

A. Jack Beidler, 1126 16th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. International Union, United Automo
bile, Aerospace & Agricultural Implement 
Workers of America, UAW, 8000 East Jeffer
son Avenue, Detroit, Mich. 48214. 

D. (6) $3,013.60. E. (9) $112.50. 

A. Thomas S. Belford, 2100 M Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20037. 

B. Common Cause, 2100 M Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20037. 

D. (6) $150. 

A. Winston Everett Bell, 417 East Carson 
Street, Las Vegas, Nev. 89101. 

A. Thomas P. Bennett, 1785 Massachusetts 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. The American Institute of Architects, 
1785 Massachusetts Avenue NW., Washing
ton, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $2,500. E. (9) 4,445.46. 

A. Reed A. Benson, 1028 Connecticut Ave
nue NW., No. 1004, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. The John Birch Society, Inc., 395 Con
cord Avenue, Belmont, Mass. 02178. 

A. Max N. Berry, 888 17th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. The Austrian Trade Delegate, 845 Third. 
Avenue, New York, N.Y. 10022. 

A. Max N. Berry, 888 17th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Meat Products Group, American Im
porters Association, 420 Lexington Avenue, 
New York, N.Y. 10017. 

D. (6) $400. E. (9) $78.46. 

A. Robert L. Beven, 1120 Connecticut Ave
nue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. The American Bankers Association, 1120 
Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

D. (6) $900. E. (9) $168. 

A. Andrew J. Biemlller, 815 16th Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 

B. American Federation o! Labor and 
Congress o! Industrial Organizations, 815 
16th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 

D. (6} $7,891. E. (9) $451.35. 
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A. Walter J. Bierwagen, 5025 Wisconsin 

Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20016. 

A. Diana Washbon Bird, 245 Second Street 
NE., Washington, D.C. 

B. Friends Committee on National Legisla
tion, 245 Second Street NE., Washington, D.C. 

D. (6) $1,072. 

A. Robert J. Bird, 1140 Connecticut Avenue 
NW., Suite 412, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Laurel Hlli Cemetery Association, May
ton, Mo. 63105. 

E. (9) $112.04. 

A. Robert J. Bird, 1140 Connecticut Avenue 
NW., Suite 412, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Occidental Life Insurance Co., 12th 
Street at Hlli, Los Angeles, Calif. 90054. 

E. (9) $123.31. 

A. Robert J. Bird, 1140 Connecticut Avenue 
NW., Suite 412, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. The Paul Revere Corp., Worcester, Mass. 
01608. 

E. (9) $85.21. 

A. Lydia Bitter, 1801 K Street NW., Suite 
1201, Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. United States Independent Telephone 
Association, 1801 K Street NW., Suite 1201, 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

D. (6) $145.90. E. (9) $145.90. 

A. Brent Francis Blackwelder, 324 C Street 
SE., Washington, D.C. 20003. 

B. Environmental Policy Center, 324 C 
Street SE., Washington, D.C. 20003. 

D. (6) $316.50 

A. Jerald Bltzin, 1425 K Street NW., Suite 
1000, Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. Hlli and Knowlton, Inc., 160 East 42d 
Street, New York, N.Y. 

D. (6) $100. E. (9) $27. 

A. Blumberg, Singer, Ross, Gottesman & 
Gordon, 245 Park Avenue, New York, N.Y. 
10017. 

B. Cigar Manufacturers Association of 
America, Inc., 576 Madison Avenue, New York, 
N.Y. 10022. 

D. (6) $6,875.01. E. (9) $117.30. 

A. G. Stewart Boswell, 1150 17th Street 
NW., Suite 1001, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. American Textlle Manufacturers In
stitute 1501 Johnston Building, Charlotte, 
N.C. 28202. 

D. (6) $536.49. E. (9) $68.85. 

A. Charles G. Botsford, 1730 M Street NW., 
Suite 609, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

A. Albert D. Bourland, 1660 L Street NW., 
Suite 814, Washington, D.C. 

B. General Motors Corp., 3044 West Grand 
Boulevard, Detroit, Mich. 

D. (6) $3,000. E. (9) $2,121.80. 

A. J. Wiley Bowers, 325 Pioneer Bullding, 
Chattanooga, Tenn. 37402. 

B. Tennessee Valley Public Power Associa
tion, 326 Pioneer Bullding, Chattanooga, 
Tenn. 37402. 

A. Edward L. Bowley, 817 14th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 

B. American Postal Workers Union, .A.FL
CIO. 

D. (6) $6,816.16. 

A. Joseph M. Bowman and Richard C. 
O'Hara, 1511 M Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
20005. 

B. Merger Committee, National Basketball 
Association, 2 Pennsylvania Plaza New York, 
N.Y., Merger Committee, American Basketball 
Association, 1700 Broadway, New York, N.Y. 

D. (6) $17,600. 

A. George E. Bradley, 1341 G Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. Organization of Professional Employees 
of USDA, 1341 G Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
20006. 

D. (6) $420. E. (9) $26. 

A. Wayne w. Bradley, 1776 K Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. American Medical Association, 636 North 
Dearborn Street, Chicago, m. 60610. 

D. (6) $2,443.13. E. (9) $1,033.54. 

A. Charles N. Brady, 1712 G Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. American Automoblle Association, 1712 
G Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Joseph E. Brady, Room 122, Sheraton 
Gibson Hotel, Cincinnati, Ohio 46202. 

B. National Coordinating Committee of 
the Beverage Industry. 

A. Edward J. Brenner, Suite 1007, Crystal 
Plaza I, 2001 Jefferson Davis Highway, Ar
lington, Va. 22202. 

B. Association for the Advancement of In
vention and Innovation, Suite 1007, Crystal 
Plaza I, 2001 Jefferson Davis Highway, Ar
lington, Va. 22202. 

A. Parke C. Brinkley. Madison Bullding, 
1155 15th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. National Agricultural Chemical Asso
ciation. 

D. (6) $26. E. (9) $2.50. 

A. David A. Brody, 1640 Rhode Island 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Anti-Defamation League of B'nai B'rith, 
316 Lexington Avenue, New York, N.Y. 10016. 

D. (6) $350. 

A. Joe B. Browder, 324 C Street SE., Wash
ington, D.C. 20003. 

B. Environmental Policy Center, 324 C 
Street SE., Washington, D.C. 20003. 

D. (6) $665. 

A. Michael D. Bromberg, 1101 17th Street 
NW., Suite 810, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Federation of American Hospitals, 1101 
17th Street NW., Suite 810, Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

D. (6) $3,750. 

A. w. s. Bromley, 606 Third Avenue, New 
York, N.Y.10017. 

B. American Pulpwood Association, 605 
Third Avenue, New York, N.Y.10017. 

A. Wllliam J. Brooks, 260 Madison Avenue, 
New York, N.Y. 10016. 

B. American Paper Institute, 260 Madison 
Avenue, New York, N.Y. 10016. 

A. J.D. Brown, 2600 Virginia Avenue NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20037. . 

B. American Public Power Association, 
2600 Virginia Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20037. 

D. (6) $300. 

A. Brown Lund & Levin, 1626 I Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Cominco American Inc., West 818 River
side, Spokane, Wash. 99201. 

A. Brown Lund & Levin, 1625 I Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Ebasco Industries, 345 Park Avenue, 
New York, N.Y. 10022. 

A. Brown Lund & Levin, 1625 I Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Jersey Central Power & Light Co., Madi
son Avenue at Punch Bowl Road, Morris
town, N.J. 07960. 

D. (6) $850. 

A. Brown Lund & Levin, 1625 I Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Pacific Northwest Power Co., Public 
Service Bullding, Portland, Oreg. 97204. 

E. (9) $3. 

A. Brownstein, Zeidman & Schomer, 1026 
Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

B. Councll of Housing Producers, 1801 Ave
nue of the Stars, Los Angeles, Calif. 90067. 

A. Brownstein, Zeidman & Schomer, 1025 
Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

B. International Franchise Association, 
1025 Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington, 
D.C. 

A. Brownstein, Zeidman & Schomer, 1025 
Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

B. Mortgage Guaranty Insurance Corp., 600 
Marine Plaza, Mllwaukee, Wis. 53202. 

A. Bryant Associates, Inc., Suite 907, 1026 
Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

B. St. Paul Title Insurance Corp., 1650 W. 
Big Beaver Road, Troy, Mich. 48084. 

D. (6) $75. E. (9) $34.56. 

A. Bryant Associates, Inc., Suite 907, 1025 
Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

B. Union Commerce Corp., 1025 Connec
ticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $35. E. (9) $16.85. 

A. George S. Buck, Jr., P.O. Box 12285, 
Memphis, Tenn. 38112. 

B. National Cotton Councll of America, 
P.O. Box 12285, Memphis, Tenn. 38112. 

A. Bulgarian Claims Committee, c/o Mr. 
Chaco Chase, 109-20 71 Road, Forest Hllls, 
N.Y.11375. 

D. (6) $1,125. E. (9) $268.21. 

A. George J. Burger, 125 Clove Road, New 
York, N.Y. 

B. Burger Tire Consultant Service, 125 
Clove Road, New Rochelle, N.Y. 

A. George J. Burger, 30 Clinton Place, 
New Rochelle, N.Y. 

B. National Federation o! Independent 
Business, 30 Clinton Place, New Rochelle, 
N.Y. 

D. (6) $4,249.98. E. (9) $2,155.40. 

A. Burley & Dark Leaf Tobacco Export 
Association, Post Office Box 860, Lexington, 
Ky. 40501. 

D. (6) $37,615.25. E. (9) $711.80. 

A. George Burnham IV, 1625 K Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. United States Steel Corp., 600 Grant 
Street, Pittsburgh, Pa. 15230. 

D. (6) $195. E. (9) $180. 

A. Charles S. Burns, 1100 Ring Building, 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. American Mining Congress, 1100 Ring 
Building, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $975. E. (9) $301.45. 

A. David Burpee, Fordham Farms, Doyles
town, Pa. 18901. 

E. (9) $70.60. 

A. Charles S. Caldwell, 1437 K Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. United Mine Workers of America, 900 
15th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20005. 

D. (6) $5,550. E. (9) $424. 

A. Gordon L. Calvert, 425 13th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20004. 

B. Securities Industry Association, 425 
13th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20004. 

D. (6) $4,000. E. (9) $1,285. 

A. Carl C. Campbell, Room 610, Ring 
Bullding, 1200 18th Street NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20036. 
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B. National Cotton Council of America, 
Post Office Box 12285, Memphis, Tenn. 38112. 

D. (6) $101.53. 

A. Charles Argyll Campbell, 1615 H Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Chamber of Commerce of the USA, 1615 
H Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Charles 0. Campbell, 1712 G Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. American Automobile Association, 1712 
G Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Canal Zone Central Labor Union-Metal 
Trades Council, AFL-CIO, Post Office Box 471, 
Balboa Heights, C.Z. 

D. (6) $917.68. E. (9) $1,543.24. 

A. Marvin Cs.pla.n. 
B. Industrial Union Department, AFL-CIO, 

815 16th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
D. (6) $2,811.25. E. (9) $131.60. 

A. Ronald A. Cs.pone, Kirlin, Campbell & 
Keating, Room 505, The Farragut Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

B. Committee of European Shipowners, 
30-32 St. Mary Axe, London, E.C. 3, England. 

E. (9) $354.24. 

A. Michael H. Cardozo, Suite 370, One Du
pont Circle NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Association of American Law Schools, 
Suite 370, One Dupont Circle NW., Washing
ton, D.C. 20036. 

A. Norva.l E. Carey, 1025 Connecticut Ave
nue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Gulf on Corp., Pittsburgh, Pa.. 
D. (6) $1,000. E. (9) $375. 

A. Ph111p Carllp, 675 Fourth Avenue, 
Brooklyn, N.Y. 11232. 

B. Seafarers International Union. 
D. (6) $2,500. E. (9) $1,821.29. 

A. Charles R. Carlisle, 1145 19th Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Lead-Zinc Producers Committee. 
D. (6) $1,057.50. E. (9) $742.45. 

A. Carolinas Association of Mutual Insur
ance Agents, 706 Raleigh Building, Post Otllce 
Box 2776, Raleigh, N.C. 27602. 

A. Elizabeth S. Carpenter, 1425 K Street 
NW., Suite 1000, Washington, D.C. 

B. Hlll and Knowlton, Inc., 150 East 42d 
Street, New York, N.Y. 

D. (6) $200. E. (9) $6.20. 

A. Braxton B. Carr, 1250 Connecticut Ave
nue, Suite 502, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. The American Waterways Operators, 
Inc., 1250 Connecticut Avenue, Suite 502, 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $3,125. E. (9) $193.05. 

A. John R. Carson, 20 Chevy Chase Circle, 
Washington, D.C. 20015. 

B. American Podiatry Association, 20 Chevy 
Chase Circle, Washington, D.C. 20015. 

D. (6) $2,500. 

A. Blue Allan Ca.rstenson. 
B. The Farmers' Educational and Co-Oper

ative Union of America., P.O. Box 2251, Den
ver, Colo., 1012 14th Street NW., Washington, 
D.C. 

A. Frank H. Case m, 1616 H Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. American Retail Federation, 1616 H 
Street NW., Washington, D .C. 20006. 

D. (6) $210. E. (9) $350. 

A. James B. Cash, Jr., 1120 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. The American Bankers Association, 1120 
Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

D. (6) $1,500. E. (9) $75.55. 

A. Central America Cooperative Federation, 
Inc., 1026 17th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

E. (9) $830. 

A. Chapman, DutY, and Lenzini, 932 Penn
sylvania Bldg., Washington, D.C. 20004. 

B. The Fouke Co., Route 1, Box 168, White 
Horse Road, Greenville, S.C. 29611. 

D. (6) $3,425. E. (9) $259.47. 

A. Chapman, DutY, and Lenzini, 932 Penn
sylvania Bldg., Washington, D.C. 20004. 

B. International Association of Game, Fish, 
and Conservation Commissioners, 572'7 Blake 
Road, Minneapolis, Minn. 55346. 

D. (6) $950. E. (9) $477.56. 

A. James W. Chapman, 1625 I Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Retired Officers Association, 1625 I Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

D. (6) $1,411. 

A. William C. Chapman, 1660 L Street NW •• 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. General Motors Corp., 3044 West Grand 
Boulevard, Detroit, Mich., 48202. 

D. (6) $3,000. E. (9) $3,062.30. 

A. Leslie Cheek, III, 1025 Connecticut Ave
nue NW., Suite 515 Blake Building, Wash
ington, D.C. 20036. 

B. American Insurance Association, 1025 
Connecticut Avenue NW., Suite 515, Blake 
Building, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $1,500. E. (9) $250. 

A. Cigar Manufacturers Association of 
America., Inc., 575 Madison Avenue, New York, 
N.Y. 10022. 

D. (6) $57,201.85. E. (9) $2,324.85. 

A. Earl W. Clark. 
B. Labor-Management Maritime Commit

tee, 100 Indiana. Avenue NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20001. 

D. (6) $750. E. (9) $109.83. 

A. Richard W. Clark, 2100 M Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20037. 

B. Common Cause, 2100 M Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20037. 

D. (6) $4,500. E. (9) $61.89. 

A. Robert M. Clark, 1100 Connecticut Ave
nue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Atchison, Topeka. & Santa Fe Railway 
Co., 80 East Jackson Boulevard, Chicago, m., 
60604. 

A. Jacob Clayman, 815 16th Street NW. 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Industrial Union Department, .AP'L-CIO, 
815 16th NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

D. (6) $562.90. E. (9) $562.90. 

A. Cleary, Gottlieb, Steen & Hamllton, 1250 
Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

B. Interbank Card Association, Suite 3600, 
110 East 59th Street, New York, N.Y. 10022. 

D . (6) $1,500. E. (9) $6.25. 

A. Cleary, Gottlieb, Steen & Hamilton, 1250 
Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

B. Synthetic Organic Chemical Manufac
turers Association, 1075 Central Park Avenue, 
Suite 224, Scarsdale, N.Y. 10583. 

D. (6) $1,000. E. (9) $85.43. 

A. William T. Cleary, 1126 16th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. American Federation of Technical En
gineers, 1126 16th Street NW., Washington. 
D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $240. E. (9) .20. 

A. Earle C. Clements, 1776 K Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. American Brands, Inc., 245 Park Avenue, 
New York, N.Y. 10017. 

E. (9) $62. 

A. Earle C. Clements, 1776 K Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Brown & Williamson Tobacco Corp., 
Louisville, Ky., 40201. 

E. (9) $62. 

A. Earle C. Clements, 1776 K Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Liggett & Myers Inc., 630 Fifth Avenue, 
New York, N.Y. 10020. 

E. (9) $62. 

A. Earle c. Clements, 1776 K Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Lorlllard, Division o! Loews Theatres, 
Inc., 200 East 42d Street, New York, N.Y. 
10017. 

E. (9) $62. 

A. Earle c. Clements, 1776 K Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Philip Morris Inc., 100 Park Avenue, 
New York, N.Y. 10017. 

E. (9) $62. 

A. Earle C. Clements, 1776 K Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. R. J. Reynolds Industries, Inc., Winston
Salem, N.C. 27102. 

E. (9) $62. 

A. Earle c. Clements, 1776 K Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. The Tobacco Institute, Inc., 1776 K 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Clifford, Warnke, Glass, Mcilwain & 
Finney, 815 Connecticut Avenue NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Avco Corp., 750 Third Avenue, New 
York, N.Y. 10017. 

D. (6) $75. E. {9) $15. 

A. Clifford, Warnke, Glass, Mcilwain & 
Finney, 815 Connecticut Avenue NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20006. 

B. National Basketball Players Association, 
15 Columbus Circle, New York N.Y., 10023. 

A. Clifford, Warnke, Glass, Mcilwain & 
Pinney, 815 Connecticut Avenue NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Owens-illinois, Inc., Madison Avenue 
and St. Clair Street, Box 1035, Toledo, Ohio 
43601. 

D. (6) $250. E. (9) $50. 

A. Larry D. Cline, 1315 16th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. National Limestone Institute, Inc., 1315 
16th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

E. (9) $34.80. 

A. Coalltion for a National Population 
Polley, SUite 1010, Bender Building, 1120 
Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 

E. (9) $5,196.02. 

A. Coalition to Tax Pollution, 620 C Street 
SE., Washington, D.C. 20003. 

D. (6) $2,636.68. E. (9) $2,622.93. 

A. Grover C. Cobb, 1771 N Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. National Association of Broadcasters, 
1771 N Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $3,000. E. (9) $400. 

A. Jeffery Cohela.n. 
B. Group Health Association of America. 

Inc., 1717 Massachusetts Avenue NW .• Wash
ington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $900. 
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A. David Cohen, 2100 M Street NW., Wash

ington, D.C. 20037. 
B. Common Cause, 2100 M Street NW., 

Washington, D.C. 20037. 
D. (6) $1,876. 

A. Jerry Cohen, 470 Totten Pond Road, 
Waltham, Mass. 02164. 

B. Ruetgerswerke Aktiengesellschatt. 

A. Timothy A. Colcord, 1620 I Street NW., 
Suite 603, Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. National BankAmericard, Inc., 665 Cali
fornia Street, San Francisco, Calit. 94126. 

D. (6) $6,873.24. E. (9) $7,384.92. 

A. Coles & Goertner,1000 Connecticut Ave
nue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Committee of American Tanker Owners, 
Inc., One Chase Manhattan Plaza, New York, 
N.Y. 10006. 

E. (9) $411.46. 

A. W1lliam J. Colihan, Jr., 602 Ring Build
ing, 1200 18th NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. American Association of Advertising 
Agencies, 200 Park Avenue, New York, N.Y. 
10017. 

D. (6) $1,260. E. (9) $600. 

A. William J. Colley, 1776 K Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. American Medical Association, 635 
North Dearborn Street, Chicago, m. 60610. 

D. (6) $2,366. E. (9) $1,050.66. 

A. Collier, Shannon, Rill & Edwards, 1625 
I Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. American Cylinder Manufacturers Com
mittee, 1626 I Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
20006. 

D. (6) $40. 

A. Collier, Shannon, Rill & Edwards, 1625 
I Street NW., Suite 622, Washington, D.C. 
20006. 

B. American Footwear Industries Associa
tion, Inc., 342 Madison Avenue, New York, 
N.Y. 

D. (b) $600. E. (9) $475. 

A. Collier, Shannon, Rlll & Edwards, 1625 
I Street, NW., Suite 622, Washington, D.C. 
20006. 

B. Bicycle Manufacturers Association of 
America, Inc., 122 East 42d Street, New York, 
N.Y. 10017. 

D. (6) $500. E. (9) $100. 

A. Colller, Shannon, Rlll & Edwards, 1625 
I Street NW., Suite 622, Washington, D.C. 
20006. 

B. The Boston Herald Traveler Corp., 300 
Harrison Avenue, Boston, Mass. 02106. 

D. (6) $1,000. E. (9) $400. 

A. Collier, Shannon, Rlll & Edwards, 1625 
I Street NW., Suite 622, Washington, D.C. 
20006. 

B. National Association of Food Chains, 
1725 I Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

E. (9) $300. 

A. Comer, Shannon, Rlll & Edwards, 1625 
I Street NW., Suite 622, Washington, D.C. 
20006. 

B. National Broiler Council, 1155 15th 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20005. 

D. (6) $300. 

A. Colller, Shannon, Rlll & Edwards, 1625 
I Street NW., Suite 622, Washington, D.C. 
20006. 

B. Tool & Stainless Steel Industry Com
mittee, 1625 I Street NW., Suite 622, Wash
ington, D.C. 20006. 

D. (6) $1,250. E. (9) $525. 

A. James F. Collins, 1000 16th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 

B. American Iron & Steel Institute, 150 
East 42d Street, New York, N.Y. 

D. (6) $500. E. (9) $125. 

A. Paul G. Coillns, 111 Westminster Street, 
Providence, R.I. 02903. 

B. The Industrial National Bank of Rhode 
Island, 111 Westminster Street, Providence, 
R.I. 02903. 

D. (6) $68.75. 

A. Colorado Ra.llroad Association, 702 Ma
jestic Building, Denver, Colo. 80202. 

A. The Committee for Broadening Com
mercial Bank Participation in Public Financ
ing, Care of Langdon P. Cook, 23 Wall Street, 
New York, N.Y. 10015. 

A. Committee tor Study of Revenue Bond 
Financing, 1000 Ring Building, Washington, 
D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $18,000. E. (9) $7,641.95. 

A. Common Cause, 2100 M Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20037. 

D. (6) $696,758.82. E. (9) $139,847.38. 

A. Richard J. Congleton, 734 15th Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. American Academy of Actuaries, 208 
South LaSalle Street, Chicago, m. 60604. 

D. (6) $900. E. (9) $152.70. 

A. Richard J. Congleton, 734 15th Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. Equitable Life Assurance Society of the 
United States, 1285 Avenue of the Americas, 
New York, N.Y. 10019. 

D. (6) $1,500. E. (9) $200. 

A. Congress of Railway Unions, 400 First 
Street NW., Room 800, Washington, D.C. 
20001. 

D. (6) $10,939.30. E. (9) $2,987.48. 

A. Raymond F. Conkling, 1001 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Texaco Inc., 135 East 42d Street, New 
York, N.Y. 10017. 

D. (6) $180. E. (9) $112.15. 

A. John A. Connor, 7901 Westpark Drive, 
McLean, Va. 22101. 

B. National Machine Tool Builders Associa
tion, 7901 Westpa.rk Drive, McLean, Va. 22101. 

A. Consulting Engineers Council/US, 1155 
15th Street NW., Suite 713, Washington, D.C. 
20005. 

D. (6) $5,840. E. (9) $5,840. 

A. Jack T. Conway, 2100 M Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20037. 

B. Common Cause, 2100 M street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20037. 

D. (6) $1,687.50. 

A. Joshua W. Cooper, 626 South Lee Street, 
Alexandria, Va. 22314. 

B. Portsmouth-Kittery Armed Services 
Committee, Inc., Post Oftlce Box 1123, Ports
mouth, N.H. 03801. 

D. (6) $3,750. E. (9) $1,035.53. 

A. Mitchell J. Cooper, 1001 Connecticut 
Avenue, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. eouncn of Forest Industries, 1025 West 
Hastings Street, Vancouver 1, Ca.nada. 

D. (6) $3,000. E. (9) $34.95. 

A. Mitchell J. Cooper, 1001 Connecticut 
Avenue, Washington, D.C. 

B. Footwear Division, Rubber Manufac
turers Associ&tlon, 444 Madison Avenue, New 
York, N.Y. 10022. 

D. (6) $6,000. E. (9) $14.50. 

A. Coopers tive League of the USA, 1828 L 
Street NW., Suite 1100, Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

D. (6) $2,000. E. (9) $840. 

A. Darrell COover, 1625 I Street NW., Suite 
812, Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. National Associa.tlon of Independent 
Insurers, 30 West Monroe Street, Chicago, 
m. 60603. 

D. (6) $2,000. E. (9) $281. 

A. Corcoran, Foley, Youngman & Rowe, 
1511 K Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. The Committee for Broadening Com
mercial Bank Participation in Public Financ
ing, Care of Le.ngdon Cook, 23 Wall Street, 
New York, N.Y. 10015. 

A. Corcoran, Foley, Youngman & Rowe, 
1511 K Street NW., Suite 1120, Washington, 
D.C. 20005. 

B. Glass Container Manufacturers Insti
tute, Inc., 330 Madison Avenue, New York, 
N.Y. 10017. 

D. (6) $450. E. (9) $200. 

A. Corcoran, Foley, Youngman & Rowe, 
1511 K Street NW., Suite 1120, Washington, 
D.C. 20005. 

B. Lee, McCarthy & DeRosa, 102 Malden 
Lane, New York, N.Y. 10005. 

A. James T. Corcoran, 1025 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. National Association of Motor Bus 
Owners, 1025 Connecticut Avenue NW., Suite 
308, Washington, D.C. 

D. (6) $925. E. (9) $87.50. 

A. Allan D. Cors, 1629 K Street NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Corning Glass Works, Corning, N.Y. 
14830. 

D. (6) $100. 

A. Robert M. Coultas, Suite 508, 1612 K 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Cook & Franke S. C., 660 East Mason B. Institute for Rapid Transit, 1612 K 
Street, Milwaukee, Wis. 53202. Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Marshall & Isley Bank, 770 North Water 
Street, Milwaukee, Wis. 53202. 

A. Howard Lee Cook, Jr., 1 'n6 K Street, 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. American Medical Association, 535 
North Dearborn Street, Chicago, ID. 60610. 

D. (6) $2,248.13. E. (9) $899.63. 

A. Eileen D. Cooke, 110 Maryland Avenue 
NE., Suite 101, Washington, D.C. 20002. 

B. American Library Assocta.tlon, 50 East 
Huron Street, Chicago, Ill. 60611. 

D. (6) $99.36. 

A. J. Milton Cooper, Suite 401, 1000 Ver
mont Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. R. J. Reynolds Industries, Inc., Win· 
ston-Saa.em, N.C. 

A. Councll of Profit Sharing Industries, 
20 North Wacker Drive, Chicago, ID. 60606. 

A. Council of State Chambers of Commerce, 
1028 Connecticut Avenue, Washington, D.C. 

D. (6) $446.56. E. (9) $446.56. 

A. Counihan, Casey & Loomis, 1000 Con
necticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. . 

B. Adhesive & Sealant Council, 1410 Hig
gins Road, Park Ridge, n1. 60068. 

A. Counihan, Casey & Loomis, 1000 Con
necticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

B. American Corn Millers Federation, 1030 
15th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20005. 
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A. Counihan, Casey & Loomis, 1000 Con

necticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

B. Classroom Periodical Publishers Asso· 
ciation, 1000 Connecticut Avenue NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

A. Counihan, Casey & Loomis, 1000 Con
necticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

B. Industrial Diamond Association of 
America, 2017 Walnut Street, Philadelphia, 
Pa.19103. 

A. Counihan, Casey & Loomis, 1000 Con
necticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

B. Jewelers Vigilance Committee, 156 East 
52d Street, New York, N.Y. 10022. 

A. Counihan, Casey & Loomis, 1000 Con
necticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

B. Kohler Co., Kohler, Wis. 53044. 

A. Counihan, Casey & Loomis, 1000 Con
necticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

B. Linen Supply Association of America, 
975 Arthur Godfrey Road, Miami Beach, Fla. 
33140. 

A. Counihan, Casey & Loomis, 1000 Con
necticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

B. National Association of Casualty & 
Surety Agents, 5225 Wisconsin Avenue NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20015. 

A. Counihan, Casey & Loomis, 1000 Con
necticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

B. National Glass Dealers Association, 1000 
Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

A. Counihan, Casey & Loomis, 1000 Con
necticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

B. Optical Manufacturers Association, SO 
E 42d Street, New York, N.Y. 10017. 

A. Raymond L. Courage, 1660 L Street NW., 
No. 601, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Independent Natural Gas Association 
of America, 1660 L Street, NW., Suite 601, 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $300. 

A. Paul L. Courtney, 1725 K Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

D. (6) $300. 

A. Covington & Burling, 888 16th Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. American Machine Tool Distributors 
Association, 1500 Ma.ssa.chusetts Avenue NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20005. 

A. Covington & Burling, 888 16th Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. MGIC Investment Corp., 600 Marine 
Plaza, Milwaukee, Wis. 53201. 

A. Covington & Burling, 888 16th Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. National Machine ~ool Builders Asso
ciation, 7901 Westpa.rk Drive, McLean, Va. 
22101. 

A. Eugene S. Cowen, 9024 W111ow Valley 
Drive, Potomac, Md. 20854. 

B. American Broadcasting Co., 1150 17th 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $5. E. (9) $5. 

A. Cox, La:ogford & Brown, 21 Dupont Cir
cle NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Association o! Research Libraries, 1527 
New Hampshire Avenue NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20036. 

A. Cox, Langford & Brown, 21 Dupont Cir
cle NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Glaverbel (USA) Inc., 75 Plandome 
Road, Manhasset, N.Y.11030. 

A. Cox, Langford & Brown, 21 Dupont Cir
cle NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. The National Collegiate Athletic Asso
ciation, Midland Building, Kansas City, Mo. 
64105. 

A. Roger M. Craver, 2100 M Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20037. 

B. Common Cause, 2100 M Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20037. 

D. (6) $275. 

A. Robert W. Crawford, 1625 I Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Association of General Merchandise 
Chains, Inc., 1625 I Street NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20006. 

D. (6) $9,999.99. E. (9) $850.65. 

A. W. J. Crawford, Post Office Box 2180, 
Houston, Tex. 77001. 

B. Humble Oil & Refining Co., Post Office 
Box 2180, Houston, Texas. 

A. Hubert M. Crean, 1801 K Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. American Petroleum Institute, 1801 K 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

D. (6) $2,252. E. (9) $314. 

A. H. C. Crotty, 12050 Woodward Avenue, 
Detroit, Mich. 48203. 

A. J. A. Crowder, Suite 1001, 1150 17th 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. American Textile Manufacturers Insti
tute, 1501 Johnston Building, Charlotte, N.C. 

D. (6) $1,500. 

A. Crowell Collier & Macmlllan, Inc., 1701 
North Fort Myer Drive, Arlington, Va. 22209. 

E. (9) $1,090.40. 

A. Dan Curlee, 25 Louisiana Avenue NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20001. 

B. International Brotherhood. of Team
sters, 25 Louisiana Avenue NW., Washington, 
D.C.20001. 

D. (6) $5,249.98. 

A. John T. Curran, 905 16th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Laborers' International Union o! North 
America, AFL-CIO, 905 16th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

D. (6) $8,250. E. (9) $2,240.71. 

A. Pamela G. Curtis, 2100 M Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20037. 

B. Common Cause, 2100 M Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20037. 

D. (6) $4,474.98. E. (9) $160.14. 

A. William Kay Daines, 1156 15th Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. J. C. Penney Co., Inc., 1301 Avenue of 
the Americas, New York, N.Y. 10019. 

D. (6) $320. E. (9) $19. 

A. John C. Datt, 425 13th Street, NW., 
Washington, D.C. 

B. American Farm Bureau Federation, 225 
West Touhy Avenue, Park Ridge, Dl. 

D. (6) $1,375. E. (9) $38.88. 

A. Jean Daugherty, 921 Washington Build
ing, Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. National Federation of Independent 
Business, 921 Washington Building, 15th and 
New York Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20005. 

D. (6) $1,500. 

A. Phlllp J. Daugherty. 
B. Industrial Union Department, AFL-CIO, 

815 16th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 
D. (6) $3,051.75. E. (9) .77.50. 

A. John B. Davenport, Jr., 2000 Florida 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20009. 

B. National Rural Electric Cooperative As
sociation, 2000 Florida Avenue NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20009. -

D. (6) $160. 

A. Aled P. Davies, 59 East Van Buren 
Street, Chicago, Dl. 60605. 

B. American Meat Institute, 59 East Van 
Buren Street, Chicago, Ill. 60605. 

D. (6) $1,000. E. (9) $194.44. 

A. Charles W. Davis, 1 First National Plaza, 
No. 5200, Chicago, Ill. 60670. 

B. Chicago Bridge & Iron Co., 901 West 
22d Street, Oak Brook, Ill. 60521. 

A. Charles W. Davis, 1 First National Plaza, 
No. 5200, Chicago, TIL 60670. 

B. Inland Steel Co., 30 West Monroe Street, 
Chicago, Ill. 60603. 

E . (9) $184.37. 

A. Charles D. Davis, 1 First National Plaza, 
No. 5200, Chicago, Ill. 60670. 

B. Northwest Industries, Inc., 400 West 
Madison Street, Chicago, Ill. 60606. 

D. (6) $435. E. (9) $85.24. 

A. Charles W. Davis, 1 First National Plaza, 
No. 5200, Chicago, Ill. 60670. 

B. Sears, Roebuck & Co., 925 South Ho
man Avenue, Chicago, Ill. 60607. 

E. (9) $175.06. 

A. Charles W. Davis, 1 First National Plaza, 
No. 5200, Chicago, Ill. 60670. 

B. Trans Union Corp., 111 West Jackson 
Boulevard, Chicago, Ill. 60604. 

E. (9) $94.35. 

A. Mr. Fred E. Davis, 277 Park Avenue, 
New York, N.Y. 10017. 

B. National Association of Manufacturers. 
D. (6) $500. E. (9) $490. 

A. R. Hilton Davis, 1615 H Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Chamber of Commerce of the United 
States of America, 1615 H Street NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20006. 

D. (6) $9. E. (9) $5.25. 

A. Walter L. Davis, 1775 K Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Retail Clerks International Association, 
AFL-CIO, 1775 K Street NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20006. 

D. (6) $750. 

A. Charles W. Day, 815 Connecticut Ave
nue NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Ford Motor Co., Dearborn, Mich. 48121. 
D. (6) $325. E. (9) $280. 

A. Tony T. Dechant. 
B. Farmers' Educational and Co-Opera

tive Union of America, P.O. Box 2251, Denver, 
Colo., 1012 14th Street NW., Washington, D.O. 

D. (6) $3,000. E. (9) $100.81. 

A. DeHart & Broide, Inc., 1505 22d Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20037. 

B. Kansas City Southern Industries, Inc., 
114 West 11th Street, Kansas City, Mo. 64105. 

D. (6) $360. E. (9) $38.25. 

A. DeHart & Broide, Inc., 1505 22d Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20037. 

B. Recording Industry Association of 
America, Inc., 1 East 57th Street, New York, 
N.Y. 10022. 

D. (6) $240. E. (9) $2.50. 

A. Richard A. Dell, 2000 Florida Avenue 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20009. 

B. National Rural Electric Cooperative As
sociation, 2000 Florida Avenue NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20009. 

D. (6) .150. 
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A. Ray Denison, 815 16th Street NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 

B. American Federation of Labor and Con
gress of Industrial Organizations, Federation 
of Trades and Labor Unions, 615 16th Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 

D. (6) $5,967. E. (9) $361.88. 

A. Claude J. Desautels Associates, Suite 
711, RCA Building, 1725 K Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. American Society of Composers, Au
thors & Publishers, 1 Lincoln Plaza, New 
York, N.Y. 10023. 

D. (6) $6,000. 

A. Claude J. Desautels Associates, Suite 
711, RCA Building, 1725 K Street NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Moore-McCormack Lines, Inc., 2 Broad
way, New York, N.Y. 10004. 

D. (6) $2,000. 

A. Claude J. Desautels Associates, Suite 
711, RCA Building, 1725 K Street NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20006. 

B. New York Mercantile Exchange, 6 Har
rison Street, New York, N.Y. 

D. (6) $1,000. 

A. C. H. DeVaney, 425 13th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 

B. American Farm Bureau Federation, 225 
West Touhy Avenue, Park Ridge, Ill. 

D. (6) $2,175. 

A. R. Daniel Devlin, 1000 16th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Trans World Airlines, Inc., 10 Richards 
Road, Kansas City, Mo. 

A. Ralph B. Dewey, 1150 17th Street NW., 
Suite 1109, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Pacific Gas & Electric Co., 77 Beale 
Street, San Francisco, Calif. 94106. 

D. (6) $2,460. E. (9) $1,311.44. 

A. GeorgeS. Dietrich, 1730 M Street NW., 
Suite 700, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

A. William H. Dodds, 1126 15th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. International Union, United Automo
bile, Aerospace & Agricultural Implement 
Workers of America, UAW, 8000 East Jeffer
son Avenue, Detroit, Mich. 48214. 

D. (6) $1,347.15. E. (9) $246.55. 

A. James F. Doherty. 
B . Group Health Association of America, 

Inc., 1717 Massachusetts Avenue NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $3,937.50. E. (9) $3,364.97. 

A. Patrice M. Doherty, Suite 1001, 1150 17th 
Street NW ., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. American Textile Manufacturers Insti
tute, Inc., 1501 Johnston Building, Charlotte, 
N.C. 28202. 

D. (6) $300. E. (9) $50. 

A. Robert C. Dolan, 1140 Connecticut Ave
nue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. National Association of Electric Com
panies, 1140 Connecticut Avenue NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $316.25. E. (9) $259.21. 

A. Gary W. Donnelly,1315 16th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. National Limestone Institute, Inc., 1315 
16th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

E. (9) $14.75. 

A. c. L. Dorson, Room 1128, Warner Build
ing, 501 13th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
20004. 

B. Retirement Federation of Civil Service 
Employees of the U.S. Government, Room 
1128, Warner Building, 501 13th Street NW., 
washington, D.C. 20004. 

D. (6) $3,189.34. E. (9) $419.50. 

A. Mitchell Dorson, 2100 M Street NW., 
washington, D.C. 20037. 

B. Common Cause, 2100 M Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20037. 

D. (6) $450. 

B. Association for Broadcast Engineering A. Dow, Lohnes & Albertson, 1225 Connec-
Standards, Inc., 1730 M Street NW., Suite 700, ticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 
Washington, D.C. 20036. B. Advance Schools, Inc., 5900 Northwest 

A. Timothy V. A. Dillon, 1001 15th Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. Department of Water Resources, State 
of California, Post Office Box 388, Sacramento, 
Calif. 95802. 

D. (6) $2,363.57. E. (9) $203.57. 

A. Timothy V. A. Dillon, 1001 15th Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. Marysvllle Dam Committee, Post Office 
Box 1550, Marysvllle, calif. 

D. (6) $2,113.47. E. (9) $45.33. 

A. Timothy V. A. Dillon, 1001 15th Street 
zqv., Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. Sacramento Municipal Utllity District, 
Post Office Box 15830, Sacramento, Calif. 
95813. 

D. (6) $1,241.10. E. (9) $41.20. 

A. Timothy v. A. Dillon, 1001 15th Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. Sacramento Yolo Port District, Post Of
fice Box 815, West Sacramento, Calif. 

D. (6) $1,535.69. E. (9) $95.69. 

A. Disabled American Veterans, 3725 Alex
andria Pike, Cold Spring, Ky. 41076. 

D. (6) $42,546.28. E. (9) $42,546.28. 

A. Joseph DiStefano, 4880 MacArthur Bou
levard NW., Washington, D.C. 

B. International Union of District 50, Al
lied & Technical Workers of the United States 
& Canada, 4880 MacArthur Boulevard NW., 
Washington. D.C. 20007. 

D. (6) $5,376.07. 

Highway, Chicago, Til. 

A. Dow, Lohnes & Albertson, 1225 Con
necticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

B. Newspaper Committee for Cablevision, 
David R. Bradley Co., Ninth and Edmond 
Streets, St. Joseph, Mo. 

A. F. Raymond Downs, 1801 K Street NW., 
Suite 1104, Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. The Procter & Gamble Manufacturing 
Co., 301 East Sixth Street, Cincinnati, Ohio 
45202. 

A. Robert H. Doyle, 2029 K Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. National Society of Professional Engi
neers, 2029 K Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
20006. 

D. (6) $3,693.05. 

A. Franklin B. Dryden. 
B. The Tobacco Institute, Inc., 1776 K 

Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Lawrence M. Dubin, One First National 
Plaza, No. 5200, Chicago, Til. 60670. 

B. Sears, Roebuck & Co., 925 South Ho
man Avenue, Chicago, m. 60607. 

E. (9) $175.06. 

A. Evelyn Dubrow, 1710 Broadway, New 
York 19, N.Y. 

B. International Ladies' Garment Workers' 
Union, 1710 Broadway, New York 19, N.Y. 

D. (6) $3,824. E. (9) $2,426.46. 

A. W1111am DuChess!, 112616th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 

B. Textile Workers Union of America, 99 
University Place, New York, N.Y. 10003. 

D. (6) $1,268.76. E. (9) $100. 

A.M. L. DuMars, 2000 Florida Avenue NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20009. 

B. National Rural Electric Cooperative As
sociation, 2000 Florida Avenue NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20009. 

D. (6) $60. 

A. Louise C. Dunlap, 324 C Street SE., 
Washington, D.C. 20003. 

B. Environmental Policy Center, 324 C 
Street SE., Washington, D.C. 20003. 

D. (6) $2,400. 

A. Mr. W1lliam E. Dunn,l957 E Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Associated General Contractors of 
America, 1957 E Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
20006. 

A. J. D. Durand, 1725 K Street NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Association of Oil Pipe Lines, 1725 K 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

E. (9) $405. 

A. Henry I. Dworshak, 1100 Ring Building, 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. American Mining Congress, 1100 Ring 
Building, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $1,075. 

A. Robert E. Early, 30 F Street NW., Wash• 
1ngton, D.C. 20001. 

B. National Milk Producers Federation, SO 
F Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20001. 

D. (6) $3,750. E. (9) $208.37. 

A. Roy W. Easley, 1735 DeSales Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20036L 

A. Arthur B. Edgeworth, Jr., 812 Pennsyl
vania Building, Washington, D.C. 20004. 

B. United States Savings and Loan League, 
111 East Wacker Drive, Chicago, Ill. 

D. (6) $437.50. 

A. Hallett D. Edson, 956 North Monroe 
Street, Arlington, Va., 22201. 

B. National Association for Uniformed 
services, 956 North Monroe Street, Arlington, 
Va. 22201. 

D. (6) $1,400. 

A. E. Nee! Edwards, Jr. 
B. National Federation Of Independent 

Business, 921 Washington Building, 15th 
Street and New York Avenue NW., Washing
ton, D.C. 

D. (6) $4,250. E. (9) $315. 

A. Macon T. Edwards, Ring Building, Room 
610, 1200 18th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

B. National Cotton Council of America, 
P.O. Box 12285, Memphis, Tenn. 38112. 

D. (6) $405. E. (9) $55.05. 

A. Charles Ehrhart, 1800 K Street NW., 
No. 924, Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Ralston Purina Co., Checkerboard 
Square, St. Louis, Mo. 63188. 

D. (6) $400. E. (9) $78. 

A. J. C. B. Ehringhaus, Jr., 1600 South Ead.s 
Street, Arlington, Va. 22202. 

B. The Tobacco Institute, Inc., 1776 K 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. John Doyle Ell1ott, 5500 Quincy Street, 
Hyattsv1lle, Md. 20784. 

D. (6) $3,367.26. E. (9) $2,791.98. 

A. John M. Elliott, 6025 Wisconsin Avenue 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20016. 
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B. Amalgamated Transit Union, APL-CIO, 
5025 Wisconsin Avenue NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20016. 

A. Employers Insurance of Waus&u, 2000 
Westwood Drive, wausau, Wis. 54401. 

E. (9) $717.35. 

A. Richard w. Emory, 1800 Mercantne 
Bank & Trust BuUding, 2 Hopkins Plaza, 
Baltimore, Md. 21201. 

B. Maryland State Fair and AgricUltural 
Society, Inc., Timonium State Fair Grounds, 
Timonium, Md. 21093. 

E. (9) $1.46. 

A. Gertrude Engel, 2450 Virginia Avenue 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20037. 

B. Bob Hotiman, President, York Barbell 
Co., York, Pa. 17405. 

D. (6) $1,625. E. (9) $205.58. 
A. Grover W. Ensley, 200 Park Avenue, 

New York, N.Y. 10017. 
B. Nation&! Association of Mutual Savings 

Banks, 200 Park Avenue, New York, N.Y. 
10017. 

D. (6) $392.40. 

A. Environmental Policy Center, 324 C 
Street SE., Washington, D.C. 20003. 

D. (6) $9,937.50. E. (9) $8,974.79. 

A. Glenn R. Erickson, 1616 H Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. American Retail Federation, 1616 H 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

D. (6) $270. E. (9) $350. 

A. Russell G. Ernest, 1025 Connecticut Ave
nue NW., No. 1014, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Standard Oil Co., 1251 Avenue of the 
Americas, New York, N.Y. 10020. 

A. Ethyl Corp., 1155 15th Street, No. 611, 
Washington, D.C. 20005. 

E. (9) $300. 

A. John D. Fagan, 200 Maryland Avenue 
NE., Washington, D.C. 20002. 

B. Veterans of Foreign Wars of the United 
States. 

D. (6) $2,575. E. (9) $20.50. 

A. Robert R. Fahs, 1030 15th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. Carglll, Inc., 1200 Carg111 Building, Min
neapolis, Minn. 55402. 

D. (6) $2,500. E. (9) $61.24. 

A. Clinton M. Fair, 815 16th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 

B. American Federation of Labor and con
gress of Industrial Organizations, 815 16th 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 

D. (6) $5,785. E. (9)$163.30. 

A. Joseph A. Fanelli, 1511 K Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20005. 

E. (9) $3.74. 

A. The Farmers' Educational and Co-op
erative Union of America, P.O. Box 2251, 
Denver, Colo., 1012 14th Street NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 

D. (6) $85,037.75. E. (9) $29,550.66. 

A. Federation of American Hospitals, 1101 
17th Street NW., Suite 810, Washington, 
D.C. 20036. 

E. (9) $3,750. 

A. Herbert A. Fierst, 607 Ring Building, 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Council of Forest Industries of British 
Columbia, 1500 Guinness Tower, 1055 West 
Hastings Street, Vancouver 1, B.C., Canada. 

D. (6) $8,499. E. (9) $160. 

A. Herbert A. Fierst, 607 Ring Building, 
1200 18th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

B. Joint Committee of Printing & Publ1sh-
1ng Industries of Canada, fourth fioor, 117 
Egllnton Avenue East, Toronto 12, Canada. 

D. (6) $999.99. E. (9)$36. 

B. Ralston Purina Co., Checkerboard 
Square, St. Louis, Mo. 63188. 

D. (6) .400. E. (9) $83.25. 

A. Ronald J. Foulls, 1140 Connecticut Ave
A. Francis 8. Fllbey, 817 14th Street NW., nue NW., Suite 1100, W~hington, D.C. 20036. 

Washington, D.C. B. U.S. Independent Telephone Assooia-
B. American Postal Workers Union, AFL- tion, 1801 K Street NW., Suite 201, Wash

CIO, 817 14th Street NW., Washington, D.C. tngton, D.C. 20006. 
D. (6) $5,138.49. 

A. Matthew P. Fink, 177l5 K Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Investment Company Institute, 1775 K 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Thomas Fink, room 610, Ring Building, 
1200 18th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

B. National Cotton Councll of America, 
P.O. Box 12285, Memphis, Tenn. 38112. 

D. (6) $900. E. (9) $55.86. 

A. James W. Finley, 1015 18th Street NW., 
Suite 303, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Crown Zellerbach Corp., One Bush 
Street, San Francisco, Calif. 94119. 

A. Mello G. Fish, 100 Indiana Avenue NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20001. 

B. AFL-CIO Maritime Committee, 100 In
diana Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20001. 

E. (9) $1,124.69. 

A. WUliam J. Flaherty, 1221 Massachusetts 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. Disabled American Veterans, 3725 Alex
andria Pike, Cold Springs, Ky. 

D. (6) $6,375. E. (9) $317.23. 

A. Roger Fleming, 425 13th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 

B. American Farm Bureau Federation, 225 
West Touhy Avenue, Park Ridge, Ill. 

D. (6) $1,775. E. (9) $25.34. 

A. Florida Citrus Mutual P.O. Box 89, Lake
land, Fla. 33802. 

D. (6) $1,125.99. E. (9) $1,125.99. 

A. Florida Citrus Production Managers As
sociation, care of C. D. Kline, Jr., Waverly, Fla. 
33877. 

D. (6) $375.33. E. (9) $375.33. 

A. Florida Fruit & Vegetable Association, 
P.O. Box 20155, Orlando, Fla. 32814. 

D. (6) $375.34. E. (9) $375.34. 

A. John F. Fochtman, 1776 K Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. American Medical Association, 535 
North Dearborn Street, Chicago, m. 60610. 

D. (6) $2,062.50. E. (9) $893.01. 

A. Gordon Forbes, 207 Union Depot Build
Ing, St. Paul, Minn. 55101. 

B. Minnesota Railroads Association. 
D. (6) $500. E. (9) $1,037.66. 

A. James w. Foristel, 1776 K Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. American Medical Association, 535 
North Dearborn etreet, Chicago, Til. 60610. 

D. (6) $2,343.75. E. (9) $447.10. 

A. John B. Forsythe, 1701 K Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Life Insurance Association of America, 
277 Park Avenue, New York, N.Y. 10017. 

D. (6) $728.88. E. (9) $19.87. 

A. W111iam C. Foster, 1800 K Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Alyeska Pipeline Service Co., Post omce 
576, Bellevue, Wash. 98009. 

D. (6) $1,755. E. (9) $392.70. 

A. Wiillam C. Foster, 1800 K. Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. John G. Fox, 2000 L Street NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20036. 

B. American Telephone & Telegraph Co., 
195 Broadway, New York, N.Y. 10007. 

A. Robert B. Frederick, 1616 H Street NW., 
Washington,D.C.20006. · 

B. The National Grange, 1616 H Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

D. (6) $4,750. 

A. James 0. Freeman, 812 Pennsylvania 
Bullding, Washington, D.C. 20004. 

B. U.S. Savings & Loan League, 111 East 
Wacker Drive, Chicago, Ill. 

D. (6) t2,125. E. (9) $21.25. 

A. Verrlck 0. French, 2100 M Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20037. 

B. Common cause, 2100 M Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20037. 

D. (6) $5,981.25. 

A. Fried, Frank, Harris, Shriver & Kampel
man, 600 New Hampshire Avenue NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20037. 

B. Devils Lake Sioux Tribe, Fort Totten, 
N.Dak. 

D. (6) $487.50. E. (9) $14.12. 

A. Fried, Frank, Harris, Shriver & Kampel
man, 600 New Hampshire Avenue NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20037. 

B. The Hualapai Tribe of the Hualapai 
Reservation, Box 168, Peach Springs, Ariz. 

D. (6) $235. 

A. Fried, Frank, Harris, Shriver & Kampel
man, 600 New Hampshire Avenue NW .• 
Washington, D.C. 20037. 

B. Metlakatla Indian Community, Box 142, 
Metlakatla, Alaska. 

D. (6) $1,125. E. (9) $2.50. 

Fried, Frank, Harris, Shriver & Kampel
man, 600 New Hampshire Avenue NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20037. • 

B. Mtzrachi Women's Organization of 
America, 242 Park Avenue South, New York, 
N.Y.l0003. 

A. Fried, Frank, Harris, Shriver & Kampel
man, 600 New Hampshire Avenue NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20037. 

B. The Navajo Tribe, Window Rock, Ariz. 
E. (9) $25. 

A. Fried, Frank, Harris, Shriver & Kampel
man, 600 New Hampshire Avenue NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20037. 

B. The Nez Perce Tribe, Lapwai, Idaho. 
D. (6) $700. E. (9) $8.25. 

A. Fried, Frank, Harris, Shriver & Kampel
man, 600 New Hampshire Avenue NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20037. 

B. Oglala Sioux Tribe, Pine Ridge, S. Dak. 
E. (9) $10.50. 

A. Fried, Frank, Harris, Shriver & Kampet
ma.n. 600 New Hampshire Avenue NW., 
Wa.shtngton, D.C. 20037. 

B. Pueblo of Cochiti, Post Omce Box 70, 
Cochiti, N.Mex. 87041. 

D. (6) $300. 

A. Fried, Frank, Harris, Shriver & Kampel
man, 600 New Hampshire Avenue NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20037. 

B. Pueblo of Laguna, Laguna, N.Mex. 
D. (6) $450. E. (9) $9. 
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A. Fried, Frank, Harris, Shriver & Kampel

man, 600 New Hampshire Avenue NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20037. 

B. Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Com
munity, Box 120, Route 1, Scottsdale, Ariz. 

D. (6) $125. E. (9) $7.20. 

A. Fried, Frank, Harris, Shriver & Kampel
man, 600 New Hampshire Avenue NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20037. 

B. San Carlos Apache Tribe, San Carlos, 
Ariz. 

A. Fried, Frank, Harris, Shriver & Kampel
man, 600 New Hampshire Avenue NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20037. 

B. The Seneca Nation of Indians, Box 231, 
Salamanca, N.Y. 14779. 

A. Fried, Frank, Harris, Shriver & Kampel
man, 600 New Hampshire Avenue NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20037. 

B. The Sisseton & Wahpeton Sioux Tribe, 
Sisseton, S. Dak. 

D. (6) $612.50. E. (9) $19.22. 

A. Phi11p P. Friedlander, Jr., 1343 L Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 

B. National Tire Dealers and Retreaders 
Association, Inc., 1343 L Street NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20005. 

D. (6) $80. 

A. Friends Committee on National Legis
lation, 245 Second Street NE, Washington, 
D.C. 

D. (6) $52,423. E. (9) $15,773. 

A. Friends of the Earth, 620 C Street SE., 
Washington, D.C. 20003. 

D. (6) $7,350. E. (9) $7,360. 

A. Owen V. Frisby, 900 17th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. The Chase Manhattan Bank, 1 Chase 
Manhattan Plaza, New York, N.Y. 10015. 

D. (6) $637.60. E. (9) $2,280.69. 

A. Frank W. Frisk, Jr., 2600 Virginia Ave
nue NW., Washington, D.C. 20037. 

B. American Public Power Association, 2600 
Virginia Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20037. 

D. (6) $200. 

A. James E. Gaffigan, 777 14th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. American Hotel & Motel Association, 
888 Seventh Avenue, New York, N.Y. 10019. 

D. (6) $161.55. E. (9) $31.31. 

A. Robert E. Gallamore, 2100 M Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20037. 

B. Common Cause, 2100 M Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20037. 

D. (6) $911.25. 

A. Nicole Gara, 1785 Massachusetts Ave
nue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. The American Institute of Architects, 
1785 Massachusetts Avenue NW., Washington 
D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $1,000. 

A. William B. Gardiner, 1221 Massachusetts 
Avenue NW., Washington, D .C. 20005. 

B. Disabled American Veterans, 3725 Alex
andria Pike, Cold Springs, Ky. 

D. (6) $5,625. 

A. John w. Gardner, 2100 M Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20037. 

B. Common Cause, 2100 M Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20037. 

E. (9) $1,364.26. 

A. Edward V. Garllch, 1616 WUson Boule
vard, Arlington, va. 22209. 

B. American Gas Association, 1515 Wllson 
Boulevard, Arlington, Va. 22209. 

D. (6) $225. E. (9) $200. 

A. Marlon R. Garstang, 30 F Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20001. 

B. National Milk Producers Federation, 30 
F Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20001. 

D. (6) $200. E. (9) $19.37. 

A. Gas Appliance Manufacturers Associa
tion, 1901 North Fort Myer Drive, Arlington, 
Va. 22209. 

E. (9) $870. 

A. James A. Gavin. 
B. National Federation of Independent 

Business, 921 Washington Building, 15th 
Stre~t and New York Avenue NW., Washing
ton, D.C. 20005. 

D. (6) $7,500. E. (9) $325. 

A. Donald A. Giampaoli, 1957 E Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. The Associated General Contractors of 
America, 1957 E Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
20006. 

D. (6) $1,350. 

A. William T. Gibb, 1701 K Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Life Insurance Association of America, 
277 Park Avenue, New York, N.Y. 10017. 

D. (6) $93.75. E. (9) $3.78. 

A. Wayne Gibbens, 1800 K Street NW., 
Suite 620, Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Mid-Continent Oil & Gas Association, 
1111 Thompson Building, Tulsa, Okla. 74103. 

D. (6) $750. E. (9) $157.63. 

A. Arthur P. Gildea, 2347 Vine Street, Cin
cinnati, Ohio 45219. 

B. International Union of United Brewery, 
Flour, Cereal, Soft Drink and Distillery Work
ers of America, 2347 Vine Street, Cincinnati, 
Ohio45219. 

A. Joseph S. Gill, 16 East Broad Street, 
Columbus, Ohio 43215. 

B. The Ohio Railroad Association, 16 East 
Broad Street, Columbus, Ohio 43215. 

A. Lawrence D. Gilson, 2100 M Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20037. 

B. Common Cause, 2100 M Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20037. 

D. (6) $300. 

A. Dave Givens, 916 Nashville Trust Build
ing, Nashville, Tenn. 37201. 

B. Class I Railroads in Tennessee. 

A. Glassie, Pewett, Beebe & Shanks, 1819 
H Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Eastern Meat Packers Association, Inc., 
734 15th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20005. 

D. (6) $5. E. {9) $2.51. 

A. Glassie, Pewett, Beebe & Shanks, 1819 
H Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. The National Independent Meat Packers 
Association, 734 15th Street NW., Washing
ton, D.C. 20005. 

D. (6) $225. E. (9) $17.33. 

A. James M. Goldberg, 1616 H Street NW., 
washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. American Retail Federation, 1616 H 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

D. (6) $2,000. E. (9) $550. 

A. Don A. Goodall, 1625 I Street NW., Suite 
614, Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. American Cyanamid Co., Wayne, N.J. 
07470. 

D. (6) $330. E. (9) $64.60. 

A. Edward Gottlieb & Associates, 485 Madi
son Avenue, New York, N.Y. 10022. 

B. Florists' Transworld Dellvery Associa
tion, 900 West Lafayette Boulevard, Detroit, 
Mich. 48226. 

A. Government Employee Council, AFL
CIO, 100 Indiana Avenue NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20001. 

D. (6) $11,576.57. E.· (9) $6,305.72. 

A. Donald E. Graham,1129 20th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. National Council of Farmer Coopera
tives, 1129 20th Street NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $4,514.98. E. (9) $287.65. 

A. Cornelius R. Gray, 1712 G Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. American Automobile Association, 1712 
G Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. George W. Gray III, Suite 802, 1211 Con
necticut Avenue, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Sears, Roebuck and Co., 925 South Ho
man Avenue, Chicago, lll. 60607. 

E. (9) $22.40. 

A. James A. Gray, 7901 Westpark Drive, Mc
Lean, Va. 22101. 

B. National Machine Tool Builders Asso
ciation, 7901 Westpark Drive, McLean, Va. 
22101. 

A. Robert K. Gray, 1425 K Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 

B. Hill and Knowlton, Inc., 150 East 42nd 
Street, New York, N.Y. 10017. 

D. (6) $1,540. E. (9) $170.93. 

A. Virginia M. Gray, 3501 Willlamsburg 
Lane, NW., Washington, D.C. 20008. 

B. Citizens Committee for UNICEF, 20 E 
Street, NW., Washington, D.C. 20001. 

D. (6) $660. E. (9) $141.74. 

A. Samuel A. Grayson, 611 Idaho Building, 
Boise, Idaho 83702. 

B. Union Pacific Railroad, 1416 Dodge 
Street, Omaha, Nebr. 68102. 

A. Dale Greenwood, 302 Hoge Building, Se
attle, Wash. 98104. 

B. Washington Railroad Association, 302 
Hoge Building, Seattle, Wash. 

A. William G. Greif, 1155 15th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. Bristol-Myers Co., 345 Park Avenue, 
New York, N.Y. 10022. 

D. (6) $500. 

A. Fred J. Greiner, 910 17th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Evaporated Milk Association, Interna
tional Association of Ice Cream Manufactur
ers, Milk Industry Foundation, 910 17th 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 

E. (9) $55.45. 

A. John F. Griner, 400 First Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20001. 

B. American Federation of Government 
Employees, 400 First Street NW., Washing
ton, D.C. 20001. 

D. {6) $10,656.60. E. (9) $3,668.62. 

A. Group Health Association of America, 
Inc., 1717 Massachusetts Avenue NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20036. 

E. (9) $8,202.47. 

A. James J. Gudinas, 1712 G Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. American Automobile Association, 1712 
G Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Kenneth J. Guido, 2100 M Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20037. 

B. Common Cause, 2100 M Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20037. 

D. (6) $229.16. 

A. Ben H. Guill, 2000 K Street NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 
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B. National Automobile Dealers Associa

tion, 2000 K Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
D. (6) $1,900. E. (9) $725. 

A. Robert J. Habenicht, 1407 Cummings 
Drive, Richmond, Va. 23220. 

B. A. H. Robins Co., Inc., 1407 Cummings 
Drive, Richmond, Va. 23220. 

E. (9) $250. 

A. Hoyt S. Haddock. 
B. Labor-Management Maritime Commit

tee, 100 Indiana Avenue NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20001. 

D. (6) $750. E. (9) $78.35. 

A. Matthew Hale, 1120 Connecticut Ave
nue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. The American Bankers Association, 1120 
Connecticut Aven·,.e NW., Washington, D.C. 

D. (6) $1,000. E. (9) $200. 

A. J. G. Hall, 1660 L Street NW., Washing
ton, D.C. 20036. 

B. General Motors Corp., 3044 West Grand 
Boulevard, Detroit, Mich. 48202. 

D. (6) $4500. E. (9) $1,817.72. 

A. Keith Ha111day, 1725 K Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Associated Third Class Mail Users, 1725 
K Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

D. (6) $300. 

A. Hamel, Park, McCabe & Saunders, 888 
17th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Labor Law Study Committee, 888 17th 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Hamel, Park, McCabe & Saunders, 888 
17th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. National School Supply & Equipment 
Association, 79 West Monroe Street, Chicago, 
lll. 60603. 

D. (6) $300. E. (9) $10. 

A. Hamel, Park, McCabe & Saunders, 888 
17th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. United Student Aid Funds, Inc., 845 
Third Avenue, New York, N.Y. 10022. · 

D. (6) $300. E. (9) $10. 

A. Harold F. Hammond, 1101 17th Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Transportation Association of America, 
1101 17th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

D. (6} $49.75. E. (9) $30. 

A. Robert N. Hampton, 1129 20th Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. National Council of Farmer Coopera
tives, 1129 2oth Street NW., Washington, D.C. 

D. (6) $1,050. E. (9) $48.25. 

A. Donald K. Hanes, 1129 20th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. National Council of Farmer Coopera
tives, 1129 20th Street NW ., Washington, 
D.C. 

A. E. F. Harding, 140 New Montgomery 
Street, San Francisco, Calif. 

B. The Pacific Telephone and Telegraph 
Co., 140 New Montgomery Street, San Fran
cisco, Calif. 

D. (6} $204. E. (9) $399. 

A. Robert B. Harding, 1801 K Street NW., 
Suite 1041, Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Southern California Edison Co., P.O. 
Box BOO, Rosemead, Calif. 91770. 

D. (6) $150. E. (9) $68.74. 

A. Franklln Hardinge, Jr., 1444 Wentworth 
Avenue, Pasadena, Calif. 91109. 

B. California Savings and Loan League, 
1444 wentworth Avenue, P.O. Box R, Pasa
dena, Calif. 91109. 

D. (6) $1,800. E. (9) $647.19. 

A. William E. Hardman, 9300 Livingston 
Road, Washington, D.C. 20022. 

B. National Tool, Die and Precision Ma
chining Association, 9300 Livingston Road, 
Washington, D.C. 20022. 

A. Eugene J. Hardy, 277 Park Avenue, New 
York, N.Y. 10017. 

B. National Association of Manufacturers. 
D. (6) $2,500. E. (9) $709.42. 

A. Andrew E. Hare, 1315 16th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. National Limestone Institute, Inc., 1315 
16th Street NW., washington, D.C. 20036. 

E. (9) $12.35. 

A. Bryce N. Harlow, 1801 K Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. The Procter & Gamble Manufacturing 
Co., 301 East Sixth Street, Cincinnati, Ohio 
45202. 

D. (6) $69. E. (9) $69. 

A. Thomas E. Harman, 1025 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Suite 515, Blake Building, 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. American Insurance Association, 1025 
Connecticut Avenue NW., Suite 515, Blake 
Building, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $1,500. E. (9) $250. 

A. W1lliam B. Harman, Jr., 1701 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. American Life Convention, 211 East 
Chicago Avenue, Chicago, lll. 60611. 

D. (6) $440. E. (9) $53.75 

A. L. James Harmanson, Jr., 1129 2oth 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. National Council of Farmer Coopera
tives, 1129 20th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 

A. John H. Harper, 1140 Connecticut NW., 
washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. National Association of Electric Cos., 
1140 Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $132. E. (9} $111.94. 

A. W111iam C. Hart, 1625 I Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Columbia Gas System Service Corp., 20 
Montchanina Road, Wilmington, Del. 19807. 

D. (6) $1,753.28. E. (9) $2,788.58. 

A. Rita M. Hartz, 1737 H Street NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20006. 

B. National Federation of Federal Employ
ees, 1737 H Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
20006. 

D. (6) $5,913.60. E. (9) $927. 

A. Clifford J. Harvison, 1616 P Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. National Tank Truck Carriers, Inc., 1616 
p Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

A. Walter A. Hasty, Jr., 1616 P Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. American Trucking .A..c;sociations, Inc., 
1616 P Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $3,565.25. E. (9) $818.44. 

A. Paul M. Hawkins, 1701 K Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 

B. Health Insurance Association of Amer
ica, 1701 K Street NW., Washington, D.C. 

D. (6) $271.88. E. (9) $180.16. 

A. Robert T. Hayden, 1001 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. United Steelworkers of America, 1500 
Commonwealth Building, Pittsburgh, Pa. 
15222. 

D. (6) $2,910.24. E. (9) $1,126.40. 

A. Kit H. Haynes, 425 13th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 

B. American Farm Bureau Federation, 226 
West Touhy Avenue, Park Ridge, Ill. 

D. (6) $2,113. E. (9) $76.18. 

A. Hays and Hays, Warner Building, Wash
ington, D.C. 

B. Motor Commerce Association, Inc., 4004 
Versailles Road, Lexington, Ky. 

E. (9) $1. 

A. Health Insurance Association of Amer
ica, 1701 K Street NW., Washington, D.C. 

D. (6) $2,516.55. E. (9) $2,516.55. 

A. Patrick B. Healy, 30 F Street NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20001. 

B. National Milk Producers Federation, 30 
F Street NW., Washington. D.C. 20001. 

D. (6) $300. E. (9) $266.15. 

A. George J. Hecht, 52 Vanderbilt Avenue, 
New York, N.Y. 10017. 

B. American Parents Committee, Inc., 20 E 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 

A. John F. Heilman, 1221 Massachusetts 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. Disabled American Veterans, 3725 Alex
andria Pike, Cold Springs, Ky. 

D. (6) $2,332. E. (9) $2,332. 

A. Phil D. Helmig, 1025 Connecticut Ave
nue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Atlantic Richfield Co., 717 Fifth Ave
nue, New York, N.Y. 10022. 

D. (6) $150. E. (9) $150. 

A. Leslie P. Hemry, 1701 K Street NW .• 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Health Insurance Association of Amer
ica, 1701 K Street NW., Washington, D.C. 

D. (6) $126.88. E. (9) $2. 

A. Edmund P. Hennelly, 150 East 42d 
Street, New York, N.Y. 10017. 

B. Mobil Oil Corp., 150 East 42d Street, New 
York, N.Y. 

D. (6) $1,125. E. (9) $496.76. 

A. Andrew I. Hickey, Jr., 1133 15th Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Federal National Mortgage Association, 
1133 15th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 2000S. 

D. (6) $8,875. E. (9) $528.18. 

A. J. Thomas Higginbotham, 1725 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. The Consumer Bankers Association, 
1725 K Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

D. (6) $2,000. E. (9} $1,122.84. 

A. J. Eldred Hi11, Jr., 720 Hotel Washington, 
Washington, D.C. 20004. 

B. Unemployment Benefit Advisors, Inc. 
D. (6) $2,000. E. (9) $2,000. 

A. James J. H111, 5025 Wisconsin Avenue 
NW ., Washington, D.C. 20016. 

B. Amalgamated Transit Union, AFL-CIO, 
5025 Wisconsin Avenue NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20016. 

A. Harry R. Hinton, 1776 K Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. American Medical Association, 535 North 
Dearborn Street, Chicago, Ill. 60610. 

D. (6) $1,987.50. E. (9) $891.52. 

A. James D. Hittle, Sr., 1800 K Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Pan American World Airways, Pan Am 
Building, New York, N.Y. 10017. 

E. (9) $97. 

A. Lawrence S. Hobart, 2600 Virginia Ave
nue NW., Washington, D.C. 20037. 

B. American Public Power Association, 
2600 Virginia Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20037. 

D. (6) $435. 

A. Claude E. Hobbs, 1801 K Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Westinghouse Electric Corp., Westing
house Building, Gateway Center, Pittsburgh, 
Pa. 15222. 

D. (6) $900. E. (9) $195. 
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A. Leo D. Hochstetter. 
B. Motion Picture Association of America, 

Inc., 1600 Eye Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
20006. 

A. Ralph D. Hodges, Jr., 1619 Massachusetts 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. National Forest Products Association, 
1619 Massachusetts Avenue NW., Washing
ton, D.C. 20036. 

E. (9) $39.69. 

A. Thomas W. Holland, 1629 K Street NW., 
Suite 603, Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Magazine Publishers Association, Inc., 
575 Lexington Avenue, New York, N.Y. 10022. 

D. (6) $923.12. E. (9) $94.30. 

A. Lee B. Holmes, 1125 15th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. Mortgage Bankers Association of Amer
ica., 1125 15th Streets NW., Washington, D.C. 
20005. 

D. (6) $2,832. E. (9) $5,306. 

A. John W. Holton, 1120 Connecticut Ave
nue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. The American Bankers Association, 1120 
Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

D. (6) $1,750. E. (9) $18.50. 

A. The Hormel Foundation, Austin, Minn. 
55912. 

A. c. T. Hoversten, 209 West 53d Street, 
Western Springs, Ill. 60558. 

B. National Advertising Co., 6850 South 
Harlem Avenue, Argo, Ill. 60501. 

D. (6) $328.80. 

A. Thomas Howarth, 1801 K Street NW., 
Suite 1201, Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. United States Independent Telephone 
Association, 1801 K Street NW., Suite 1201, 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

D. (6) $75. E. (9) $75. 

A. Joe L. Howell, 1225 Connecticut Ave
nue NW., Suite 412, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Allstate Enterprises, Inc., Allstate Plaza., 
Northbrook, TIL 60062. 

A. JoeL. Howell, 1225 Connecticut Avenue 
NW., Suite 412, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Allstate Insurance Co., Allstate Plaza., 
Northbrook, Ill. 60062. 

A. Disabled American Veterans, 1221 Massa
chusetts Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20005. 

B. Disabled American Veterans, 3725 Alex
andria Pike, Cold Springs, Ky. 

D. (6) $8,250. E. (9) $2,807.37. 

A. David J. Humphreys, 1140 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Recreational Vehicle Institute, Inc., 2720 
Des Plaines Avenue, Des Plaines, Ill. 60018. 

D. (6) $11,250. E. (9) $94.50. 

A. Richard M. Hunt, 1660 L Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. NL Industries, Inc., 111 Broadway, New 
York, N.Y. 10006. 

D. (6) $750. 

A. James L. Huntley, 1775 K Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Reta.n Clerks International Association, 
AFL-CIO, 1775 K Street NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20006. 

D. (6) $6,465.42. E. (9) $923.80. 

A. Elmer P. Hutter, Post Omce Box 2255, 
Washington, D.C. 20013. 

D. (6) $5. 

A. Elmer P. Hutter, Post Omce Box 2255, 
Washington, D.O. 20018. 

B. Daniel Smith, Retan Food et a.l. 
E. (9) $202. 

A. William J. Hull, 1660 L Street NW., 
No. 205, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Ashland 011, Inc., 1409 Winchester Ave
nue, Ashland, Ky. 

A. William J. Hull, 1660 L Street NW., No. 
205, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Improvement Association, Inc., Ohio 
Valley. 

A. Lester s. Hyman, 815 Connecticut Ave
nue NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Leva, Hawes, Symington, Martin & Op
penheimer. 

A. Frank N. Ikard, 1801 K Street NW., 
washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. American Petroleum Institute, 1801 K 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. INA Corp., 1600 Arch Street, Philadel
phia, Pa. 19101. 

A. IndustriaJ. Union Department, AFL-CIO, 
815 16th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

D. (6) $10,815. E. $10,815. 

A. Institute for Rapid Transit, 1612 K 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

E. (9) $389.61. 

A. Insurance Economics Society of Ameri
ca., 11 East Adams Street, Chicago, Ill. 60603. 

D. (6) $8,490.10. E. (9) $530. 

A. International Association of Machinists 
and Aerospace Workers, 1300 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

E. (9) $9,200.46. 

A. International Brotherhood of Painters 
& Allied Trades, 217-19 North Sixth Street, 
Lafayette, Ind. 47901. 

E. (9) $4,545.88. 

A. International Brotherhood of Team
sters, 25 Louisiana. Avenue, NW., Washing
ton, D.C. 20001. 

E. (9) $16,354.03. 

A. International Union of District 50, Al
lied & TechnicaJ. Workers of the United States 
& Canada, 4880 MacArthur Boulevard NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20007. 

E. (9) $5,376.07. 

A. Investment Company Institute, 1775 K 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

E. (9) $1,114.25. 

A. Iron Ore Lessors Association, Inc., 1500 
First National Bank Building, Saint Paul, 
Minn. 55101. 

D. (6) $4,415.38. E. (9) $13,182.77. 

A. Ronald A. Jacks, 1025 Connecticut Ave
nue NW., Washington, D.C. 

B. Reinsurance Association of America, 
1025 Connecticut NW., Washington, D.C. 

A. Chas. E. Jackson, Chas. E. Jackson & 
Associates, 1200 18th Street NW., Suite 1112, 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

A. Robert C. Jackson, 1150 17th Street NW., 
Suite 1001, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. American Texttle Manufacturers In
stitute, Inc., 1501 Johnston Bullding, Char
lotte, N.C. 

D. (6) $2,750. E. (9) $255.61. 

A. Raymond M. Jacobson, 1819 H Street 
NW. No. 800, Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. American Society of Consulting Plan
ners, 1750 Old Meadow Road, McLean, Va. 
22101. 

D. (6) $1,250. 

A. Robert L. James, 1800 K Street NW., 
Suite 920, Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Bank of America N.T. and S.A, Bank of 
American Plaza, 8an Francisco, Calif. 94137. 

D. (6) $330. E. (9) $264. 

A. Japanese American Citizens League, 
1634 Post Street, San Francisco, Calif. 94115. 

E. (9) $300. 

A. Phllip F. Jehle, 300 National Press Bulld
ing, Washington, D.C. 20004. 

B. Smith Kline & French Laboratories, 
1500 Spring Garden Street, PhUadelphia, Pa. 
19101. 

E. (9) $1,018.12. 

A. Jersey Central Power & Light Co., Madi
son Avenue at Punch Bowl Road, Morristown, 
N.J. 07960. 

E. (9) $850. 

A. H. Bradley Johnson, 1100 Ring Bullding, 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. American Mining Congress, 1100 Ring 
BUilding, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $975. 

A. Jess Johnson, Jr., 1700 K Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 

B. Shell 011 Co., One Shell Plaza, P.O. Box 
2463, Houston, Tex. 77001. 

D. (6) $500. 

A. Reuben L. Johnson. 
B. The Farmers' Educational and Co-Opera

tive Union of America, Post omce Box 2251, 
Denver, Colo.; 1012 14th Street NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 

D. (6) $4,430.59. E. (9) $266.45. 

A. Charles N. Jolly, 1775 K Street NW., 
Suite 315, Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Miles Laboratories, Inc., 1127 Myrtle 
Street, Elkhart, Ind. 46514. 

D. (6) $455. E. (9) $288.30. 

A. Charlie W. Jones, 1150 17th Street NW., 
Suite 310, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Man-Made Fiber Producers Association, 
Inc., 1150 17th Street NW., Suite 810, Wash
ington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $450. E. (9) $50. 

A. H. Daniel Jones ill, Suite 1001, 17th 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. American Textile Manufacturers Insti
tute, Inc., 1501 Johnston BUilding, Charlotte, 
N.C. 28202. 

D. (6) 90. E. (9) $45. 

A. L. Dan Jones, General Counsel, 1101 
16th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Independent Petroleum Association of 
America, 1101 16th Street, NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20036. 

E. (9) $8.38. 

A. Oliver H. Jones, 1125 15th Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. Mortgage Bankers Association of Amer
ica, 1125 15th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
20005. 

D. (6) $719. E. (9) $7,565. 

A. Carl D. Jordan, 408 East Maple, Fremont, 
Mich. 49412. 

B. Gerber Products Co., 445 State Street, 
Fremont, Mich. 49412. 

D. (6) $351. E. (9) $150. 

A. Ardon B. Judd, Jr., 1100 Connecticut 
Avenue, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Dresser Industries, Inc, 1100 Connecti
cut Avenue. 

A. Francis M. Judge, 1615 H Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Chamber of Commerce of the United 
S!_ates, 1615 H Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
20006. 
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A. Mrs. Fritz R. Kahn, 9202 Ponce Place, 
Fairfax, Va. 22030. 

B. National Congress of Parents and 
Teachers, 700 North Rush Street, Chicago, 
Til. 60611. 

E. (9) $12.25. 

A. Gerald M. Katz, 1800 Merchantlle Bank 
& Trust Building, 2 Hopkins Plaza, Balti
more, Md. 31201. 

B. Maryland State Fair and Agricultural 
Society, Inc., Timonium State Fair Grounds, 
Timonium, Md. 21093. 

E. (9) $1.46. 

A. Carleton R. Kear, Jr., 1625 I Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. · 

B. Retired Officers Association, 1625 I Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

D. (6) $170. 

A. William J. Keating, 725 15th Street NW., 
Room 500, washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. National Grain & Feed Association, 725 
15th Street NW., Room 500, Washington, D.C. 
20005. 

D. (6) 30. 

A. Howard B. Keck, 1801 Avenue of the 
Stars, Los Angeles, Calif. 90067. 

B. The Superior Oil Co., 1801 Avenue of 
the Stars, Los Angeles, Calif. 90067. 

E. (9) $300. 

A. w. M. Keck, Jr. , 1801 Avenue of the 
Stars, Suite 1110, Los Angeles, Calif. 90067. 

B. The Superior Oil Co., 1801 Avenue of the 
Stars, Suite 1110, Los Angeles, Calif. 90067. 

E . (9) $275. 

A. Charles C. Keeble, P.O. Box 2180, Hous
ton, Tex. 77001. 

B. Humble Oil & Refining Co., P.O. Box 
2180, Houston, Tex. 

E. (9) $12.09. 

A. Mr. John G . Keller, Suite 1014, 1025 
Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

B. Humble Oil & Refining Co., P.O. Box 
2180, Houston, Tex. 

A. George J. Kelley, 1700 Pennsylvania 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Blue Cross Association, 840 North Lake 
Shore Drive, Chicago, Til. 60611. 

D. (6) $1,250. E. (9) $700. 

A. Harold V. Kelly, 720 Hotel Washington, 
D.C. 20004. 

B. Unemployment Benefit Advisors, Inc. 
D. (6) $1,000. E. (9) $1,000. 

A. John T. Kelly, 1155 15th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. Pharmaceutical Manufacturers Associa
tion. 

A. George Kelm, One First National Plaza, 
No. 5200, Chicago, m. 60670. 

B. The Myron Stratton Home, P.O. Box 
1178, Colorado Springs, Colo. 80901. 

D. (6) $275. E. (9) $40. 

A. R. G. Kendall, Jr., Montgomery, Ala. 
36104. 

B. Alabama Railroad Association, 1002 
First Natioual Bank Building, Montgomery, 
Ala. 36104. 

D. (6) $9C.. E. (9) $227.51. 

A. I. L . Kenen, 1341. G Street NW ., Wash
ington, D.0. 20005. 

B. American Israel Public A1fairs Commit• 
tee, 1341 G Street NW., Washington, D.O. 
20005. 

D. (6) $833.32. 

A. Harold L. Kennedy, 420 Cafrltz Building, 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Marathon Oll Co., Findlay, Ohio 45840. 
E. (9) $422.35. 

A. Jeremiah J. Kenney, Jr., 777 14th Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. Union Carbide Corp., 270 Park Avenue, 
New York, N.Y. 10017. 

E. (9) $347.35. 

A. Thomas P. Kerester, 1025 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Suite 700, Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

B. Gulf 011 Corp., Pittsbcrgh, Pa. 15230. 
D. (6) $925. E. (9) $200. 

A. Kenneth L. Kimble, 1701 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Life Insurance Association of America, 
277 Park Avenue, New York, N.Y.10017. 

D. (6) $545. E. (9) $8.85. 

A. Mrs. Walter G. Kimmel, 1715 25th Street, 
Rock Island, lll. 61201. 

B. Natio~l Congress of Parents and Teach
ers, 700 North Rush Street, Chicago, Ill. 60611. 

E. (9) $483.07. 

A. Charles L. King, 1701 K Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. American Life Convention, 211 East 
Chicago Avenue, Chicago, Ill. 60611. 

D. (6) $65. 

A. Joseph T. King, 3600 M Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20007. 

B. Associated Equipment Distributors, 615 
West 22d Street, Oak Brook, Til. 60521. 

E. (9) $445.20. 

A. Gibson Kingren, 900 17th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Kaiser Foundation Health Plan, Inc. 
D. (6) $1,125. E. (9) $408.75. 

A. John M. Kinnaird, American Trucking 
Associations, Inc., 1616 P Street NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20036. 

B. American Trucking Associations, Inc., 
1616 P Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $2,344.88. E. (9) $470.99. 

A. Kirkland, Ellis & Rowe, 1776 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Grocery Manufacturers of America, Inc., 
1425 K Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20005. 

A. Ernest A. K istler, 901 Hamilton street, 
Allentown, Pa. 18101. 

B. Pennsylvania Power & Light Co., 901 
Hamilton Street, Allentown, Pa. 18101. 

D. (6) $1,000. E . (9) $564.90. 

A. James D . Klttelton, 1100 Ring Building, 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. American Mining Congress, 1100 Ring 
Building, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $725. 

A. Ralph W. Kittle. 
B. International Paper Co., Room 700, 1620 

I Street NW ., Washington, D.C. 20006. 
D. (6) $200. E. (9) $75. 

A. Douglas E. Kliever, 1250 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Cleary, Gottlieb, Steen & Hamilton, 1250 
Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

A. Robert E. Kline, Jr., 409 LaSalle Build
ing, 1028 Connecticut Avenue NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Bowling Proprietors Association of 
America, Inc., West Higgins Road, Hoffman 
Estates, Ill. 60172. 

D. (6) $1,250. E. (9) $75.93. 

A. James F. Kmetz, 1437 K Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. United Mine Workers of America, 900 
15th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20005. 

D. (6) $5,749.98. E. (9) $416. 

A. Keith R. Knoblock, 1100 Ring Building, 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. American Mining Congress, 1100 Ring 
Building, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $575. 

A. Phllip M. Knox, Jr., 1211 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Suite 802, Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

B. Sears, Roebuck & Co., 925 South Homan 
Avenue, Chicago, Ill. 60607. 

D. (6) $250. E. (9) $25. 

A. Joseph L. Koach, 1900 L Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Wilson E. Hamilton & Associates, Inc., 
1900 L Street NW., Washington, D.C. 

A. Bradley R. Koch, 2000 Florida Avenue 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20009. 

B. National Rural Electric Cooperative As
sociation, 2000 Florida Avenue NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20009. 

D. (6) $125. 

A. Robert M. Koch, 1315 16th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. National Limestone Institute, Inc., 1315 
16th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

E. (9) $42.50. 

A. Horace R. Kornegay, 1776 K Street NW., 
Suite 1200, Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. The Tobacco Institute, Inc., 1776 It 
Street NW., Suite 1200, Washington, D.C. 
20006. 

A. Paul A. Korody, Jr., 1725 I Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 

B. National Association of Food Chains, 
1725 I Street, NW., Washington, D.C. 

E. (9) $300. 

A. Kenneth S. Kovack, 1001 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. United Steelworkers of America, 1600 
Commonwealth Building, Pittsburgh, Pa. 

D. (6) $4,368.75. E. (9) $1,498. 

A. Howard R. Koven and Abe Fortas, 208 
South LaSalle Street, Chicago, Til.; Canal 
Square, 1054, 31st Street NW., Washington, 
D.C. 

B. Loeb, Rhoades & Co., 42 Wall Street, 
New York, N .Y. 

A. June Kysllko Kraeft, 2000 Florida Ave
nue NW., Washington, D.C. 20009. 

B. National Rural Electric Cooperative As
sociation, 2000 Florida Avenue NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20009. 

D. (6) $146. 

A. Lawrence B. Kreider, 1015 18th Street 
NW., Washington, D .C. 20036. 

B . Conference of State Bank Supervisors, 
1015 18th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 

A. Germaine Krettek, 110 Maryland Avenue 
NE., Suite 101, Washington, D.C. 20002. 

B . American Library Association, 50 East 
Huron Street, Chicago, ID. 60611. 

D . (6) $750. 

A. James S. Krzymlnski, 1129 20th Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. National Council of Farmer Coopera
tives, 1129 20th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 

D. (6) $2,562.48. E. (9) $90.62. 

A. William J. Kuhfuss, 225 west Touhy 
Avenue, Park Ridge, n1. 60068. 

B. American Farm Bureau Federation, 225 
West Touhy Avenue, Park Ridge, m. 60068. 

D. (6) $975. 

A. Lloyd R. Kuhn, 1725 DeSa1es Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Aerospace Industries Association of 
America, Inc., 1725 DeSales Street NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $6,324. E. (9) $1,296.94. 
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A. Labor Bureau of Middle West, 1155 15th 

Street NW ., Washington, D.C. 

A. Labor-Management Maritime Commit
tee, 100 Indiana Avenue NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20001. 

D. (6) $5,673.70. E. (9) $4,726. 

A. Laborers' International Union of North 
America, AFL-CIO, 905 16th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

E. (9) $12,365.71. 

A. John Lagomarcino, 2100 M Street NW., 
washington, D.C. 20037. 

B. Common Cause, 2100 M Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20037. 

D. (6) $2,965.54. E. (9) $21.65. 

A. A. M. Lampley, 400 First Street NW., 
Suite 704, Washi~on, D.C. 20001. 

B. United Transportation Union, 400 First 
Street NW., Suite 704, Washington, D.C. 20001. 

E. (9) $200. 

A. James J. LaPenta, Jr., 905 16th Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 

B. Laborers' International Union of North 
America, AFL-CIO, 905 16th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

E. (9) $537.38. 

A. Glenn T. Lashley, 1712 G Street NW., 
washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. D.C. Division, American Automobile As
sociation, 1712 G Street NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20006. 

A. Robert B. Laurents, 7205 Reservoir Road, 
Springfield, Va. 22150. 

B. National Association for Uniformed 
Services, 956 North Monroe Street, Arlington, 
Va. 22201. 

D. (6) $1,950. 

A. George H. Lawrence, 1515 Wilson Boule
vard, Arlington, Va. 22209. 

B. American Gas Association, 1515 Wilson 
Boulevard, Arlington, Va. 22209. 

D. (6) $440. E. (9) $125. 

A. Legislative Committee of the Committee 
for a National Trade Policy, Inc., 1028 Con
necticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

D. (6) $2,404.77. E. (9) $750.10. 

A. Nils A. Lennartson, 801 North Fairfax 
Street, Alexandria, Va. 22314. 

B. Railway Progress Institute, 801 North 
Fairfax Street, Alexandria, Va. 22314. 

D. (6) $12,124.98. 

A. Donald Lerch & Co., Inc., 1101 17th 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Shell Chemical Co., 2401 Crow-Canyon 
Road, San Ramon, Calif. 

A. Gilbert B. Lessenco, Wilner, Scheiner & 
Greeley, 2021 L Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
"20036. 

B. Metropolitan Chapter, National Asso
ciation of Social Workers, 1424 16th Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 

D. (6) $310.76. E. (9) $4.10. 

A. Leva, Hawes Symington, Martin & Op
penheimer, 815 Connecticut Avenue NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Midland Enterprises, Inc., of Cincin
n~ti, Ohio. 

A. s. R. Levering, 245 Second Street NE., 
Washington, D.C. 

B. Friends Committee on National Legis-
1ation, 245 Second Street NE., Washington, 
D.C. 

D. (6) $1,615. 

A. Morris J. Levin, 839 17th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 
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B. Association of American Railroads, 
American Railroads Building, Washington, 
D.C. 20006. 

D. (6) $1,000. 

A. Harry LeVine, Jr., 777 14th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 

B. General Electric Co., 570 Lexington Ave
nue, New York, N.Y. 

A. J. Stanly Lewis, 100 Indiana Avenue 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20001. 

B 1 National Association of Letter Carriers, 
100 Indiana Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20001. 

D. (b) $2,837.24. 

A. Herbert Liebenson, 1225 19th Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. National Small Business Association, 
1225 19th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

D. (6) $4,500. E. (9) $1,200. -

A. Life Insurance Association of America, 
1701 K Street NW., Washington, D.C. 

D. (6) $5,716.34. E. (9) $5,716.34. 

A. Lester W. Lindow, Association of Maxi
mum Service Telecasters, Inc., 1735 DeSales 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

A. Lindsay, Nahstoll, Hart, Duncan, Dafoe 
& Krause, 1331 SW. Broadway, Portland, Oreg. 
97201. 

B. Master Contracting Stevedore A~ia
tion of the Pacific Coast, Inc., San Francisco, 
Calif. 

D. (6) $350. E. (9) $272.77. 

A. Lindsay, Nahstoll, Hart, Duncan, Dafoe 
& Krause, 1331 SW. Broadway, Portland, Oreg. 
97201. 

B. National Maritime Compensation Com
mittee, 1331 SW. Broadway, Portland, Oreg. 
97201. 

A. John E. Linster, 2000 Westwood Drive, 
Wausau, Wis. 54401. 

B. Employers Insurance of Wausau, 2000 
Westwood Drive, Wausau, Wis. 54401. 

D. (6) $500. 

A. Robert G. Litschert, 1140 Connecticut 
Avenue, Suite 1010, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. National Association of Electric Cos. 
D. (6) $400. E. (9) $170.57. 

A. Sheldon I. London, 1025 Vermont Ave
nue NW., a.shington, D.C. 20005. 

B. National Home Furnishings Associa
tion, 1150 Merca.ndise Mart, Chicago, Til. 
60654. 

D. (6) $825. 

A. Philip J. Loree, 25 Broadway, Room 1012, 
New York, N.Y. 10004. 

B. American Committee for Flags of Neces
sity, 25 Broadway, Room 1012, New York, N.Y. 
10004. 

D. (6) $750. 

• A. James F. Lovett, 1801 K Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Westinghouse Electric Corp., Westing
house Building, Gateway Center, Pittsburgh, 
Pa..15222. 

D. (6) $700. E. (9) $200. 

A. Otto Lowe, 888 17th Street NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 

B. National Canners Association, 1133 20th 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 

D. (6) $1,050. 

A. Milton F. Lunch, 2029 K Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. National Society of Professional En
gineers, 2029 K Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
20006. 

D. (6) $1,000. 

A. Clarence T. Lundquist, 4822 Tilden 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20016. 

B. Menswear Retailers of America, Room 
390, National Press Building, Washington, 
D.C. 20004. 

D. (6) $600. 

A. William George Lunsford, 245 Second 
Street NE., Washington, D.C. 

B. Friends Committee on National Legis
lation, 245 Second Street NE., Washington, 
D.C. 

D. (6) $1,764. 

A. James H. Lynch, 400 First Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20001. 

B. American Federation of Government 
Employees, 400 1st Street NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20001. 

D. (6) $4,758.60. E. (9) $311.53. 

A. Shane MacCarthy, 1730 North Lynn 
Street, Arlington, Va. 22209. 

B. Printing Industries of America, 1730 
North Lynn Street, Arlington, Va. 22209. 

D. (6) $950. E. (9) $1,420. 

A. Ian R. MacGowen, 2100 M Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20037. 

B. Common Cause, 2100 M Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20037. 

D. (6) $79.34. 

A. Joseph V. Ma.chugh, 225 A Street NE., 
Washington, D.C. 20002. 

B. Menswear Retailers of America, Room 
390, National Press Building, 14th and F 
Streets NW., Washington, D.C. 20004. 

A. Robert L. Maier, 900 17th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Kaiser Industries Corp., 900 17th Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 

A. Andre Maison pierre, 666 11th Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20001. 

B. American Mutual Insurance Alliance, 
20 North Wacker Drive, Chicago, Til. 

E. (9) $690. 

A. Elizabeth Mallory, Box 718, Union Sta
tion, Endicott, N.Y. 13760. 

B. National Congress of Parents and Teach
ers. 700 North Rush Street, Chicago, Ill. 
60611. 

D. (6) $115,434.58. E. (9) $483.07. 

A. Ben J. Man, 100 Indiana. Avenue NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20001. 

B. AFL-CIO Maritime Committee, 100 In
diana. Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20001. 

D. (6) $1,741.12. E. (9) $388.89. 

A. Man-Made Fiber Producers Association, 
Inc., 1150 17th Street NW., Suite 310, Wash
ington, D.C. 20036. 

A. Carter Manasco, 5932 Chesterbrook 
Road, McLean, Va. 22101. 

B. National Coal Association, 1130 17th 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $6,876.01. E. (9) $149.50. 

A. Mike Manatos, 1801 K Street NW., Suite 
1104, Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. The Procter & Gamble Mar:.ufa.cturing 
Co., 301 East Sixth Street, Cincinnati, Ohio 
45202. 

D. (6) $30. E. (9) $30. 

A. Manufacturing Chemists Association, 
Inc., 1825 Connecticut Avenue NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20009. 

D. (6) $5,000. E. (9) $3,000. 

A. Rodney W. Markley, Jr., 815 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Ford Motor Co., Dearborn, Mich. 48121. 
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A. Ralph J. Marlatt, 640 Investment Build
ing, 1511 K Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
20005. 

B. National Association of Mutual Insur
ance Agents, 640 Investment Building, 1511 
K Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20005. 

E. (9) $1,325. 

A. WilUam J. Marschalk, 1300 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 

B. National Association of Real Estate 
Boards, 1300 Connecticut Avenue, Washing
ton, D.C. 

D. (6) $3,500. E. (9) $35. 

A. Winston W. Marsh, 1343 L Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 

B. National Tire Dealers & Retreaders 
Association, Inc., 1343 L Street NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 

A. J. Paull Marshall, Suite 212, 300 New 
Jersey Avenue SE., Washington, D.C. 20003. 

B. Association of American Railroads, 1920 
L Street NW .• Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $349.87. E. (9) $259.65. 

A. Marshall & Ilsley Bank, 770 North Water 
Street, Milwaukee, Wis. 53202. 

A. Maryland State Fair and Agricultural 
Society, Inc., Timonium State Fair Grounds, 
Timonium, Md. 21093. 

E. (9) $1.46. 

A. Mike M. Masaoka, 2021 L Street NW ., 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. West Mexico Vegetable Distributors As
sociation, P.O. Box 848, Nogales, Ariz. 85621. 

D. (6) $500. 

A. Mike Masaoka, 2021 L Street NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Association on Japanese Textile Im
ports, Inc., 551 Fifth Avenue, New York, N.Y. 
10017. 

D. (6) $1,000. 

A. Mike M. Masaoka, 2021 L Street NW., 
washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Japanese American Citizens League, 
1634 Post Street, San Francisco, Calif. 94115. 

D. (6) $100. 

A. Paul J. Mason, 1701 K Street NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Life ·Insurance Association of America, 
277 Park Avenue, New York, N.Y. 10017. 

D. (6) $156.56. E. (9) $22.24. 

A. Walter J. Mason, 815 16th Street NW., 
Suite 603, Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Building and Construction Trades De
partment, AFL-CIO, 815 16th Street NW., 
Suite 603, Washington, D.C. 20006. 

D. (6) $5,499.91. E. (9) $875. 

A. P. H. Mathews, 300 New Jersey Avenue 
SE., Washington, D.C. 20003. 

B. Association of American Railroads, 1920 
L Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $442.66. E. (9) $394.20. 

A. Charles D. M&.tthews, 1140 Connecticut 
Avenue NW .. Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. National Association of Electric Cos., 1140 
Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

D. (6) $459. E. (9) $182.85. 

A. Charles E. Mattingly, 1608 K Street 
NW .. Washington, D.C. 

B. The American Legion, 700 North Penn
sylvania Street, Indianapolis, Ind. 

D. (6) $4,200. E. (9) $188.57. 

A. C. V. & R. V. Maudlin, 1111 E Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20004. 

B. Georgia Power Co., 270 Peachtree Street, 
Atlanta, Ga. 

A. Mayer, Brown & Platt, 1101 17th Street 
NW., Suite 700, Washington, D.C. '20036. 

B. Encyclopaedia Britannica, Inc., 425 
North Michigan Avenue, Chicago, Ill. 

D. (6) $125. E. (9) $5. 

A. Mayer, Brown & Platt, 231 South LaSalle 
Street, Chicago, Ill. 60604. 

B. Williams and Clayton Burch families, 
cjo Continental Illinois National Bank and 
Trust Co., Trustee, 231 s. LaSalle Street, Chi
cago, Ill. 

D. (6) $100. E. (9) $352.90. 

A. Anthony Mazzocchi, 1126 16th Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $2035. E (9) $227.50. 

A. William J. McAultffe, Jr., 1828 L Street 
NW., Suite 303, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. American Land Title Association, 1828 
L Street N\Y .• Suite 303, Washington, D.C. 

D. (6) $1,275. E. (9) $15. 

A. Michael J. McCabe, 1225 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Suite 412, Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

B. Allstate Insurance Cos., Allstate Plaza., 
Northbrook, Ill. 60062. 

A. Michael J. McCabe, 1225 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Suite 412, Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

B. Allstate Enterprises, Inc., Allstate Plaza, 
Northbrook, Ill., 60062. 

A. William C. McCa.ma.nt, 1725 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

D. (6) $300. 

A. John A. McCart, 100 Indiana Avenue NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20001. 

B. Government Employes Council, AFL
CIO, 100 Indiana Avenue NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20001. . 

D. (6) $3,350.30. 

A. McClure & Trotter, 1100 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Suite 600, Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

B. Motion Picture Association of America, 
Inc., 1600 I Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
20006. 

A. McClure & Trotter, 1100 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Suite 600, Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

B. Montgomery Coca-Cola Bottling Co., 
Inc., North Perry and Jefferso~ Streets, 
Montgomery, Ala. 36103. 

A. McClure & Trotter, 1100 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Suite 600, Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

B. Mobil Oil Corp., 150 East 42d Street, 
New York, N.Y. 10017. 

A. McClure & Trotter, 1100 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Suite 600, Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

B. The Magnavox Co., 1700 Magnavox Way, 
Fort Wayne, In . 46804. 

A. McClure & Trotter, 1100 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Suite 600, Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

B. Gulf and Western Industries, Inc., 1 
Gulf and Western Plaza, New York, N.Y. 
10023. 

A. McClure & Trotter, 1100 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Suite 600, Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

B. The Coca-Cola Co., Post Office Drawer 
1734, Atlanta, Ga. 30301. 

A. McClure & Trotter, 1100 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Suite 600, Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

B. Tidewater Marine Service, Inc., 3308 
Tulane Avenue, New Orleans, La. 70119. 

A. E. L. McCulloch, Room 814, 400 First 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20001. 

B. Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers, 
Engineers Building, Cleveland, Ohio 44114. 

D. (6) $284.60. E. (9) $81.50. 

A. Albert L. McDermott, 777 14th Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. American Hotel & Motel Association, 
888 Seventh Avenue, New York, N.Y. 10019. 

D. (6) $411.35. E. (9) $80.17. 

A. J. Patrick McElroy, 1100 Ring Building, 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. American Mining Congress, 1100 Ring 
Building, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $575. 

A. Joseph A. McElwain, 40 East Broadway, 
Butte, Mont. 59701. 

B. The Montana Power Co., Butte, Mont. 
59701. 

E. (9) $198.44. 

A. Barbara D. McGarry, 20 E Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 

B. American Parents Committee Inc., 20 E 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 

A. J. Raymond McGlaughlin, 400 First 
Street NW., Washingtov, D.C. 20001. 

B. Brotherhood of Maintenance of Way 
Employees, 12050 Woodward Avenue, Detroit, 
Mich. 48203. 

D. (6) $7,080. 

A. Myles F. McGrail, 1825 K Street NW., 
Suite 501, Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. The Dow Chemical Co., Midland, Mich. 
48640. 

A. Marshall C. McGrath. 
B. International Paper Company, Room 

700, 1620 I Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
20006. 

D. (6) $660. E. (9) $217.83. 

A. F. Howard McGuigan, 815 16th Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 

B. American Federation of Labor and Con
gress of Industrial Organizations, 815 16th 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 

D. (6) $6,885. E. (9) $583.70. 

A. Clifford G. Mcintire, 425 13th Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 

B. American Farm Bureau Federation, 225 
West Touhy Avenue, Park Ridge, Ill. 

D. (6) $1,375. E. (9) $52.64. 

A. Clarence M. Mcintosh, Jr., 400 First 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20001. 

B. Railway Labor Executives' Association, 
400 First Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20001. 

D. (6) $2,067.63. 

A. Graham N. McKelvey, 1437 K Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. United Mine Workers of America, 900 
15th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 

D. (6) $500. E. (9) $25. 

A. John McKenna, 324 C Street SE., Wash
ington, D.C. 20003. 

B. Environmental Policy Center, 324 C 
Street SE., Washington, D.C. 20003. 

D. (6) $1,359. 

A. C. A. Mack McKinney, 933 North Ken
more Street, Suite 317, Arlington, Va. 22201. 

B. National Headquarters. Marine Corps 
League, 933 North Kenmore Street, Suite 317, 
Arlington, Va. 22201. 

A. C. A. Mack McKinney, 1200 North Court
house Road (Box G4), Arlington, Va. 22201. 

B. Non Commissioned Officers Association 
of U.S.A., P.O. Box 2268, San Antonio, Tex. 
78298. 

D. (6) $1,800. E. (9) $408.73. 
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A. Marvin L. McLain, 425 13th Street NW., 

Washington, D.C. 
B. American Farm Bureau Federation, 225 

West Touhy Avenue, Park Ridge, Ill. 
D. (6) $2,250. E. (9) $25. 

A. Teresa D. McLaughlin, 1125 15th Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. Mortgage Bankers Association of Amer
ica, 1125 15th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
20005. 

- D. (6) $250. E. (9) $2,366. 

A. John S. McLees, 1615 H Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Chamber of Commerce of the U.S.A., 
1615 H Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

D. f6) $175. 

A. William F. McManus, 777 14th Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. General Electric Co., 570 Lexington Ave
nue, New York, N.Y. 10022. 

D. (6) $450. E. (9) $315. 

A. C. W. McMillan, National Press Bldg., 
14th and F Streets, Suite 1015, Washington, 
D .C. 20004. 

B. American National Cattlemen's Associa
tion, 1540 Emerson Street, Denver, Colo. 80218. 

D. (6) $1,200. 

A. Ralph J. McNair, 1701 K Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Life Insurance Association of America, 
277 Park Avenue, New York, N.Y. 10017. 

D. (6) $470.89. E. (9) $18.77. 

A. Charles R. McNeill, 1120 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Washington D.C. 20036. 

B. The American Bankers Association, 1120 
Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

D. (6) $2000. E. (9) $1,391.81. 

A. McNutt, Dudley, Easterwood & Losch, 
910 17th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. American Dredging Co., 12 South 
Twelfth Street, Philadelphia, Pa.; Great 

Lakes Dredge & Dock Co., 228 North LaSalle 
Street, Chicago, Til.; Dunbar & Sullivan 
Dredging Co., 22720 Michigan Avenue, Dear
born, Mich. 

D. (6) $5,150. E. (9) $1,121.11. 

A. Harry C. McPherson, Jr., Suite 1100, 1660 
L Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Montgomery Ward, Inc., 619 West Chi
cago Avenue, Chicago, Ill. 60607. 

D. (6) $500. E. (9) $225. 

A. George G. Mead, 621 Pershing Drive, 
Silver Spring, Md. 20910. 

B. The American Society of Radiologic 
Technologists, 645 North Michigan Avenue, 
Chicago, TIL 60611. 

D. (6) $1,359.05. E. (9) $297.27. 

A. George G. Mead, 621 Pershing Drive, 
Silver Spring, Md. 20910. 

B. The National Association of Theatre 
Owners, Inc., 1501 Broadway, Suite 31, New 
York, N.Y. 10036. 

D. (6) $708.75. E. (9) $169.23. 

A. William A. Meissner, Jr., 6200 Massa
chusetts Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20016. 

B. Rudolph Wolff & Co., 80 Wall Street, New 
York, N.Y. 10005. 

A. Mr. Kenneth A. Meiklejohn, 815 16th 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 

B. American Federation of Labor and Con
gress of Industrial Organizations, 815 16th 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 

D. (6) $5,967. 

A. R. Otto Meletzke, 1701 K Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Life Insurance Association of America, 
277 Park Avenue, New York, N.Y.10017. 

D. (6) $65. E. (9) $3.89. 

A. Ellis E. Meredith, 1611 North Kent 
Street, Arlington, Va. 22209. 

B. American Apparel Manufacturers Asso
ciation, Inc., 1611 North Kent Street, Arling
ton, Va. 22209. 

A. Edward L. Merrigan, 88817th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Committee on American Tanker Owners, 
1000 Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $6,250. E. (9) $9.50. 

A. Edward L. Merrigan, 888 17th Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. National Association of Secondary Ma
terial Industries, Inc., New York, N.Y. 10017. 

E. (9) $65.75. 

A. Edward L. Merrigan, 888 17th Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Stewart Title Guaranty Co., P.O. Box 
2029, Houston, Tex. 77001. 

D. (6) $12,500. E. (9) $49.53. 

A. Lawrence C. Merthan, 1425 K Street NW., 
Suite 1000, Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. H111 and Knowlton, Inc., 150 East 42d 
Street, New York, N.Y. 

D. (6) $912:24. E. (9) $162.06. 

A. John J. Motley. 
B. National Federational of Independent 

Business, 921 Washington Building, 15th and 
New York Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20005. 

D. (6) $3,000. E. (9) $380. 

A. Metropolitan Washington Board of 
Trade, 1129 20th Street NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20036. 

A. George F. Meyer, Jr. 
B. Retired Officers Association, 1625 I Street 

NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 
D. (6) $392. 

A. James G. Michaux, 777 14th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. Federated Department Stores, Inc., 222 
West Seventh Street, Cincinnati, Ohio. 45202. 

D. (6) $1,000. 

A. Miller & Chevaller, 1700 Pennsylvania 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Questor Corp., 1801 Spielbusch Ave~ue, 
Toledo, Ohio. 43601. 

D. (6) $2,530. E. (9) $25. 

A. Anne M111er, Suite 907, 1025 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Bryant Associates, Inc., Suite 907, 1025 
Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

D. (6) $110. E. (9) $51.41. 

A. Dale Miller, 377 Mayflower Hotel, Wash
ington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Dallas, Tex., Chamber of Commerce. 
D. (6) $195. E. (9) $41.69. 

A. Dale Miller, 377 Mayflower Hotel, Wash
ington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Gulf Intracoastal Canal Association, 
Houston, Tex. 

D. (6) $262.50. E. (9) $23.31. 

A. Dale Miller, 377 Mayflower Hotel, Wash
ington, D .C. 20036. 

B. Texas Gulf, Inc., 200 Park Avenue, New 
York, N.Y. 

D. (6) $225. E. (9) $259.53. 

A. Edwin Reid Miller, 1815 Capitol Avenue, 
Omaha, Nebr. 68102. 

B. Nebraska Railroad Legislative Commit
tee, 1815 Capitol Avenue, Omaha, Nebr. 68102. 

D. (6) $5,749.98. E. (9) $55.75. 

A. Joe D. Miller, 535 North Dearborn Street, 
Chicago, Ill. 60610. 

B. American Medical Association, 535 North 
Dearborn Street, Chicago, Ill. 60610. 

D. (6) $875. 

A. Luman G. Miller, 912 Failing Building, 
Portland, Oreg. 97204. 

B. Oregon Railroad Association, 912 Failing 
Building, Portland, Oreg. 97204. 

A. A. Stanley Miller, 1629 K Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. American Committee for Flags of Neces
sity, 25 Broadway, New York, N.Y. 10004. 

D. (6) $100. 

A. Jack Mills, 1776 K Street NW., Washing
ton, D.C. 20006. 

B. The Tobacco Institute, Inc., 1776 K 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Seymour S. Mintz, William T. Plumb, Jr., 
and Arnold C. Johnson. 

B. Hughes Tool Co., Houston, Tex. 

A. Willis C. Moffatt, Post Office Box 829, 
Boise, Idaho 83701. 

A. Montgomery Ward & Co., Inc., 1660 L 
Street NW., Suite 1001, Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

B. Montgomery Ward & Co., Inc., Post Office 
Box 8339, Chicago, lll. 60680. 

D. (6) $500. E. (9) $650. 

A. G. Merrill Moody, Suite 212, 300 New 
Jersey Avenue SE., Washington, D.C. 20003. 

B. Association of American Railroads, 1920 
L Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $176.74. E. (9) $246.06. 

A. Joseph E. Moody, 918 16th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Bituminous Coal Operators Association, 
Inc., 918 16th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
20006. 

D. (6) $500. 

A. 0 William Moody, Jr., 815 16th Street 
NW., Room 501, Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Maritime Trades Department, AF~IO, 
815 16th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

D. (6) $2,500. E. (9) $956.50. 

A. Donald L. Morgan, 1250 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Cleary, Gottlieb, Steen & Hamilton, 1250 
Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

A. Morison, Murphy, Abrams & Haddock, 
Suite 900, 1776 K Street NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20006. 

B. National Committee for Civil Airlift. 
D. (6) $2,587.50. E. (9) $486.84. 

A. Morison, Murphy, Abrams & Haddock, 
Suite 900, 1776 K Street NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20006. 

B. The Sperry & Hutchinson Co., 330 Madi
son Avenue, New York, N.Y. 10017. 

A. James M. Morris, 1660 L Street NW., 
Room 804, Washington, D.C., 20036. 

B. General Motors Corp., 3044 West Grand 
Boulevard, Detroit, Mich. 48202. 

D. (6) $2,500. E. (9) $876.70. 

A. James G. Morton, 1825 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20009. 

B. Manufacturing Chemists Association, 
Inc., 1825 Connecticut Avenue NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20009. 

D. (6) $2,500. E. (9) $100. 
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A. Jack Moskowitz, 2100 M Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20037. 

B. Common Cause, 2100 M Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20037. 

D. (6) $3,750. E. (9) $26.73. 

A. Motor Commerce Association, Inc., 4004 
Versailles Road, Lexington, Ky. 

D. (6) $100. E. (9) $80. 

A. David J. Muchow, 888 17th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. National Association of Secondary Ma
terial Industries, Inc., 330 Madison Avenue, 
New York, N.Y. 10017. 

E. (9) $65.75. 

A. William G. Mullen, 491 National Press 
Building, Washington, D.C. 20004. 

B. National Newspaper Association, 491 
National Press Building, Washington, D.C. 
20004. 

E. (9) $176.50. 

A. John J. Murphy, 517 Shoreham Build
ing, 806 15th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
20005. 

B. National Customs Service Association. 

A. Richard W. Murphy, 1200 18th Street 
NW., Suite 1109, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Merck & Co., Inc., Rahway, N.J. 07065. 
D. (6) $400. E. (9) $36.50. 

A. D. Michael Murray, 1920 L Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Association of American Railroads, 1920 
L Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $402.50. E. (9) $512.50. 

A. William E. Murray, 2000 Florida Avenue 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20009. 

B. National Rural Electric Cooperative 
Association, 2000 Florida Avenue NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20009. 

D. (6) $185. 

A. Kenneth D. Naden, 1129 20th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. National Council of Farmer Coopera
tives, 1129 20th Street NW., Washington, 
D.C. 

D. (6) $2,887.50. E. (9) $120.32. 

A. John J. Nangle, 1625 I Street NW., Suite 
812, Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. National Association of Independent 
Insurers, 30 West Monroe Street, Chicago, 
Ill. 60603. 

D. (6) $2,000. E. (9) $586. 

A. Augustus Nasmith, Pennsylvania Sta
tion, Raymond Plaza, Newark, N.J. 07102. 

B. Associated Railroads of New Jersey, 
Pennsylvania Station, Raymond Plaza, 
Newark, N.J. 07102. 

D. (6) $41.25. E. (9) $50. 

A. National Agricultural Chemicals Asso
-ciation, 1155 15th Street NW., Washington, 
·n.c. 3ooo5. 

D. (6) $27.50. E. (9) $27.50. 

A. National Association for Uniformed 
·services, 956 North Monroe Street, Arlington, 
Va. 22201. 

D. (6) $31,754.50. E. (9) $6,981.48. 

A. National Association of Electric Cos., 
1140 Connecticut Avenue NW., Suite 1010, 
washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $9,070.96. E. (9) $8.371.52. 

A. National Association of Farmer, Elected 
Committeemen, 1900 South Eads Street, Box 
836, Arlington, Va. 22202. 

D. (6) $1,112.59. E. (9) $1,112.59. 

A. National Association of Food Chains, 
1725 I Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

D. (6) $50~ E. (9) $500. 

A. National Association of Letter Carriers, 
100 Indiana Avenue NW, Washington, D.C. 
20001. 

D. (6) $693,300. 03. E. (9) $16,371.92. 

A. National Association of Margarine 
Manufacturers, 1725 K Street NW., Suite 
1202, Washington, D.C. 20006. 

E. (9) $25. 

A. National Association of Mutual Insur
ance Cos., 2511 East 46th Street, Suite H, 
Indianapolis, Ind. 46205. 

A. National Association of Mutual Savings 
Banks, 200 Park Avenue, New York, N.Y. 
10017. 

D. (6) $2,396.73. E. (9) $2,396.73. 

A. National Association of Plumbing
Heating-Cooling Contractors, 1016 20th 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $8,516.35. E. (9) $8,516.35. 

A. National Association of Real Estate 
Boards, 155 East Superior Street, Chicago, Ill. 

E. (9) $17,833.25. 

A. National Audio-Visual Association, Inc., 
3150 Spring Street, Fairfax, Va. 22030. 

D. (6) $26,943.47. E. (9) $3,839.07. 

A. National Automobile Dealers Associa
tion, 2000 K Street NW., Washington, D.C. 

D. (6) $1,703.89. E. (9) $1,703.87. 

A. National Broiler Council, 1155 15th 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20005. 

D. (6) $300. E. (9) $300. 

A. National Coal Association, Coal Building, 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $90,066.52. E. (9) $3,183.63. 

A. National Committee Against Repressive 
Legislation, 555 North Western Avenue, Room 
2, Los Angeles, Calif. 90004. 

D. (6) $1,572.63. E. (9) $1,572.63. 

A. National Congress of Parents and Teach
ers, 700 North Rush Street, Chicago, Ill. 
60611. 

D. (6) $115,434.58. E. (9) $483.07. 

A. National Cotton Council of America, P.O. 
Box 12285, Memphis, Tenn. 38112. 

D. (6) $11,951.77. E. (9) $11,951.77. 

A. National Council for a Responsible Fire
arms Policy, 1028 Connecticut Avenue NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $473. E. (9) $125. 

A. National Council of Farmer Coopera
tives, 1129 20th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

D. (6) $25,260.38. E. (9) $25,919.72. 

A. National Council of Technical Service 
Industries. 888 17th Street NW., Suite 601, 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

D. (6) $7: 6.25. E. (9) $666.75. 

A. National Counsel Associates, 421 New 
Jersey A1;•enue SE., Washington, D.C. 

B. Committee for the Study of Revenue 
Bond Financing, 1000 Ring Building, Wash
ington, D.C. 

D. (6) $833.33. E. (9) $80.48. 

A. National Cystic Fibrosis Research 
Founoation, 3379 Peachtree Road NE., At
lanta, Ga. 30326. 

E. (9) $1,199. 

A. National Electrical Contractors Associa
tion, Inc., 1730 Rhode Island Avenue NW., 
Washington, D.C. 21J036. 

A. National Electrical Manufacturers As
sociation. 155 East 44th Street, New York, 
N.Y.10017. 

A. National Federation of Federal Em
ployees, 1737 H Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
20006. 

D. (6) $287,161.19. E. (9) $21,539.50. 

A. National Federation of Independent 
Business Inc., 920-922 Washington Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

B. National Federation of Independent 
Business Inc., 150 West 20th Avenue, San 
Mateo, Calif. 94403. 

D. (6) $20,394.99. E. (9) $20,394.99. 

A. National Grain and Feed Association, 
725 15th Street NW., Room 500, Washing
ton,D.C. 

A. The National Grange, 1616 H Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

D. (6) $93,744.96. E. (9) $12,060. 

A. National Home Furnishings Association, 
1150 Merchandise Mart, Chicago, Ill. 60654. 

E. (9) $1,352. 

A. National Independent Dairies Associa
tion, 2120 L Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
20037. 

E. (9) $200. 

A. NL Industries, Inc., 111 Broadway, New 
York, N.Y. 10006. 

E. (9) $775. 

A. National Institute of Locker & Freezer 
Provisioners, 224 East High Street, Elizabeth
town, Pa. 17022. 

D. (6) $212.87. E. (9) $568.71. 

A. National Limestone Institute, Inc., 1315 
16th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $3,496.65. E. (9) $3,496.65. 

A. National Livestock Feeders Association, 
Inc., 309 Livestock Exchange Building, Oma
ha, Nebr. 68107. 

D. (6) $7,462.74. E. (9) $7,462.74. 

A. National Milk Producers Federation, 
30 F Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20001. 

E. (9) $7,636.77. 

A. National Rehabilitation Association, 
1522 K Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20005. 

D. (6) $5,254. E. (9) $1,391. 

A. National Retail Merchants Association, 
100 West 31st Street, New York, N.Y. 10001. 

A. National !!-ural Electric Cooperative As
sociation, 2000 Florida Avenue NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20009. 

E. (9) $2,790.01. 

A. National Small Business Association, 
1225 19th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 

D. (6) $5,000. E. (9) $2,562.52. 

A. National Society of Professional Engi• 
neers, 2029 K Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
20006. 

D. (6) $12,500. E. (9) $13,444.87. 

A. National Soft Drink Association, 1101 
16th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $6,554. E. (9) $2,312.63. 

A. Na_tional Tire Dealers & Retreaders, As
sociation, Inc., 1343 L Street NW., Washing
ton, D.C. 

D. (6) $180. E. (9) $180. 

A. The Nation-Wide Committee on Im
port-Export Policy, 815 15th Street NW., 
Suite 711, Washington, D.C. 

D. (6) $4,026.77. E. (9) $6,129.50. 

A. Alexander W. Neale, Jr., 1015 18th Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Conference of State Bank Supervisors, 
1015 18th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 

D. (6) $1,290. E. (9) $20.40. 
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A. Alan M. Nedry, 1801 K Street NW., Suite 

1041, Washington, D.C. 20006. 
B. Southern California Edison Co., P.O. 

Box 800, Rosemead, California 91770. 
D. (6) $200. E. (9) $279.12. 

A. Allen Neece, Jr., 512 Washington Build
ing, Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. National Association of Small Business 
Investment Cos., 512 Washington Building, 
washington, D.C. 20005. 

D. (6) $300. 

A. Samuel E. Neel, 1125 15th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. Mortgage Bankers Association of Amer
ica, 1125 15th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
20005. 

A. George R. Nelson, 1300 Connecticut Ave
nue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. International Association of Machinists 
and Aerospace Workers, 1300 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $4,000. E. (9) $400.46. 

A. Robert B. Neville, 1155 15th Street NW., 
Suite 505, Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. National Restaurant Association, 1155 
15th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 

D. (6) $2,250. E. (9) $150. 

A. Louis H. Nevins, 908 Colorado Building, 
Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. National Association of Mutual Savings 
Banks, 200 Park Avenue, New York, N.Y. 
10017. 

D. (6) $1,656.25. E. (9) $208.22. 

A. E. J. Newbould, 1130 17th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. National Clay Pipe Institute, 350 West 
Terra Cotta Avenue, Crystal Lake, Ill. 60014. 

(D) (6) $150. E. (9) $5. 

A. Charles E. Nichols, 101 Constitution 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20001. 

B. United Brotherhood of Carpenters & 
Joiners of America, 101 Constitution Avenue 
NW., Washington, D.C. 

D. (6) $1,025. E. (9) $737.60. 

A. Patrick J. Nilan, 817 14th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 

B. American Postal Workers Union, AFL
CIO. 

D. (6) $7,361.51. E. (9) $553.06. 

A. Stanley D. Noble, 20 North Wacker 
Drive, Chicago, Ill. 60606. 

B. Council of Profit Sharing Industries, 20 
North Wacker Drive, Chicago, Ill., 60606. 

A. Robert W. Nolan, 1303 New Hampshire 
Avenue NW., Washington, D .C. 20036. 

B. Fleet Reserve Association, 1303 New 
H~:~ompshire Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

D. (6) $100. 

A. Charles M. Noone, 1225 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. National Association of Small Business 
Investment Cos., 512 Washington Building, 
Washington, D.C. 20005. 

D. (6) $1,500. E. (9) $554.13. 

A. Robert H. North, 1105 Barr Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

B. International Association of Ice Cream 
Manufacturers & Milk Industry Foundation, 
1105 Barr Building, Washington, D.C. 

A. Seward P. Nyman, 20 Chevy Chase 
Circle, Washington, D.C. 20015. 

B. American Podiatry Association, 20 
Chevy Chase Circle, Washington, D.C. 20015. 

D. (6) $650. 

A. Raymond D. O'Connell, 400 Madison 
Avenue, New York, N.Y.10017. 

B. National Cable Television Association, 
Inc., 1634 I Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
20006. 

D. (6) $5,000. E. (9) $347. 

A. O'Connor, Green, Thomas, Walters & 
Kelly, 1750 Pennsylvania Avenue NW., Suite 
1303, Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. American Transit Association, 465 
L'Enfant Plaza, West, Suite 2900, Washing
ton, D.C. 20024. 

D. (6) $1,500. E. (9) $192. 

A. O'Connor, Green, Thomas. Walters & 
Kelly, 1750 Pennsylvania Avenue NW., Suite 
1303, Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Upper Mississippi Towing Corp., 7703 
Normandale Road, Room 110, Minneapolis, 
Minn. 55435. 

D. (6) $2,500. E. (9) $208.20. 

A. Lawrence J. O'Connor, Jr., 1801 K Street 
NW., Suite 1021, Washington, D .C. 20006. 

B. The Standard Oil Co., Midland Building, 
Cleveland, Ohio 44115. 

E. (9) $312.46. 

A. John B. O'Day, 11 East Adams Street, 
Chicago, Ill. 60603. 

B. Insurance Economics Society of Amer
ica, 11 East Adams Street, Chicago, Ill. 60603. 

D. (6) $300. 

A. John A. O'Donnell, 1001 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., No. 716, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. American Trucking Associations, Inc., 
1616 P Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $1,500. 

A. John A. O'Donnell, 1001 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., No. 716, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Philippine Sugar Institute. 
D. (6) $500. E. (9) $250. 

A. Jane O'Grady, 815 16th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Amalgamated Clothing Workers of 
America, AFL-CIO, 15 Union Square, New 
York, N.Y. 10003. 

D. (6) $4,109.98. E. (9) $1,631.26. 

A. Richard C. O'Hare, 1120 Investment 
Building, Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. Harness Tracks of America, 333 North 
Michigan Avenue, Chicago, Ill. 60601. 

A. The Ohio Railroad Association, 16 East 
Broad Street, Columbus, Ohio 43215. 

A. Alvin E. Oliver, 725 15th Street NW., 
Room 500, Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. National Grain & Feed Association, 725 
15th Street NW., Room 500, Washington, D .C . 
20005. 

D. (6) $53.30. 

A. Edward W. Oliver, 5025 Wisconsin Ave
nue NW., Washington, D.C. 20016. 

B. Amalgamated Transit Union, AFL-CIO, 
5025 Wisconsin Avenue NW., Washingto'n, 
D.C. 20016. 

A. RovE. Olson, 260 Madison Avenue, New 
York, N.Y. 10016. 

B. American Paper Institute, 260 Madison 
Avenue, New York, N.Y. 10016. 

A. Samuel Omasta, 1315 16th Street NW., 
WAshington, D.C. 20036. 

B. National Limestone Institute, Inc., 1315 
16th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

E. (9) $23.75. 

A. Organization of Professional Employees 
of the U.S. Department of Agriculture, 
1341 G Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20005. 

D. (6) $1,843.75. E. (9) $1,787.93. 

A. Kermit Overby, 2000 Florida Avenue 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20009. 

B. National Rural Electric Cooperative As· 
sociation, 2000 Florida Avenue NW., Washing
ton, D.C. 20009. 

D. (6) $185. 

A. J. Allen Overton, Jr., 1100 Ring Build
ing, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. American Mining Congress, 1100 Ring 
Building, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $1,375. 

A. Norman Paige, 1132 Pennsylvania Build
ing, Washington, D.C. 20004. 

B. Distilled Spirits Institute, 1132 Penn
sylvania Building, Washington, D.C. 20004. 

A. Edward J. Panarello, 1775 K Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Retail Clerks International Association, 
AFL-CIO, 1775 K Street NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20006. 

D. (6) $3,945.40. E. {9) $2,631.25. 

A. Carol Ames Parker, 620 C Street SE., 
Washington, D.C. 20003. 

B. Friends of the Earth, 620 C Street SE., 
Washington, D.C. 20003. 

D. (6) $2,100. 

A. Robert D. Partridge, 2000 Florida Ave
nue NW., Washington, D.C. 20009. 

B. National Rural Electric Cooperative As
sociation, 2000 Florida Avenue NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20009. 

D. (6) $193.27. 

A. Kenton H. Pattie, 3150 Spring Street, 
Fairfax, Va. 22030. 

B. National Audio-Visual Association, Inc., 
3150 Spring Street, Fairfax, Va. 22030. 

D. (6) $1,245.34. 

A. Patton, Boggs, Blow, Verrill, Brand & 
May, 1200 17th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

B. American Maritime Association, 17 Bat
tery Place, New York, N.Y. 10004. 

D. (6) $1,250. 

A. Patton, Boggs, Blow, Verr111, Brand & 
May, 1200 17th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

B. Boating Industry Association, 401 North 
Michigan Avenue, Chicago, ill. 60601. 

D. (6) $800. 

A. Patton, Boggs, Blow, Verrlll, Brand & 
Boggs, 1200 17th Street NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20036. 

B. International Snowmobile Industry As
sociation, 5100 Edina Industrial Boulevard, 
Minneapolis, Minn. 55435. 

D. (6) $1,200. 

A. Patton, Boggs, Blow, Verrill, Brand & 
May, 1200 17th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

B. The Nestle Co., 100 Bloomingdale Road, 
White Plains, New York 10605. 

A. Patton, Boggs, Blow, Verrill, Brand & 
May, 1200 17th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

B. Reader's Digest Association, Inc., Pleas
antville, N.Y. 10570. 

D. (6) $2,000. 

A. Peabody, Rivlin, Gore, Cladouhos & 
Lambert, 1730 M Street NW., Suite 707, Wash
ington, D.C. 20036. 

B. National Tool, Die, and Precision Ma
chining Association, 9300 Livingston Road, 
Washington, D.C. 20022. 

A. Peabody, Rivlin, Gore, Cladouhos & 
Lambert, Suite 707,1730 M Street NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Toyota Motor Sales, U.S.A., Inc., 2055 
West 190th Street, Torrance, Calif. 90504. 
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A. John J. Pecoraro, 1925 K Street NW., 

Washington, D.C. 20006. 
B. International Brotherhood of Painters 

and Allied Trades, 217-19 North Sixth Street, 
Lafayette, Ind. 47901. 

D. (6) $2,294.86. 

A. Pennzoll Co., 900 Southwest Tower, 
Houston, Tex. 77002. 

E. (9) $2,679.50. 

A. D. v. Pensa.bene, 1700 K Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Standard Oil Co. of California, 1700 K 
Street NW., Washington, D .C. 

D. (6) $50. E. (9) $25. 

A. J. Carter Perkins, 1700 K Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Shell Oil Co., 1 Shell Plaza., Houston, 
Tex. 77002. 

D. (6) $1,000. 

A. J. Hardin Peterson, Sr., Post Oftlce 
Drawer BS, Lakeland, Fla. 33802. 

D. (6) $1,450. E. (9) $226.66. 

A. Kenneth Peterson, 815 16th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 

B. American Federation of Labor and Con
gress of Industrial Organizations, 815 16th 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 

D. (6) $5,421. E. (9) $330.94. 

A. Richard W . Peterson, 1120 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Th~> American Bankers Association 1120 
Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

D. (6) $500. 

A, Michael Petresky, 400 First Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20001. 

B. Brotherhood of Maintenance of Way 
Employees, 12050 Woodward Avenue, Detroit, 
Mich. 48203. 

D. (6) $2,850. 

A. Walter T. Phair, 900 17th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Kaiser Industries Corp., 900 17th Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

D. (6) $425. E. (9) $350. 

A. Rog~r J . Phaneuf, 1825 K Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. United Air Lines, Post Oftlce Box 66100, 
Chicago, Ill. 60666. 

D. (6) $800. E. (9) $149.25. 

A. Pharmaceutical Manufacturers Associa
tion, 1155 15th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
20005. 

A. John P. Philbin, 1100 Connecticut Ave
nue, Washington, D .C. 20036. 

B. Mobil 011 Corp., 150 East 42d Street, 
New York, N.Y. 10017. 

D. (6) $1 ,125. E. (9} $101.45. 

A. Franklin A. Pickens, Post Oftlce Box 1552, 
Odessa., Tex. 

B. Texas Railroads. 
D. (6) $1,140. E. (9) $471.64. 

A. Pierson, Ball & Dowd, 1000 Ring Build
ing, Washington, D .C. 20036. 

B. Committee for Study of Revenue Bond 
Financing, 1000 Ring Building, Washington, 
D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $3,333.33. E. (9) $178.21. 

A. James F. Pinkney, 1616 P Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. American Trucking Associations, Inc., 
1616 P Street NW .• Washington. D .C. 20036. 

D. (6) $2,501.13. E. (9) $70.52. 

A. James H. Pipkin, 1001 Connecticut Ave
nue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Texaco, Inc., 135 East 42d Street, New 
York, N.Y. 10017. 

D. (6) $700. E. (9) $1,460. 

A. Plains Cotton Growers, Inc., 1720 Ave
nue M, Lubbock, Tex. 79401. 

D. (6) $30,038.53. E. (9) $1,350. 

A. Political Action Committee for Engi
neers and Scientists, Suite 809, 1140 Con
necticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

D. (6) $900. 

A. Frederick T. Poole, 425 13th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 

B. American Farm Bureau Federation, 225 
West Touhy Avenue, Park Ridge Ill. 

D. (6) $458. 

A. Dr. s. J. Poray-Tucholski, 15257 East 
Cedarsprings Drive, Whittier, Calif., 90603; 
2626 41st Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
20007. 

B. Bermejo River Project Development As
sociation. 

E. (9) $204.80. 

A. Ramsay D. Potts, Shaw, Pittman, Potts 
& Trowbridge, 910 17th Street NW., Washing
ton, D.C. 20006. 

B . Investment Company Institute, 1775 K 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

D. (6) $1,000. E. (9) $45.25. 

A. William J. Potts, Jr., 1730 M Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Association for Broadcast Engineering 
Standards, Inc., 1730 M Street NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20036. 

A. Power Tool Institute, Inc., 604 Davis 
Street, Evanston, Ill. 

A. Carlton H. Power, 1918 North Parkway, 
Memphis, Tenn. 38112. 

B. National Cotton Council of America, 
Post Oftlce Box 12285, Memphis, Tenn. 38112. 

D. (6) $630. E. (9) $71.93. 

A. Richard M. Powell, 1210 Tower BUilding, 
Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. International Association of Refriger
ated Warehouses, 1210 Tower Building, 
Washington, D.C. 20005. 

A. William C. Prather, 111 East Wacker 
Drive, Chicago, Ill. 60601. 

B. United States Savings & Loan League, 
111 East Wacker Drive, Chicago, Ill. 60601. 

D. (6) $475. 

A. William H. Press, 1629 K Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 

B. Acacia Mutual Life Insurance Co., 51 
Louisiana Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20001. 

D. (6) $1,250. E. (9) $51.02. 

A. Forrest J. Prettyman, 730 15th Street 
Nw., Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. Association of Registered Bank-Holding 
Companies, 730 15th Street NW., Washing
ton, D.C. 20005. 

D. (6) $296.35. 

A. The Proprietary Association, 1700 Penn
sylvania Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20006. 

D. (6) $1,007.55. E. (9) $1,007.55. 

A. Earle W. Putnam. 1025 Wisconsin Ave
nue NW ., Washington. D.C. 20016. 

B. Amalgamated Transit Union, AFL-CIO, 
5025 Wisconsin Avenue NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20016. 

A. Questor Corp., 1801 Spielbusch Avenue, 
Toledo, Ohio 43694. 

E. (9) $2,580. 

A. Joseph E. Quin, 1616 H Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. The National Grange, 1616 H Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

D. (6) $2,310. 

A. William A. Quinlan, Route 1, Box 199, 
Annapolis, Md. 21401. 

B . Associated Bakers of America, 735 West 
Sheridan Road, Chicago, Ill. 60613. 

D. (6) $676. E. (9) $187.28. 

A. Thomas H. Quinn, 1750 Pennsylvania 
Avenue NW., Suite 1303, Washington, D.C. 
20006. 

B. Committee for Study of Revenue Bond 
Financing, 1200 18th Street NW., Washing
ton, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $1,666.50. E. (9) $288.56. 

A. James H. Rademacher, 100 Indiana Ave
nue NW., Washington, D.C. 20001. 

B. National Association of Letter Carriers, 
100 Indiana Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20001. 

D. (6) $1 ,945.53. 

A. Alex Radin, 2600 Virginia Avenue NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20037. 

B. American Public Power Association, 
2600 Virginia Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20037. 

D. (6) $337.44. 

A. Raymond Raedy, 1701 K Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 

B. Health Insurance Association of Amer
ica, 1701 K Street NW., Washington, D.C. 

D. (6) $8.95. E. (9) $6.04. 

A. Railway Labor Executives' Association, 
400 First Street NW., Washin'gton, D.C. 20001. 

D. (6) $8,692. E. (9) $8,692. 

A. Ra.llway Progress Institute, 801 North 
Fairfax Street, Alexandria, Va. 22314. 

D. (6) $2,575. E. (9) $2,575. 

A. Robert J. Rauch, 620 C Street SE., 
Washington, D.C. 20003. 

B. Friends of the Earth, 620 C Street SE., 
Washington, D.c. 2oooa. 

D. (6) $2,250. 

A. G. J. Rauschenbach. 
B. Communications Satellite Corp., 950 

L'Enfant Plaza. South SW., Washington, D.C. 
20024. 

D. (6) $900. E. (9) $660. 

A. Thomas D. Ray. 
B. National Federation of In'dependent 

Business, 921 Washington Building, 15th 
Street and New York Avenue NW., Wash
ington. D.C. 20005. 

D. (6) $2,250. E. (9) $305. 

A. W111am W. Rayner, 1701 North Fort 
Myer Drive, Arlington, Va. 22209. 

B. Crowell Collier and Macmillan, rn·c., 
1701 North Fort Myer Drive, Arlington, Va. 
22209. 

E. (9) $42.40. 

A. Sydney C. Reagan, 6815 Prestonshire, 
Dallas. Tex. 75225. 

B. Southwestern Peanut Shellers Associa
tion, 6815 Prestonshire, Dallas, Tex 75225. 

D. (6) $150. 

A. Dwight C. Reed, 1101 16th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. National Soft Drink Association. 
D. (6) $31.24. E. (9) $2.50. 

A. David J. Reedy. 1517 V1rgln1a. Street, 
Downers Grove, Ill. 60515. 

B. National Advertising Co., 6850 South 
Harlem Avenue, Argo, Ill. 60501. 

D. (6) $900. 
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A. Robert S. Reese, Jr., 1616 P Street NW., 

Washington, D .C. 20036. 
B. National Tank Truck Carriers, Inc., 

1616 P Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

A. Rosalie Reichman, 120 Maryland Avenue 
NE., Washington, D.C. 20002. 

B. Women's International League for Peace 
and Freedom, 1 North 13th Street, Philadel
phia, Pa. 19107. 

D. (6) $1,537.50. 

A. Barbara Reid, 324 C Street SE., Wash
ington, D.C. 20003. 

B. Environmental Policy Center, 324 C 
Street SE., Washington, D.C. 20003. 

D. (6) $1,137. E. (9) $2. 

A. John A. Reilly, 59 Malden Lane, New 
York, N.Y. 10038. 

B. Estate of Bert N. Adams, et. al., 1461 
West 16th Place, Yuma, Ariz. 35364. 

E. (9) $25. 

A. Retired Officers Association, 1625 Eye 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

D. (6) $3,946. 

A. Retirement Federation of Civil Service 
Employees of the United States Government, 
Warn·er Building, Suite 1128, 13th and E 
Streets NW., Washington, D.C. 20004. 

D. (6) $1,400. E. (9) $8,233.37. 

A. James J. Reynolds, 1625 K Street NW., 
Suite 1000, Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. American Institute of Merchant Ship
ping, 1625 K Street, NW., Suite 1000, Wash
ington, D.C. 20006. 

D. (6) $1,875. E. (9) $466. 

A. Austin T. Rhodes. 
B. American Frozen Food Institute, 919-

18th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 
D. (6) $550. E. (9) $80. 

A. Theron J. Rice, 1130 17th Street NW., 
No. 430, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Continental 011 Co., High Ridge Park, 
Stamford, Conn. 06904. 

A. Maxwell E. Rich, 1600 Rhode Island 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. National Rifle Association of America, 
1600 Rhode Island Avenue NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $625. 

A. Harry H. Richardson, 335 Austin Street, 
Bogalusa, La. 70427. 

B. Louisiana Railroads, 335 Austin Street, 
Bogalusa, La. 

A. Siert F. Riepma, 1725 K Street NW., 
Suite 1202, Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. National Association of Margarine 
Manufacturers, 1725 K Street NW., Washing
ton, D.C. 

E. (9) $25. 

A. Stark Ritchie, 1801 K Street NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20006. 

B. American Petroleum Institute, 1801 K 
Street NW., Washl.ngton, D.C. 20006. 

A. William Neale Roach, 1616 P Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. American Trucking Associations, Inc., 
1616 P Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $3,750.50. E. (9) $58.42. 

A. Paul H. Robbins, 2029 K Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. National Society of Professional Engi
neers, 2029 K Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
20006. 

D. (6) $1,000. 

A. Kenneth Roberson, 2 Dubonnet Road, 
Valley Stream, N.Y. 11581. 

B. Meat Importers' Council of America, Inc. 
708 Third Avenue, New York, N.Y. 10017. 

D. (6) $18. E. (9) $10.25. 

A. WilliamS. Roberts, 2000 Florida Avenue 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20009. 

B. National Rural Electric Cooperative As
sociation, 2000 Florida Avenue NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20009. 

D. (6) $110. 

A. Charles A. Robinson, Jr., 2000 Florida 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20009. 

B. National Rural Electric Cooperative As
sociation, 2000 Florida Avenue NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20009. 

D. (6) $185. 

A. James A. Rock, 425 13th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 

B. American Farm Bureau Federation, 225 
West Touhy Avenue, Park Ridge, Ill. 

D. (6) $203. E. (9) $0.75. 

A. Donald L. Rogers, 730 15th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. Association of Registered Bank Hold
ing Companies, 730 15th Street NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20005. 

D. (6) $729.20. 

A. Frank W. Rogers, Suite 793, 1801 K 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Western 011 and Gas Association, 609 
South Grand Avenue, Los Angeles, Calif. 
90017. 

D. (6) $750. 

A. Walter E. Rogers, 1660 L Street N\7., 
Suite 601, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Independent Natural Gas Association of 
America, 1660 L Street NW., Suite 601, Wash
ington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $1,000. 

A. Edward W. Rothe, One First National 
Plaza, No. 5200, Chicago, Ill. 60670. 

B. Chicago Bridge & Iron Co., 901 West 
22d Street, Oak Brook, Ill. 60521. 

A. Robert J. Routier, 1701 K Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. American Life Convention, 211 East 
Chicago Avenue, Chicago, lll. 60611. 

D. (6) $200. E. (9) $45. 

A. Royall, Koegel & Wells, 1730 K Street 
NW., No. 1009, Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. The Associated Press, 50 Rockefeller 
Plaza, New York, N.Y. 

D. (6) $2,220. E. (9) $45. 

A. Royall, Koegel & Wells, 1730 K Street 
NW., No. 1009, Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. The Deltona Corp., 3250 S.W. Third 
Avenue, Miami, Fla. 33129. 

D. (6) $6,340. E. (9) $31. 

A. John Forney Rudy, 1800 K Street NW., 
Suite 622, Washington, D.C. 20006. 

E. The Goodyear Tire & Rubber Co., Akron, 
Ohio 44316. 

A. Albert R. Russell, Post Office Box 12285, 
Memphis, Tenn. 38112. 

B. National Cotton Council of America, 
Post Office Box 12285, Memphis, Tenn. 38112. 

D. (6) $2,058.46. (9) $305.58. 

A. Cristine Russell, 620 C Street SE., Wash
ington, D.C. 20003. 

B. Coalition to Tax Pollution, 620 C Street 
SE., Washington, D.C. 20003. 

D. (6) $1,450. 

A. J. T. Rutherford & Associates, Inc., 1660 
L Street NW., No. 514, Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

B. The American College of Radiology, 20 
North Wacker Drive, Chicago, Dl. 60606. 

D. (6) $1,800. E. (9) $1,240.59. 

A. J. T. Rutherford, 1660 L Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. American Trucking Association, Inc., 
1616 P Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $1,800. E. (9) $897.30. 

A. Ella Marice Ryan, 1156 15th Street NW., 
Washln~ton, D.C. 20005. 

B. J. C. Penney Co., Inc., 1301 Avenue of 
the Americas, New York, N.Y. 10010. 

D. (6) $250. E. (9) $12. 

A. Wllllam H. Ryan, Machinists Building, 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. International Association of Machinists 
and Aerospace Workers, 1300 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $2,400. E. (9) $480. 

A. Francis J. Ryley, 500 Title & Trust 
Building, Phoenix, Ariz. 85003. 

B. Standard 011 Company of California, 
San Francisco; Shell Oil Co., Mobil Oil Corp., 
Atlantic Richfield Co., Phillips Petroleum Co., 
Union 011 Co., Gulf Oil Corp., all of Los 
Angeles; Humble Oil & Refining Co., Mid
land, Tex. 

A. Sachs, Greenebaum & Tayler, 839 17th 
Street N.W., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Ontario Corp., 1200 West Jackson Street, 
Muncie, Ind. 

A. Sachs, Greenebaum & Tayler, 839 17th 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. York Bag Co., Ltd., 3577 ...:>undas Street 
West, Toronto, Ontario, Canada. 

A. Carl K. Sadler, 400 First Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20001. 

B. American Federation of Government 
Employees, 400 First Street NW., Washing
ton, D.C. 20001. 

D. (6) $5,797.40. E. (9) $7,738.62. 

A. Jacques T. Schlenger, 1800 Mercantile 
Bank & Trust Bullding, 2 Hopkins Plaza, 
Baltimore, Md. 21201. 

B. Maryland State Fair and Agricultural 
Society, Inc., Timonium State Fair and Agri
cultural Society, Inc., Timonium, Md. 21093. 

E. (9) $1.46. 

A. Allan D. Schlosser, 1000 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. United States-Japan Trade Council, 1000 
Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

D. (6) $100. 

A. Hilliard Schulberg, Suite 304, 1900 L 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 

B. National Liquor Stores Association, Inc., 
Suite 304, 1900 L Street NW., Washington, 
D.C. 

D. (6) $225. E. (9) $60. 

A. Hilliard Schulberg, Suite 304, 1900 L 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 

B. Washington, D.C. Retail Liquor Dealers 
Association, Inc., Suite 304, 1900 L Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 

D. (6) $555. E. (9) $75. 

A. Donald H. Schwab, 200 Maryland Avenue 
NE., Washington, D.C. 20002. 

B. Veterans of Foreign Wars of the United 
States. 

D. (6) $1,691.25. E. (9) $10.30. 

A. John W. Scott, 1616 H Street NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20006. 

B. The National Grange, 1616 H Street NW., 
Washington, D.C., 20006. 

D. (6) $5,000. 

A. Scribner, Hall, Thornburg & Thompson, 
1200 18th Street NW., Suite 1209, Wash
ington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Jeff!!rson Ptlot Corp., Post Office Box 
21008, Greensboro, N.C., 27402. 
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A. Scribner, Hall, Thornburg & Thompson, 

1200 18th Street NW., SuLte 1209, Washing
ton, D.C. 20036. 

B. Provident Life & Accident Insurance Co., 
Chattanooga., Tenn. 37402. 

A. Kay Sealy, 900 Southwest Tower, Hous
ton, Tex. 77002. 

B. Pennzoll Co., 900 Southwest Tower, 
Houston, Tex. 77002. 

A. Earl W. Sears, Post Office Box 12285, 
Memphis, Tenn. 

B. National Cotton Council of America, Post 
Office Box 12285, Memphis, Tenn. 38112. 

D. (6) $163.75. E. (9) $6.01. 

A. Ronald C. Seeley, 1357 Nicole·t Place, 
Detroit, Mich. 48207. 

A. Stanton P. Sender, 1211 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., No. 802, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Sears, Roebuck & Co., 925 South Ho
man Avenue, Chicago, lll. 60607. 

D. (6) $250. E. (9) $25. 

A. Theodore A. Serrlll, 491 National Press 
Building, Washington, D.C. 20004. 

B. National Newspaper Association, 491 Na
tional Press Building, Washington, D.C. 20004. 

E. (9) $180.53. 

A. Robel'lt L. Shafer, 1700 Pennsylvania 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Pfizer, Inc., 235 East 42d Street, New 
York, N.Y. 10017. 

D. (6) $850. E. (9) $345. 

A. Sharon, Pierson, Semmes, Crollus and 
Finley, 1054 31st Street NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20007. 

B. Genera.l Electric Co., 570 Lexington Ave
nue, New York, N.Y. 10022. 

D. (6) $600. 

A. Jane M. 0. Sharp, 100 Maryland Avenue 
NE., No. 400, Washington, D.C. 20002. 

B. Council for a Livable World, 100 Mary
land Avenue NE., No. 400, Washington, D.C. 
20002. 

D. (6) $4,000. 

A. Shaw, Pittman, Potts & Trowbridge, Barr 
Building, 910 17th Street, Washington, D .C. 
20006. 

B. Doubleday & Co., Inc., 277 Park Ave
nue, New York, N.Y. 10017. 

A. Laurence P. Sherfy, 1100 Ring Building, 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. American Mining Congress, 1100 Ring 
Building, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $1,175. 

A. Dale Sherwin, 425 13th Street NW ., 
Washington, D.C. 

B. American Farm Bureau FederaJtion, 225 
West Touhy Avenue, Park Ridge, Ill. 

D. (6) $2,000. E. (9) $75.04. 

A. Edward L. Shields, 666 11th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20001. 

B. American Mutual Insurance Alliance, 20 
North Wacker Drive, Chicago, ill. 

E. (9) $1005. 

A. Max Shine, 1126 16th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. American Federation of Technical En
gineers, 1126 16th Street NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $992.50. E. (9) $20. 

A. Harvey A. Shipman, 1725 K Street NW., 
Suite 1103, Washington, D .C. 20006. 

B. Penn Central Transportation Co., Six 
Penn Center Plaza, Phlladelphia, Pa. 19104. 

A. A. Z. Shows, Suite 904 2600 Virginia 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 2Q037. 

D. (6) $4,850. E. (9) $3952.34. 

A. Lucien J. Sichel, 1730 M Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 

B. Abbott Laboratories, North Chicago, Ill. 
60064. 

A. Sidley & Austin, 1625 I Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Electronic Industries Association, 2001 
I Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

D. (6) $400. 

A. John SHard, 1001 Connecticut Avenue 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Coalition on National Priorities, 100 
Maryland Avenue NE., Washington, D.C. 
20002. 

D. (6) $1,365.81. 

A. David Silver, 1775 K Street NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Investment Company Institute, 1775 K 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

D. (6) $14. 

A. Marcus W. Sisk, Jr., 1250 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Clearly, Gottlieb, Steen & Hamilton, 
1250 Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20036. 

A. Stephen Slipher, 812 Pennsylvania 
Building, Washington, D.C. 20004. 

B . United States Savings and Loan League, 
111 East Wacker Drive, Chicago, lll. 

D. (6) $3,750. E. (9) $6. 

A. Smathers and Merrigan, 888 17th Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. American Horse Council, Inc., 1776 K 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

D. (6) $6,250. E. (9) $972.03. 

A. Smathers and Merrigan, 888 17th Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 

B. Association of American Railroads, 1920 
L Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $15,000. E. (9) $401.24. 

A. Donald E. Smiley, Suite 1014, 1025 Con
necticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

B. Humble Oil & Refining Co., Post Office 
Box 2180, Houston, Tex. 

E. (9) $549.14. 

A. Arthur J. Smith, 1700 K Street NW., 
Suite 300, Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Shell 011 Co., P.O. Box 2463, Houston, 
Tex. 77001. 

D. (6) $500. 

A. Everard H. Smith, Jr., 815 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Ford Motor Co., Dearborn, Mich. 48121. 

A. Gordon L. Smith, 1145 19th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Edward Gottlieb & Associates Ltd., 485 
Madison Avenue, New York, N.Y. 10022. 

E. (9) $54.80. 

A. Robert Wm. Smith, 815 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Ford Motor Co., Dearborn, Mich. 48121. 
D . (6) $375. E. (9) $290. 

A. Wallace M. Smith, 425 13th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20004. 

B. National Association of Mutual Insur
ance Companys, 2511 East 46th Street, Suite 
H, Indianapolis, Ind. 46205. 

A. Wayne H. Smithey, 815 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Ford Motor Co., Dearborn, Mich. 
D . (6) $2,840. E. (9) $1,195.20. 

A. Arthur V. Smyth, 1625 I Street NW., 
Washington, D .C. 20006. 

B. Weyerhaeuser Co., Tacoma, Wash. 98401. 
D. (6) $500. (9) $100. 

A. Frank B. Snodgrass, 1100 17th Street 
NW., Suite 306, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Burley and Da.rk Leaf Tobacco Export 
Association, P.O. Box 860, Lexington, Ky. 
40501. 

D. (6) $550. E. (9) $161.80. 

A. Edward F. Snyder, 245 Second Street 
NE., Washington, D.C. 

B. Friends Committee on National Legisla
tion, 245 Second Street NE., Washington, 
D.C. 

D. (6) $2,102. 

A. J. R. Snyder, 400 First Street NW., Suite 
704, Washington, D.C. 20001. 

B. United Transportation Union, 400 First 
Street NW., Suite 704, Washington, D.C. 
20001. 

E. (9) $250. 

A. Society for Animal Protective Legisla
tion, P.O. Box 3719, Georgetown Station, 
Washington, D.C. 20007. 

D. (6) $2,474.20. E. (9) $3,239.43. 

A. Carl A. Soderblom, One East First Street, 
Room 803, Reno, Nev. 89501. 

B. Nevada Railroad Association, One East 
First Street, Room 802, Reno, Nev. 89501. 

E. (9) $552.75. 

A. Charles B. Sonneborn, 1700 Pennsylvania 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. National Association of Blue Shield 
Plans, 211 East Chicago Avenue, Chicago, 
Ill. 60611. 

D. (6) $750. E. (9) $200. 

A. Jerome N. Sonosky, Gerald E. Gilbert & 
Alvin Ezrin, 815 Connecticut Avenue NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. American Physical Thera.py Association, 
Washington, D.C. 

A. J. Taylor Soop, 400 First Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20001. 

B. International Brotherhood Electrical 
Workers, Suite 400, 10400 West Higgins Road, 
Rosemont, lll. 60018. 

D. (6) $1,125.40. 

A. William w. Spear, 1000 16th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Standard 011 Co., 910 South Michigan 
Avenue, Chicago, Ill. 60605. 

D. (6) $1,399. E. (9) $6.42. 

A. Frank J. Specht, 1725 DeSales Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Schenley Industries, Inc., 888 Seventh 
Avenue, New York, N.Y. 10019, 

A. John F. Speer, Jr., 1105 Barr Building, 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. International Association of Ice Cream 
Manufacturers and Milk Industry Founda
tion, 1105 Barr Building, Washington, D.C. 
20006. 

A. William C. Spence, Box 683, Houston, 
Tex. 77001. 

B. Columbia Gulf Transmission Co., Box 
683, Houston, Tex. 77001. 

D. (6) $190. E. (9) $250.65. 

A. Nicholas J. Spiezio, 1125 15th Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. Mortgage Bankers Assocl.:ation of Amer
ica, 1125 15th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
20005. 

D. (6) $450. E. (9) $8,551. 

A. Larry N. Spiller, 1155 15th Street NW., 
Suite 713, Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. Consulting Engineers Council/US, 1155 
15th Street NW., Suite 713, Washington, D.C. 
20005. 

D. (6) $1,500. E. (9) $50. 
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A. Squibb Corp., 460 Park Avenue, New 
York, N.Y. 10022. 

E. (9) $172. 

A. John M. Stackhouse, 1155 15th Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. National Agricultural Chemicals Asso
ciation. 

A. Lynn Stalbaum, 1026 17th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Central America Cooperative Federa
tion, Inc., 1026 17th Street NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $700. 

A. J. Gilbert Stallings, 1776 K Street NW., 
Washington, D .C. 20036. 

B. INA Corp., 1600 Arch Street, Philadel
phia, Pa. 19101. 

A. The Standard Oil Co. (Ohio), 1801 K 
Street NW., Suite 1021, Washington, D.C. 
20006. 

E. (9) $312.46. 

A. Melvin L. Stark, 1025 Connecticut Ave
nue NW., Suite 211, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. American Insurance Association, 1025 
Connecticut Avenue NW., Suite 211, Wash
ington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $3,000. E. (9) $350. 

A. David J. Steinberg, 1028 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Legislative Committee of the Commit
tee for a National Trade Policy, Inc., 1028 
Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

D. (6) $100. 

A. David J. Steinberg, 1028 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. National Council for a Responsible Fire
arms Policy, 1028 Connecticut Avenue NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

A. Steinhart, Goldberg, Feigenbaum & 
Ladar, Crocker Plaza, 34th floor , Montgomery 
at Post, San Francisco, Calif. 94104. 

B. Valley Center Municipal Water District, 
Valley Center, Calif. 92082. 

D. (6) $400. E. (9) $240.26. 

A. Steptoe & Johnson, 1250 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B . Green Olive Trade Association, Inc., 82 
Beaver Street, New York, N.Y. 10005. 

D. (6) $500. 

A. Steptoe & Johnson, 1250 Connecticut 
Avenue, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Robert College of Istanbul, Turkey, 305 
East 45th Street, New York, N.Y. 10017. 

A. Steptoe & Johnson, 1250 Connecticut 
Avenue, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Texaco, Inc., 135 East 42d Street, New 
York, N.Y. 10017. 

D. (6) $113.75. E. (9) $8. 

A. B. H. Steuerwald, 400 First Street NW., 
Washington, D .C. 20001. 

B. Brotherhood of Railroad Signalmen, 
2247 West Lawrence Avenue, Chicago, ill. 

A. Wynne A. Stevens, Jr., 1901 North Fort 
Myer Drive, Arlington, Va. 22209. 

B . Gas Appliance Manufacturers Associa-
• tion, 1901 North Fort Myer Drive, Arling

ton, Va. 22209. 
D. (6) $870. 

A. Travis B. Stewart, 1775 K Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Hoffmann-La Roche Inc., 340 Kingsland 
Street, Nutley, N.J. 07110. 

D . (6) $750. E. (9) $150. 

A. Stitt, Hemmendinger & Kennedy, 1000 
Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 
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B. Footwear Group, American Importers 
Association, New York, N.Y. 

A. Stitt, Hemmendinger & Kennedy, 1000 
Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

B. Japan Iron and Steel Exporters' Asso
ciation, Tokyo, Japan. 

A. Nelson A. Stitt, 1000 Connecticut Ave
nue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. United States-Japan Trade Council, 
1000 Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20036. 

A. Francis W. Stover, 200 Maryland Avenue 
NE., Washington, D.C. 20002. 

B. Veterans of Foreign Wars of the United 
States, 200 Maryland Avenue NE., Washing
ton, D.C. 20002. 

D. (6) $6,039.35. E. (9) $481.12. 

A. William M. Stover, 1825 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20009. 

B. Manufacturing Chemists Association, 
Inc., 1825 Connecticut Avenue NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20009. 

D. (6) $1,000. E. (9) $100. 

A. Herald E. Stringer, 1608 K Street NW., 
Washington, D .C. 

B. The American Legion, 700 North Penn
sylvania Street, Indianapolis, Ind. 

D. (6) $5,910. E. (9) $803.60. 

A. John Stringer, 666 11th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 

B. American Mutual Insurance Alliance, 20 
North Wacker Drive, Chicago, Ill. 

E. (9) $1,430. 

A. Michael E. Strother, 1315 16th Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. National Limestone Institute, Inc., 1315 
16th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

E. (9) $18.50. 

A. Norman Strunk, 111 East Wacker Drive, 
Chicago, ill. 60601. 

B. United States Savings and Loan League, 
111 East Wacker Drive, Chicago, ill. 

D. (6) $2,250. E. (9) $385.09. 

A. Walter B. Stults, 512 Washington 
Building, Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. National Association of Small Business 
Investment Companies, 512 Washington 
Building, Washington, D.C. 20005. 

D. (6) $600. 

A. G. Don Sullivan, 1100 Ring Building, 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. American Mining Congress, 1100 Ring 
Building, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $575. 

A. Frank L. Sundstrom, 1776 K Street NW., 
Suite 1200, Washington, D .C. 20068. 

B. The Tobacco Institute, Inc., 1776 K 
Street NW., Suite 1200, Washington, D.C. 
20006. 

A. Sutherland, Asbill & Brennan, 1200 Far
ragut Building, Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. The Travelers Corp., 1 Tower Square, 
Hartford, Conn. 06115. 

E. (9) $17.20. 

A. c. Austin Sutherland, 1616 P Street, 
NW., Washing·ton, D.C. 20036. 

B. National Tank Truck Carriers, Inc., 1616 
P Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

A. Irving W. Swanson. 
B. Pharmaceutical Manufacturers Associa

tion, 1155 15th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
20005. 

A. Noble J. Swearingen, 128 C Street NE., 
Suite 61, Washington, D.C. 20002. 

B. National Tuberculosis and Respiratory 
Disease Association, 1740 Broadway, New 
York, N.Y. 10019. 

D. (6) $950. 

A. David A. Sweeney, 25 Louisiana Avenue 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20001. 

B. International Brotherhood of Team
sters, 25 Louisiana Avenue NW., Washing
ton, D.C. 20001 

D. (6) $6,895.82. 

A. John R. Sweeney, Solar Building, 1000 
16th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Bethlehem Steel Corp., 701 East Third 
Street, Bethlehem, Pa. 18016. 

D. (6) $400. E. (9) $196.50. 

A. Charles P. Taft, 1028 Connecticut Ave
nue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Legislative Committee, Committee for a 
National Trade Policy, 1028 Connecticut Ave
nue NW., Washington, D .C. 20036. 

A. Charles C. Talley, 100 Angus Court, 
Charlottesville, Va. 22901. 

B. National Congress of Parents and Teach
ers, 700 North Rush Street, Chicago, Til. 

A. Richard M. Tempera, 2100 M Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20037. 

B. Common Cause, 2100 M Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20037. 

D (6) $343.79. 

A. Roy W. Terwllliger, 1120 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. The American Bankers Association, 1120 
Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington, D .C. 
20036. 

A. L. D. Tharp, Jr., 1660 L Street NW., 
Suite 601, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Independent Natural Gas Association 
of America, 1660 L Street NW., Suite 601, 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $300. 

A. Clark W. Thompson, 402 Solar Build
ing, 1000 16th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. . 

B. American National Insurance Co., Anico 
Building, Galveston, Tex. 77550. 

A. Clark W. Thompson, 402 Solar Build
ing, 1000 16th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

B. TENNECO, Inc., Post omce Box 2511, 
Houston, Tex. 77001. 

A. William D. Thompson, 1660 L Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. General Motors Corp., 3044 West Grand 
Boulevard, Detroit, Mich. 48202. 

D. (6) $3 ,000. E. (9) $2,537.05. 

A. Paul J. Tierney, 1101 17th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Transportation Association of America, 
1101 17th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

D. (6) $143. E. (9) $239. 

A. E. Linwood Tipton, 1105 Barr Building, 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. International Association of Ice Cream 
Manufacturers and Mllk Industry Founda
tion, 1105 Barr Building, Washington, D.C. 
20006. 

A. Tobacco Associates, Inc., 1101 17th 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

E. (9) $2,365. 

A. Patrick F. Tobin, 1341 G Street NW., 
Room 304, Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. International Longshoremen's & Ware
housemen's Union, 150 Golden Gate Avenue, 
San Francisco, Calif. 

D. (6) $3,645. 
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A. H. Willis Tobler, 30 F Street NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20001. 

B. National Mllk Producers Federation, 30 
F Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20001. 

D. (6) $2,800. E. (9) $665.37. 

A. David R. Toll, 1140 Connecticut Avenue, 
Washington, D.C. 

B. National Association of Electric Cos., 
1140 Connecticut Avenue, Washington, D.C. 

D. (6) $756.25. E. (9) $360.03. 

A. Transportation Association of America, 
1107 17th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

A. Matt Triggs, 425 13th Street NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 

B. American Farm Bureau Federation, 225 
West Touhy Avenue, Park Ridge, ill. 

D. (6) $2,525. E. (9) $82.91. 

A. Bernard H. Trimble, 1730 Rhode Island 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. National Electrical Contractors Associ
ation, 1730 Rhode Island Avenue NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20036. 

A. Glenwood S. Troop, Jr., 812 Pennsyl
vania Bullding, Washington, D.C. 20004. 

B. United States Savings and Loan League, 
111 East Wacker Drive, Chicago, ill. 

D. (6) $5,625. E. (9) $26.30. 

A. Galen Douglas Trussell, 277 Park Ave-
nue, New York, N.Y. 10017. 

B. National Association of Manufacturers. 
D. (6) $792. E. (9) $224.60. 

A. James R. Turnbull, Washington, D.C. 
B. National Forest Products Association, 

1619 Massachusetts Avenue NW., Washing
ton, D.C. 

A. John D. Tyson. 
B. International Paper Co., Room 700, 1620 

Eye Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. United Brotherhood of Carpenters & 
Joiners of America, 101 Constitution Avenue 
NW., Washington, D.C. 

E. (9) $12,300.04. 

A. United Mine Workers of America, 900 
15th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20005. 

E. (9) $32,368.44. 

A. United States Cane Sugar Refiners' As
sociation, 1001 Connecticut Avenue NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

E. (9) $241.92. 

A. United States-Japan Trade Council, 
1000 Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $364.45. E. (9) $364.45. 

A. United States Savings and Loan League, 
111 East Wacker Drive, Chicago, ill. 

E. (9) $40,151.29. 

A. Universal Development Consultants, 
Inc., 425 13th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
20004. 

B. Mortgage Bankers Association of Amer
ica. 
-D. (6) $250. E. (9) $45.98. 

A. David E. Ushio, 2021 L Street NW., Suite 
530, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Japanese American Citizens League, 
1634 Post Street, San Francisco, Calif. 94115. 

D. (6) $200. 

A. Lois Van Valkenburgh, 1673 Preston 
Road, Alexandria, Va. 22302. 

B. Citizens Committee for UNICEF, 20 E 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20001. 

D. (6) $62. E. (9) $5.50. 

A. John A. Vance, 1150 17th Street NW., 
Suite 1109, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Pacific Gas & Electric Co., 77 Beale 
Street, San Francisco, Calif. 94106. 

D. (6) $2,634. E. (9) $2,254.39. 

A. Theodore A. Vanderzyde, Machintsts 
Bullding, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. International Association of Machinists 
& Aerospace Workers, 1300 Connecticut Ave
nue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $2,400. E. (9) $480. 

A. Ted Van Dyk Associates, Inc., 1720 I 
Street NW., Suite 400, Washington, D.C. 
20006. 

B. The Hertz Corp., 660 Madison Avenue, 
New York, N.Y. 10021. 

E. (9) $58.77. 

A. Ted Van Dyk Associates, Inc., 1720 I 
Street NW., Suite 400, Washington, D.C. 
20006. 

B. United Air Lines, Post Office Box 66100, 
Chicago, Til. 60666. 

E. (9) $30.26. 

A. Venable, Baetjer & Howard, 1800 Mer
cantile Bank & Trust Building, 2 Hopkins 
Plaza, Baltimore, Md. 21201. 

B. Maryland State Fair & Agricultural So
ciety, Inc., Timonium State F'air Grounds, 
Timonium,Md.21093. 

E. (9) $1.46. 

A. Richard E. Vernor, 1701 K Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. American Life Convention, 211 East Chi
cago Avenue, Chicago, Ill. 60611. 

D. (6) $215. E. (9) $75.90. 

A. L. T. Vice, Suite 1204, 1700 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Standard Oll Co., of California, Suite 
1204, 1700 K Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
20006. 

E. (9) $165. 

A. Walter D. Vinyard, Jr., 1025 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Suite 515, Blake Building, 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. American Insurance Association, 1025 
Connecticut Avenue NW., Suite 515, Blake 
Building, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $1,500. E. (9) $250. 

A. Bruce E. Vogelsinger, 1155 15th Street 
NW., Suite 713, Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. Consulting Engineers Council/US, 1155 
15th Street NW., Suite 713, Washington, 
D.C. 20005. 

D. (6) $1,350. E. (9) $50. 

A. Volume Footwear Retailers of America, 
51 East 42d Street, New York, N.Y. 

E. (9) $317.71. 

A. Donn L. Waage, 730 15th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. Association of Registered Bank Holding 
Companies, 730 15th Street NW., Washing
ton, D.C. 20006. 

D. (6) $127.75. E (9) $38. 

A. E. R. Wagner, 888 17th Street NW., 
Suite 601, Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. National Councll of Technical Service 
Industries, 888 17th Street NW., Suite 601, 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

D. (6) $207.69. E. (9) $24.68. 

A. Paul A. Wagner, 1126 113th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. International Union, United Automo
bile, Aerospace & Agricultural Implement 
Workers, 8000 East Jefferson Avenue, De
triot, Mich. 48214. 

D. (6) $844.70. E. (9) $216.86. 

A. Wald, Harkrader & Ross, 1320 Nineteenth 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. INA Corp., 1600 Arch Street, Phlladel
phia, Pa. 19101. 

A. E. F. Waldrop, Jr., Suite 212, 300 New 
Jersey Avenue SE, Washington, D.C. 20003. 

B. Association of American Ra.Uroads, 
1920 L Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $169.16. E. (9) $45.16. 

A. Lionel L. Wa.llenrod, 260 Madison Ave
nue, New York, N.Y. 10016. 

B. American Paper Institute, 260 Madison 
Avenue, New York, N.Y. 10016. 

A. Jack A. Waller, 905 16th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. International Associa-tion of Fire Fight
ers, 905 16th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
20006. 

D. (6) $5,869. 

A. Franklin Wallick; 1126 16th Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. International Union, United Automo
bile, Aerospace & Agricultural Implement 
Workers of America, 8000 East Jefferson Ave
nue, Detroit, Mich. 48214. 

D. (6) $1,345.40. E. (9) $275.61. 

A. William A. Walton, 800 Merchants Na
tional Bank Building, 8th and Jackson 
Streets, Topeka, Kans. 66612. 

B. Kansas Railroad Committee, 800 Mer
chants National Bank Building, 8th and 
Jackson Streets, Topeka, Kans. 66612. 

A. Alan M. Warren, Suite 1014, 1025 Con
necticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Humble Oil & Refining Co. (a Delaware 
Corpomtion), Post Office Box 2180, Houston, 
Texas. 

E. (9) $50.75. 

A. Washington Consulting Service, 1435 G 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. American Occupational Therapy Asso
ciation, 251 Park Avenue South, New York, 
N.Y.10010. 

D. (6) $450. E. (9) $340. 

A. Washington Consulting Service, 1435 G 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. Rehab111teltion Institute of Chicago, 
401 East Ohio Street, Chicago, Dl. 60611. 

D. (6) $900. E. (9) $850. 

A. Ray Wax, 1900 South Ea.ds street, Box 
836, Arlington (Crystal City) , Va. 22202. 

B. National Association of Farmer Elected 
Committeemen, 1900 South Eads Street, Box 
836, Crystal City, Arlington, Va. 22202. 

E. (9) $64.50. 

A. Herman Webb, 400 First Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20001. 

B. International Brotherhood of Electrical 
Workers, Suite 400, 10400 West Higgins Road, 
Rosemont, Til. 60018. 

D. (6) $525. 

A. Clarence M. Weiner, 575 Madison Ave- ' 
nue, New York, N.Y. 10001. 

B. Cigar Manufacturers Association of 
America, Inc., 575 Madison Avenue, New York, 
N".Y. 10001. 

D. (6) $9,999.99. 

A. F. Paul Weiss, 1825 K Street NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20006. 

B. United Air Lines, Post omce Box 66100, 
Chicago, Ill. 60666. 

D. (6) $850. E. (9) $142.80. 
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A. Bernard J. Welch, 1800 K Street, NW., 

Washington, D.C. 20006. 
E. Pan American World Airways, Inc., 1800 

K Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 
E. (9) $142.22. 

A. Frank J. Welch, 3724 Ma.nor Road, Chevy 
Chase, Md. 20015. 

B. The Tobacco Institute, Inc., 1776 K 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

A. Paul S. Weller, 1129 2oth Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. National COuncil of Farmer Coopera
tives, 1129 20th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 

D. (6) $2,400. E. (9) $283.58. 

A. Fred M. Wertheimer, 2100 M Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20037. 

B. Common Cause, 2100 M Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20037. 

D. (6) $6,425. 

A . . Terrell M. Wertz, 1608 K Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 

B. The American Legion, 700 North Penn
sylvania Street, Indianapolis, Ind. 

D. (6) $3,750. E. (9) $151.67. 

A. West Mexico Vegetable Distributors As
sociation, P.O. Box 848, Nogales, Ariz. 85621. 

E. (9) $500. 

A. Wheeler, Van Sickle, Day & Anderson, 
25 West Main Street, Madison, Wis. 53703. 

B. Marshall & Dsley Bank, 770 North Water 
Street, Milwaukee, Wis. 53202. 

A. Clyde A. Wheeler, Jr., Suite 820, 1800 K 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Sun Oil Co., 1608 Walnut Street, Phil
adelphia, Pa. 19103. 

D. (6) $7,000. E. (9) $1,725. 

A. Edwin M. Wheeler, 1015 18th Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. The Fertil1zer Institute, 1015 18th 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

E. (9) $25. 

A. John C. White, Room 1008, 1101 17th 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Private Truck Council of America, Inc., 
Room 1008, 1101 17th Street NW., Washing
ton, D.C. 

A. John S. White, 420 Cafrltz Building, 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Marathon Oil Co., Findlay, Ohio 45840. 
E. (9) $476.39. 

A. Robert L. White, 1730 Rhode Island 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. National Electrical COntractors Associa
tion, 1730 Rhode Island Avenue NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20036. 

A. Douglas Whitlock II, 1660 L Street NW., 
Suite 1001, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Zale Corp., 1000 L Street NW., Washing
ton, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $500. E. (9) $150. 

A. Robert E. Wick, 1800 K Street, Washing
ton, D.C. 20006. · 

B. Pan American World Airways, Inc., 1800 
K Street, NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

E. (9) $133.27. 

A. Joe 0. Wiggs, 1250 Connecticut Avenue 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Cleary, Gottlieb, Steen & Hamilton, 
1250 Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20036. 

A. Claude C. Wild, Jr., 1025 COnnecticut 
Ave., NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Gulf Oil Corp., Pittsburgh, Pa. 15230. 
D. (6) $1,000. E. (9) $250. 

A. Wilkinson, Cragun & Barker, 1616 H 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. American Society of Travel Agents, Inc., 
860 Lexington Avenue, New York, N.Y. 10017. 

E. (9) $144.15. 

A. W1lkl.nson, Cragun & ·Barker, 1616 H 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Arapahoe Tribe of Indians, Fort Wash
akie, Wyo. 

A. Wilkinson, Cragun & Barker, 1616 H 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Bonneville International Corp., 136 East 
South Temple Street, Salt Lake City, Utah. 

A. Wilk1nson, Cragun & Barker, 1616 H 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes 
of the Flathead Reservation, Mont. 

E. (9) $3.50. 

A. Wilkinson, Cragun & Barker, 1616 H 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Crow Creek Sioux Tribe, Pierre Agency, 
Pierre, S.D. 

E. (9) $31.71. 

A. Wilkinson, Cragun & Barker, ·1616 H 
Street, NW., Washington, D.C. 

B. Dakota Association of Canada, Post Of
fice Box 1193, Winnipeg, Manitoba, Canada. 

E. (9) $95.10. 

A. Wilkinson, Cragun & Barker, 1616 H 
Street, NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. The Hoopa Valley Tribe, Post Office Box 
817, Hoopa, Calif. 

A. Wilkinson, Cragun & Barker, 1616 H 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Quinaielt Tribe of Indians, Taholah, 
Wash. 

A. Wilkinson, Cragun & Barker, 1616 H 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. The Three A.fiiliated Tribes of the Fort 
Berthold Reservation, New Town, N. Da.k. 

E. (9) $3.55. 

A. W1lliams & Jensen,1180 17th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. C. Brewer & Co., Ltd., Post Office Box 
3470, Honolulu, Hawaii. 

D. (6) $1,000. E. (9) $400. 

A. Williams & Jensen, 1130 17th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. International Utilities Corp., 1500 Wal
nut Street, Philadelphia, Pa. 19102. 

D. (6) $5,000. E. (9) $400. 

A. W1lliams & Jensen, 1130 17th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. National Ctmncil for Health Care Serv
ices, 407 N Street, SW., Washington, D.C. 

D. (6) $1,000. E. (9) $400. 

A. Francis G. Williams. 
B. American Frozen Food Institute, 919 

18th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 
D. (6) $100. 

A. Harding de C. Williams, 1825 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Del Monte Corp., 215 Fremont Street, 
San Francisco, Calif. 94119. 

D. (6) $500. E. (9) $50. 

A. Harry D. Williams, 1660 L Street, NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Ashland Oil, Inc., Post Office Box 391, 
Ashland, Ky., 41101. 

D. (6) $250. 

A. Robert E. Williams, 1825 K Street, NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. United Air Lines, Post Office Box 66100, 
Chicago, Ill. 60666. 

D. (6) $1,250. E. (9) $646.99. 

A. John C. Williamson, 1300 Connecticut 
Avenue, Washington, D.C. 

B. National Association of Real Estate 
Boards, 155 East Superior Street, Chicago, 
Ill.; 1300 Connecticut Avenue, Washington, 
D.C. 

D. (6) $8,000. E. (9) $169.65. 

A. Wilmer, Cutler & Pickering, 900 17th 
Street NW., Washingrton, D.C. 20006. 

B. American Airlines, Inc., 633 Third Ave
nue, New York, N.Y. 10017. 

E. (9) $85.82. 

A. Wilmer, Cutler & Pickering, 900 17th 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. J. C. Penney Co., Inc.,1301 Avenue of the 
Americas, New York, N.Y. 10019. 

D. (6) $3,750. E. (9) $38.74. 

A. Wilmer, Cutler & Pickering, 900 17th 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Oil Investment Institute, One Green
wich Plaza, Greenwich, Conn. 06830. 

A. W. E. Wilson, 623 Ockley Drive, Shreve
port, La. 71106. 

B. Pennzoil CO., 900 Southwest Tower, 
Houston, Tex. 77002. 

D. (6) $1,200. E. (9) $98.72. 

A. R. J.. Winchester, 900 Southwest Tower, 
Houston, Tex. 77002. 

B. Pennzotl Co., 900 Southwest Tower, 
Houston, Tex. 77002. 

D. (6) $1,000. E. (9) $380.78. 

A. Richard F. Witherall, 702 Majestic Build
ing, Denver, Colo. 80202. 

B. Colorado Railroad Assoc181tion, 702 Ma
jestic Building, Denver, Colo. 

A. Peter L. WoUf, Suite 370, One DuponJt 
Cirele NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Association of American Law Schools, 
Sulste 370, One Dupont Circle NW., Washing
ton, D.C. 20036. 

A. Nathan T. Wolkomir, 1737 H Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. National Federation of Federal Employ
ees, 1737 H Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
20006. 

D. (6) $9,245.60. E. (9) $3,550.67. 

A. Women'-s International Lea.gue 'for Peace 
and Freedom, 1 North 13th Street, Philadel
phia., Pa. 19107. 

D. (6) $7,830.08. E. (9) $8,672.77. 

A. Albert Young Woodward, 815 COnnec
ticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 

B. The Flying Tiger Line Inc., Los Angeles 
International Airport, Los Angeles, Calif. 

A. Albert Young Woodward, 815 COnnecti
cut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 

B. The Signal Companies, Inc., 1010 Wil
shire Boulevard, Los Angeles, Calif. 90017. 

A. Perry w. Woofter, 1801 K Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. American Petroleum Institute, 1801 K 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

D. (6) $2,000. E. {9) $140. 

A. George M. Worden, 1425 K Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. Hill and Knowlton, Inc., 150 East 42d 
Street, New York, N.Y. 10017. 

D. (6) $427.17. E. (9) $25.85. 

A. Gerald L. Wykoff, 1730 Rhode Island 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. National Electrical Contractors Associa
tion, 1730 Rhode Island Avenue NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20036. 

A. Wyman, Bautzer, Rothman & Kuchel, 
1211 Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20036. 

B. The Alaska Federation of Natives, Inc., 
1675 c Street, Anchorage, Alaska 99501. 
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A. Wyman, Bautzer, Rothman & Kuchel, 

1211 Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20036. 

B. Association of Motion Picture & Tele
vision Producers, 8480 Beverly Boulevard, 
Los Angeles, Calif. 90048. 

A. Wyman, Bautzer, Rothman & Kuchel, 
1211 Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington, 

B. Copyright . Owners Negotiating Com
mittee, c; o Phillips, Nizer, Benjamin, Krim 
& Bailon, 477 Madison Avenue, New York, 
N.Y.10022. 

A. Wyman, Bautzer, Rothman & Kuchel, 
1211 Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20036. 

B . Embassy of the Government of the 
Republic of Korea, 2320 Massachusetts Ave
nue NW., Washington, D.C. 20008. 

A. Wyman, Bautzer, Rothman & Kuchel, 
1211 Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20036. 

B. Merger Committee, National Basketball 
Association, c/ o Mr. Abe Pollin, 6101 16th 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 

D. (6) $2,850. 

A. Wyman, Bautzer, Rothman & Kuchel, 
1211 Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington, 
D .C. 20036. 

B. Abe Pollin, 6101 16th Street NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20011. 

D. (6) $200. E. (9) $3. 

A. Jack Yelverton, 1303 New Hampshire 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Fleet Reserve Association, 1303 New 
Hampshire Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

A. John H. Yingling, 905 16th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. First National City Bank, 399 Park 
Avenue, New York, N.Y. 10022. 

D . (6) $200. E. (9) $109.58. 

A. Kenneth Young, 815 16th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 

B. American Federation of Labor and 
Congress of Industrial Organizations, 815 
16th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 

D. (6) $6,279. E. (9) $447.67. 

A. Robert C. Zimmer, 1775 K Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B . Charge Account Bankers Association, 
1775 K Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

D. (6) $1,632. E. (9) $425. 

A. Albert H. Zinkand. 
B. Getty Oil Co. 

A. Charles 0. Zuver, 1120 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. The American Bankers Association, 1120 
Cc:m.necticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

D. (6) $3.000. E. (9) $164.33. 
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• All alphanumeric characters and monetary amounts refer to receipts and expenditures on page 2, paragraphs D and E of the Quarterly 

Report Form. 

The following reports for the first calendar quarter of 1972 were received too late to be included or were not included in the pub
lished reports for the first quarter ( * *) or were not included in the published reports for the fourth quarter of 1971 ( *** ): 

FILE ONE COPY WITH THE SECRETARY OF THE SENATE AND FILE Two COPIES WITH THE CLERK OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES: 

This page (page 1) is designed to supply identifying data; and page 2 (on the back of this page) deals with financial data. 

PLACE AN "X" BELOW THE APPROPRIATE LETI'ER OR FIGURE IN THE Box AT THE RIGHT OF THE "REPORT" HEADING BELOW; 

"PRELIMINARY" REPORT ("Registration"): To "register," place an "X" below the letter "P" and fill out page 1 only. 

"QUARTERLY" REPORT: To indicate which one of the four calendar quarters is covered by this Report, place an "X" below the appropriate 
figure. Fill out both page 1 and page 2 and as many additional pages as may be required. The first additional page should be num
bered as page "3," and the rest of such pages should be "4," "5," "6," etc. Preparation and filing in accordance with instructions will 
accomplish compliance with all quarterly reporting requirements of the Act. 

REPORT 
Year: 19--- -- --1~ 

PURSUANT TO FEDERAL REGULATION OF LOBBYING ACT 
p l lst 1 :r:: 

1 
•• h 

(Mark one square only) 

NoTE ON ITEM "A".-(a) IN GENERAL. This "Report" form may be used by either an organization or an individual, as follows: 
(i) "Employee".-To file as an "employee", state (in Item "B") the name, address, and nature of business of the "employer". (If the 

"employee" is a firm [such as a law firm or public relations firm), partners and salaried staff members of such firm may join in 
filing a Report as an "employee".) 

(ii) "Employet;".-To file as an "employer", write "None" in answer to Item "B". 
(b) SEPARATE REPORTS. An agent or employee should not attempt to combine his Report with the employer's Report: 

(i) Employers subject to the Act must file separate Reports and are not relieved of this requirement merely because Reports are 
filed by their agents or employees. 

(ii) Employees subject to the Act must file separate Reports and are not relieved of this requirement merely because Reports are 
filed by their employers. 

A. ORGANIZATION OR INDIVIDUAL FILING: 
1. State name, address, and nature of business. 2. If this Report is for an Employer, list names of agents or employees 

who will file Reports for this Quarter. 

NoTE ON ITEM "B".-Reports by Agents or Employees. An employee is to file, each quarter, as many Reports as he has employers, except 
that: (a) If a particular undertaking is jointly financed by a group of employers, the group is to be considered as one employer, but all 
members of the group are to be named, and the contribution of each member is to be specified; (b) if the work is done in the interest of 
one person but payment therefor is made by another, a single Report-naming both persons as "employers"-is to be filed each quarter. 

B. EMPLOYER.-8tate name, address, and nature of business. If there is no employer, write "None." 

NOTE ON ITEM "C".-(a) The expression "in connection with legislative interests," as used in this Report, means "in connection with 
attempting, directly or indirectly, to influence the passage or defeat of legislation." "The term 'legislation' means bills, resolutions, amend
ments, nominations, and other matters pending or proposed in either House of Congress, and includes any other matter which may be the 
subject of action by either House"-§ 302(e). 

(b) Before undertaking any activities in connection with legislative interests, organizations and individuals subject to the Lobbying 
Act are required to file a "Preliminary" Report (Registration). 

(c) After beginning such activities, they must file a "Quarterly" Report at the end of each calendar quarter in which they have either 
received or expended anything of value in connection with legislative interests. 

C. LEGISLATIVE INTERESTS, AND PUBLICATIONS in connection therewith: 

1. State approximately how long legisla
tive interests are to continue. If receipts 
and expenditures in connection with 
legislative interests have terminated, 

D 
place an "X" in the box at the 
left, so that this Office will no 
longer expect to receive Reports. 

2. State the general legislative interests of 
the person filing and set forth the specific 
legislative interests by reel ting: (a) Short 
titles of statutes and bills; (b) House and 
Senate numbers of bills, where known; (c) 
citations of statutes, where known; (d) 
whether for or against such statutes and 
bills. 

3. In the case of those publications which the 
person flUng has caused to be issued or dis
tributed in connection with legislative in
terests, set forth: (a) Description, (b) quan
tity distributed; (c) date of distribution, (d) 
name of printer or publisher (if publications 
were paid for by person filing) or name of 
donor (if publications were received as a . 
gift). 

(Answer items 1, 2, and 3 in the space below. Attach additional pages if more space is needed) 

4. If this is a "Preluninary" Report (Registration) rather than a "Quarterly" Report, state below what the nature and amount of antici
pated expenses will be; and if for an agent or employee, state also what the daily, monthly, or annual rate of compensation ts to be. 
If this is a "Quarterly" Report, disregard this item "C4" and fill out item "D" and "E': on the back of this page. Do not attempt to 
combine a "Preliminary" Report (Registration) with a "Quarterly" Report . ...: 

AFFIDAVIT 

[Omitted in printing) 

PAGE 1--E 
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A. Actors' Equity As.lociat{Oh .• 165 West 

46th Street, New York, N.Y. 10086, 
D. (6) $2,500. E. (9) $2,500. 

A. AFL-CIO Maritime Committee, 100 In
diana Avenue NW., Washington', D.O'. 20001. 

D. (6) $9,680. E. (9) $5,828.31. 

A. Paul W. Airey, 4517 Sunset Drive, 
Panama City, Fla. 82401. 

B. Air Force Sergeants Association, Inc., 
1501 Pennsylvania Avenue SE., Washington, 
D.C.20003. 

A. Air Transport Association of America, 
1000 Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $7,407.04. E. (9) $7,407.04. 

A. George Alderson, 620 C Street SE., Wash
ington, D.C. 20003. 

B. Friends of the Earth, 620 C Street SE., 
Washington, D.C. 20003. 

D. (6) $2,000. 

A. Frederick K. Alderson, 1900 L Street 
NW., Suite 205, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. National Right to Work Committee, 
1900 L Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $740. E. (9) $122.65. 

A. M. B. Alderton, ARBA Building, Suite 
405, 525 School Street SW., Washington, D.C. 
20024. 

E. (9) $685. 

A. American Civil Liberties Union, 156 
Fifth Avenue, New York, N.Y. 10010. 

D. (6) $6,642.11. E. (9) $6,642.11. 

A. The American College of Radiology, 20 
North Wacker Drive, Chicago, Til. 60606. 

D. (6) $3,814.17. E. (9) $3,814.17. 

A. American Conservative Union, 422 First 
Street SE., Washington, D.C. 20003. 

D. (6) $19,478.73. E. (9) $2,867.95. 

A. American Federation of State, County, 
& Municipal Employees, 115 15th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20005. 

E. (9) $5,820. 

A. American Frozen Food Institute, 919 
18th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

D. (6) $147,772.23. E. (9) $2,595.93. 

A. American Hospital Association, 840 
North Lake Shore Drive, Chicago, Til. 60611. 

D. (6) $1,390.07. E. (9) $1,390.07. 

A. American Institute of Housing Con
sultants, 1025 Conn·ecticut Avenue NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $100. E. (9) $100. 

A. American Institute of Merchant Ship
ping, 1625 K Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
20008. 

E. (9) $2,163.27. 

A. The American Legion National Head
quarters, 700 North Pennsylvania Street, In
dianapolis, Ind. 46206. 

D. (6) $71,754.31. E. (9) $41,424.89. 

A. The American Short Line Railroad As
sociation, 2000 Massachusetts Avenue NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $1,377.74. E. (9) $1,377.74. 

A. The American Society of Radiologic 
Technologists, 645 North Michigan Avenue, 
Suite 6201, Chicago, ru. 60611. 

D. (6) $2,220.88. E. (9) $2,755.20. 

A. American Veterinary Medical Associa
tion, 1522 K Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
20005. 

A. Americans for Democratic Action, 1424 
16th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $8,610. E. (9) $7,342.78. 

A.- Erma Angevine, 1012 14th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. Consumer Federation of America, 1012 
14th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20005. 

A. Robert E. Ansheles, Suite 718, 1028 Con
necticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. CITC Industries, Inc., 1 Park Avenue, 
New York, N.Y. 10016. 

D. (6) $150. E. (9) $40.50. 

A. Associated Railroads of New Jersey, 
Pennsylvania Station, Raymond Plaza, New
ark, N.J. 07102. 

D. (6) $145. E. (9) $41.25. 

A. Atlantic Richfield Co., 717 Fifth Avenue, 
New York, N.Y. 10022. 

E. (9) $300. 

A. Charles W. Bailey, 1900 L Street NW., 
Suite 205, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. National Right to Work Committee, 1900 
L Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

A. Emil F. Baker, 1303 New Hampshire Ave
nue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Fleet Reserve Association, 1303 New 
Hampshire Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

A. Peter M. Balitsaris, 1625 L Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 

B. National Association of Home Builders 
of the United States, 1625 L Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 

D. (6) $2,156.25. E. (9) $28.65. 

A. Vincent Gerrard Barnett, Suite 400, 919 
18th Street NW., Washington D.C. 20006. 

B. Committee of European Shipowners, 30-
32 St. Mary Avenue, London EC3A BET, Eng
land. 

D. (6) $7,500. E. (9) $5,269.11. 

A. Weldon Barton. 
B. The Farmers' Educational and Co-Oper

ative Union of America, Post Office Box 2251, 
Denver, Colo. 

D. (6) $4,092.48. E. (9) $134.27. 

A. Ross Bass Association, Pulaski, Tenn. 
B. Record Ind. Association of America, 1 

East 57th Street, New York, N.Y. 
D. (6) $6,250. 

A. Jeffrey Bell, 422 First Street SE., Wash
ington, D.C. 20003. 

B. American Conservative Union, 422 First 
Street SE., Washington, D.C. 20003. 

D. (6) $1,050. 

A. Thomas P. Bennett, 1785 Massachusetts 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. The American Institute of Architects, 
1785 Massachusetts Avenue NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $2,500. 

A. Melvin J. Boyle, 1125 15th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 

B. International Brotherhood of Electrical 
Workers, A.FL-CIQ-CLC, 1125 15th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20005. 

D. (6) $5,000. 

A. George E. Bradley, 1341 G Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. Professional Employees of USDA 
(OPEDA), 1341 G Street NW., Washington, 
D .C. 20005. 

D. (6) $420. E. (9) $25. 

A. Cyril F. Brickfield, 1225 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. American Association of Retired Per
sons/National Retired Teachers Association, 
1225 Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20036. 

E. (9) $87. 

A. Brotherhood of Railway, Airline & 
Steamship Clerks, 6300 River Road, Rose
mont, Ill. 60018. 

D. (6) $23,807.18. E. (9) $23,807.18. 

A. David Brower, 620 C Street SE., Wash
ington, D.C. 20003. 

B. Friends of the Earth, 620 C Street SE., 
Washington, D.C. 20003. 

D. (6) $1,000. 

A. Phlllp N. Buckminster, 1100 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Chrysler Corp., 12000 Oakland Avenue, 
Detroit, Mich. 48231. 

D. (6) $500. E. (9) $165. 

A. Bulgarian Claims Committee c/o Mr. 
Chaco Chase, 109-20 71st Road, Forest Hills, 
N.Y. 11375. 

D. (6) $570. E. (9) $192.34. 

A. Charles S. Burns, 1100 Ring Building, 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. American Mining Congress, 1100 Ring 
Building, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $975. E. (9) $334.69. 

A. Gordon L. Calvert, 425 13th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20004. 

B. Securities Industry Association, 425 
13th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20004. 

D. (6) $4,000. E. (9) $1,455. 

A. Donald L. Calvin, 11 Wall Street, New 
York, N.Y. 10005. 

B. New York Stock Exchange, 11 Wall 
Street, New York, N.Y. 

A. Charles R. Carlisle, 1145 19th Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $1,057.50. E. (9) $604.78. 

A. Frank H. Case ill, 1616 H Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. American Retail Federation, 1616 H 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 

D. (6) $162. E. (9) $250. 

• • • A. Blue Allan Carstenson. 
B. The Farmers' Educational and Co-Oper

ative Union of America, Post Office Box 2251, 
Denver, Colo. 

A. Donald E. Channell, 1705 DeSales Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. American Bar Association, 1705 DeSales 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $500. E. (9) $20. 

A. Hal M. Christensen, 1101 17th Street 
N.W., Suite 1004, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. American Dental Association, 1101 17th 
Street NW., Suite 1004, Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

D. (6) $2,250. 

A. Albert T. Church, Jr., 1625 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. American Institute of Merchant Ship
ping, 1625 K Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
20006. 

D. (6) $52.50. E. (9) $2.42. 

A. Citizens Committee on Natural Re
sources, 1346 Connecticut Avenue NW., Suite 
712, Washington, D.C. 20036. · 

D. (6) $7,715. E. (9) $6,365.05. 

A. Coalition for Rural America, 1001 Con
necticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

D. (6) $3,687.85. E. (9) $5,987.88. 
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A. Carl A. S. Coan, Jr., 1625 L Street NW., 

Washington, D.C. 
B. National Association of Home Builders, 

of the United States, 1625 L Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $6,562.49. E. (9) $505.87. 

A. Committee for Humane Legislation, Inc. 
11 West 60th Street, New York, N.Y. 10023. 

D. (6) $34,092.05. E. (9) $26,032.96. 

A. John A. Connor, 7901 Westpark Drive, 
McLean, Va. 22101. 

B. National Machine Tool Builders Asso
ciation, 7901 Westpark Drive, McLean, Va. 
22101. 

A. Robert J. Conner, Jr., 1100 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Chrysler Corp., 12000 Oakland Avenue, 
Detroit, Mich. 48231. 

D. (6) $500. E. (9) $290. 

A. Harry N. Cook, Suite 200, 1130 17th 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. The National Waterways Conference. 

A. Cooperative League of the USA, 1828 L 
Street NW., Suite 1100, Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

D. (6) $2,000. E. (9) $830. 

A. Council of AFir-CIO Unions for Scien
tific, Professional & Cultural Employees, 
1155 15th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20005. 

D. (6) $1,250. E. (9) $2,500. 

A. Counihan, Casey & Loomis, 1000 Con
necticut Avenue, Washington, D.C. 

B. Adhesive and Sealant Council, 1410 
Higgins Road, Park Ridge, Ill. 60068. 

A. Counihan, Casey & Loomis, 1000 Con
necticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. American Corn Millers Federation, 1030, 
15th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20005. 

A. Counihan, Casey & Loomis, 1000 Con
necticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

B. Classroom Periodical Publishers Associa
tion, 1000 Connecticut Avenue NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20036. 

A. Counihan, Casey & Loomis, 1000 Con
necticut Avenue, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Industrial Diamond Association of 
America, 2017 Walnut Street, Philadelphia, 
Pa. 19103. 

A. Counihan, Casey & Loomis, 1000 Con
necticut Avenue, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Jewelers Vigilance Committee, 156 East 
52d Street, New York, N.Y. 10022. 

A. Counihan, Casey & Loomis, 1000 Con
necticut Avenue, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Kohler Co., Kohler, Wise. 53044. 

A. Counihan, Casey & Loomis, 1000 Con
necticut Avenue, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Linen Supply Association of America, 
975 Arthur Godfrey Road, Miami Beach, Pla. 
33140. 

A. Counihan, Casey & Loomis, 1000 Con
necticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

B. National Association of Casualty and 
Surety Agents, 5225 Wisconsin Avenue NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20015. 

A. Counihan, Casey & Loomis, 1000 Con
necticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

B. National Glass Dealers Association, 1000 
Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

A. Counihan, Casey & Loomis, 1000 Con
necticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

B. Optical Manufacturers Association, 30 
East 42d Street, New York, N.Y. 10017. 

A. John A. Couture, 1625 L. Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 

B. National Association of Home Builders 
of the United States, 1625 L Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $4,506.27. E. (9) $486.88. 

A. Credit Union National Association, Inc., 
1617 Sherman Avenue, Madison, Wis. 

(D). (6) $3,979.18. E. (9) $1,541.80. 

A. Culbertson, Pendleton & Pendleton, One 
Farragut Square South, Room 800, Washing
ton, D.C. 20006. 

B. Canned Meat Importers' Association, 
cjo North American Foods Division, Deltec 
International, Ltd., 2801 Ponce de Leon Bou
levard, Coral Gables, Fla. 

D. (6) $1,245. E. (9) $326.52. 

A. Donald S. Dawson, 723 Washington 
Building, Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. D.C. Transit System, Inc., Washington, 
D.C. 

D. (6) $1,500. 

A. Donald S. Dawson, 723 Washington 
Building, Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. Guild of Prescription Opticians Inc., 
1250 Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20036. 

A. Dawson, Quinn, Riddell, Taylor & Davis, 
723 Washington Building, Washington, D.C. 
20005. 

B. Air Transport Association, 1000 Con
necticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 

D. (6) $750. 

A. Dawson, Quinn, Riddell, Taylor & Davis, 
723 Washington Building, Washington, D.C. 
20005. 

B. Association of Plaintiffs Trial Attorneys 
of Metropolltan Washington, D.C., Inc., 910 
17th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20005. 

D. (6) $1,500. 

A. Dawson, Quinn, Riddell, Taylor & Davis, 
723 Washington Building, Washington, D.C. 
20005. 

B. C.I.T. Financial Corp., 650 Madison Ave
nue, New York, N.Y. 10022. 

D. (6) $2,000. 

A. Dawson, Quinn, Riddell, Taylor & Davis, 
723 Washington Building, Washington, D.C. 
20005. 

B. United States Brewers Association, Inc., 
1750 K Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

D. (6) $3,000. 

• • • A. Tony T. Dechant. 
B. The Farmers' Educational and Co-Oper

ative Union of America, PoSit Office Box 2251, 
Denver, Colo. 

D. (6) $3000. E. (9) $255.28. 

A. Vincent A. Demo, 25 Broadway, New 
York, N.Y. 10004. 

B. New York Committee of International 
Committee of Passenger Lines, 25 Broadway, 
New York, N.Y. 10004. 

D. (6) $6,875. E. (9) $1,040. 

A. Leslie E. Dennis, 400 First Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20001. 

B. Brotherhood of Railway, Airline & 
Steamship Clerks, 6300 River Road, Rose
mont, Ill. 60018. 

D. (6) $850. E. (9) $104. 

A. Ralph B. Dewey, 1150 17th Street NW., 
Suite 1109, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Pacific Gas & Electric Co., 77 Beale Street 
San Francisco, Calif. 94106. 

D. (6) $4,510. E. (9) $2,672.98. 

A. Joseph DiStefano, 4880 MacArthur Bou
levard NW., Washington, D.C. 

B. International Union of District 50, Al
lied & Technical Workers of the United 
States and Canada, 4880 MacArthur Boule
vard NW., Washington, D.C. 20007. 

D. (6) $4,990.68. 

A. Disabled Officers Association, 1612 K 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

E. (9) $3,000. 

A. Henry I. Dworshak, 1100 Ring Building, 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. American Mining Congress, 1100 Ring 
Building, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $1,075. 

A. Eastern Meat Packers Association, Inc., 
734 15th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20005. 

E. (9) $53.17. 

A. Hope Eastman, Esq., 1424 16th Street 
NW., No. 501, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. American Civil Liberties Union, 156 
Fifth Avenue, New York, N.Y. 10010. 

D. (6) $6,642.11. E. (9) $6,642.11. 

A. D. A. Ellsworth, 400 First Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20001. 

B. Brotherhood of RaHway, Airline & 
Steamship Clerks, 6300 River Road, Rose
mont, Ill. 60018. 

D. (6) $5,514. E. (9) $1,125.54. 

A. Northcutt Ely, Watergate 600 Building, 
Washington, D.C. 20037. 

B. Six Agency Committee, 302 State Build· 
ing, 217 West First Street, Los Angeles, Calif. 

A. Alfred S. Ercolano, 1775 K Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. College of American Pathologists, 230 
North Michigan Avenue, Chicago, m. 60601. 

D. (6) $1,875. E. (9) $175. 

A. Glenn R. Erickson, 1616 H Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. American Retail Federation, 1616 H 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

D. (6) $270. E. (9) $450. 

A. Fensterwald & Ohlhausen, 905 16th 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Committee for Humane Legislation, 
Inc., 11 West 60th Street, New York, N.Y. 
10023. 

D. (6) $4,280. E. (9) $55.33. 

A. Francis C. Fini, 1501 Pennsylvania Ave
nue SE., Washington, D.C. 20003. 

B. Air Force Sergeants Association Inc., 
1501 Pennsylvania Avenue SE, Washington, 
D.C. 20003. 

A. Frank U. Fletcher, 1225 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Suite 400, Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

B. National Association of FM Broadcast
ers, 420 Madison Avenue, New York, N.Y. 
10017. 

A. Fried, Frank, Harris, Shriver & Kampel
man, 600 New Hampshire Avenue NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20037. 

B. Devils Lake Sioux Tribe, Fort Totten, 
N.Dak. 

E. (9} $8.90. 

A. Fried, Frank, Harris, Shriver & Kampel
man, 600 New Hampshire Avenue NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20037. 
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B. The Hualapai Tribe of the Hualapai 

Reservation, Box 168, Peach Springs, Ariz. 

A. Fried, Frank, Harris, Shriver & Kampel
man, 600 New Hampshire Avenue NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20037. 

B. Metlakatla Indian Community, Box 142, 
Metlakatla, Alaska. 

E. (9) $2.50. 

A. Fried, Frank, Harris, Shriver & Kampel
man, 600 New Hampshire Avenue NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20037. 

B. Mizrachi Women's Organization of 
America, 242 Park Avenue South, New York, 
N.Y. 10003. 

A. Fried, Frank, Harris, Shriver & Kampel
man, 600 New Hampshire Avenue NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20037. 

B. The Nez Perce Tribe, Lapwai, Idaho. 
D. (6) $525. E. (9) $2.50. 

A. Fried, Frank, Harris, Shriver & Kampel
man, 600 New Hampshire Avenue NW., wash
ington, D.C. 20037. 

B. Oglala Sioux Tribe, Pine Ridge, S. Dak. 
E. (9) $5. 

A. Fried, Frank, Harris, Shriver & Kampel
man, 600 New Hampshire Avenue NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20037. 

B. Pueblo of Laguna, Laguna, N. Mex. 
D. (6) $450. E. (9) $5.68. 

A. Fried, Frank, Harris, Shriver & Kampel
man, 600 New Hampshire Avenue NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20037. 

B. Salt River Pima Maricopa Community, 
Box 120, Route 1, Scottsdale, Ariz. 

D. (6) $62.50. 

A. Fried, Frank, Harris, Shriver & Kampel
man, 600 New Hampshire Avenue NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20037. 

B. San Carlos Apache Tribe, San Carlos, 
Ariz. 

D. (6) $117.35. E. (9) $6.82. 

A. Fried, Frank, Harris, Shriver & Kampel
man, 600 New Hampshire Avenue NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20037. 

B. The Seneca Nation of Indians, Box 
231, Salamanca, N.Y. 14779. 

A. Fried, Frank, Harris, Shriver & Kampel
man, 600 New Hampshire Avenue NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20037. 

B. The Sisseton and Wahpeton Sioux Tribe, 
Sisseton, S. Dak. 

A. Fried, Frank, Harris, Shriver & Kampel
man, 600 New Hampshire Avenue NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20037. 

B. The Tuscarora Nation of Indians, Lewis
ton, N.Y. 

D. (6) $142.25. 

A. Nicole Gara, 1785 Massachusetts A venue 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. The American Institute of Architects, 
1785 Massachusetts Avenue NW., Washing
ton, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $1,000. 

A. Gas Supply Committee, 1725 DeSales 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $98,300. E. (9) $5,969.52. 

A. General Aviation Manufacturers Asso
ciation, Inc., 1025 Connecticut Avenue NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

A. The Glenm.ede Trust Co., 1608 Walnut 
Street, Philadelphia, Pa. 

A. James M. Goldberg, 1616 H Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. American Retail Federation, 1616 H 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

D. (6) $1,500. E. (9) $850. 

A. Jack Golodner, 1155 15th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. Council of AFL-CIO Unions for Scien
tific, Professional and Cultural Employees, 
1155 15th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 

D. (6) $1,000. 

A. Jack Golodner, 1225 19th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 

B. Actors' Equity Association, 165 West 
46th Street, New York, N.Y. 10036. 

D. (6) $2,500. E. (9) $310. 

A. Hoyt S. Haddock, 100 Indiana Avenue 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20001. 

B. AFL-CIO Maritime Committee, 100 In
diana Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20001. 

E. (9) $119.04: 

* ** A. Harold T. Halfpenny, 111 West 
Washington Street, Chicago, lll. 60602. 

A. John F. Hall, 1619 Massachusetts Ave
nue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. National Forest Products Association, 
1619 Massachusetts Avenue NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20036. 

E. (9) 286.40. 

A. Donald L. Harlow, 310 Riley Street, Falls 
Church, Va. 22046. 

B. Air Force Sergeants Association, Inc., 
1501 Pennsylvania Avenue SE., Washington, 
D.C. 20003. 

A. Herbert E. Harris II, 1030 15th Street 
NW., Suite 840, Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. Warner & Harris, Inc., 1030 15th Street 
NW., Suite 840, Washington, D.C. 20005. 

D. (6) $1,500. 

A. Robert B. Heiney, 1133 20th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. National Canners Association, 1133 20th 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 

D. (6) $875. E. (9) $1,057.05. 

A. Phil D. Helmig, 1025 Connecticut Ave
nue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Atlantic Richfield Co., 717 Fifth Avenue, 
New York, N.Y. 10022. 

D. (6) $150. E. (9) $150. 

A. Harold K. Howe, 400 Walker Building, 
734 15th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. Outdoor Power Equipment Institute, 
Inc., 400 Walker Building, Washington, D.C. 
20005. 

A. Peter W. Hughes, 1225 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. American Association of Retired Per
sons/National Retired Teachers Association, 
1225 Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20036. 

E. (9) $39.75. 

A. Wlliiam J. Hull, 1660 L Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Ashland Oil, Inc., 1409 Winchester Ave
nue, Ashland, Ky. 

A. William J. Hull, 1660 L Street NW., 
Washington, D .C. 20036. 

B. Ohio Valley Improvement Association, 
Inc. 

A. Gregory A. Humphrey, 1012 14th Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. American Federation of Teachers, AFL
CIO, Washington, D.C. 20005. 

E. (9) $400. 

A. Phllip A. Hutchinson, Jr., East Benning 
Road, Galesvllle, Md. 20765. 

B. Committee on Federal Procurement of 
A/E Services, 1785 Massachusetts Avenue 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $500. 

A. Gerald W. Hyland, 1730 Rhode Island 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 

B. Credit Union National Association, 
Inc., 1617 Sherman Avenue, Madison, Wis. 

D. (6) $1,093.08. E. (9) $579.50. 

A. Bernard J. Imming, 777 14th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. United Fresh Fruit & Vegetable Asso
ciation, 777 14th Street NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20005. 

D. (6) $312.50. E. (9) $26.15. 

A. INA Corp., 1600 Arch Street, Philadel
phia, Pa. 19101. 

A. International Union of District 50, Allied 
& Technical Workers of U.S. & Canada, 4880 
MacArthur Boulevard NW., Washington, D.C. 

E. (9) $4,990.68. 

A. Ronald A. Jacks, 1025 Connecticut Ave
nue NW., Washington. D.C. 20036. 

B. Reinsurance Association of America, 1025 
Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

A. Ph111p F. Jehle, 300 National Press 
Building, Washington, D.C. 20004. 

B. Smith Kline & French Laboratories, 
1500 Spring Garden Street, Philadelphia, Pa. 
19101. 

E. (9) $992.95. 

A. Glen L. Jermstad, 1001 Connecticut Ave
nue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Coali;Uon for Rural America, 1001 Con
necticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

D. (6) $624. 

A. H. Bradley Johnson, 1100 Ring Building, 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. American Mining Congress, 1100 Ring 
Building, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $975. 

• • • A. Reuben L. Johnson. 
B. The Farmers' Educational and Co

Operative Union of America, Post Office Box 
2251, Denver, Colo. 

D. (6) $4,781.50 E. (9) $216.36. 

A. Ardon B. Judd, Jr., 1100 Connecticut 
Avenue, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Dresser Industries, Inc., 1100 Connecti
cut Avenue, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

A. Law Offices of Kennedy & Leighton, 888 
17th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Grocery Manufacturers of America, Inc., 
1425 K Street NW., Washington, D.C. 

A. James J. Kennedy, Jr., 400 First Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20001. 

B. Brotherhood of Railway, Airline & 
Steamship Clerks, 6300 River Road, Rose
mont, m. 60018. 

D. (6) $5,294.40. E. (9) $1,403. 

A. Francis A. Kelley, 1785 Massachusetts 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. The American Institute of Architects, 
1785 Massachusetts Avenue NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $1,000. E. (9) $5,366.95. 

A. George J. Kelley, 1700 Pennsylvania 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Blue Cross Association, 840 North Lake 
Shore Drive, Chicago, lll., 60611. 

D. (6) $1,250. E. (9) $650. 

A. Herbert C. Kirstein, 30 F Street NW., 
Washington, D .C. 20001. 

B. National Milk Producers Federation, 3()' 
F Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20001. 

A. James D. Kittelton, 1100 Ring Building, 
Washington, D .C. 20036. 

B. American Mining Congress, 1100 Ring 
Building, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $725. 
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A. Robert E. Kline, Jr., 409 LaSalle Build
ing, 1028 Connecticut Avenue NW., Washing
ton, D .C. 20036. 

B. Bowling Proprietors Association of 
America, Inc., West Higgins Road, Hoffman 
Estates, Ill. 60172 . 

D. (6) $1,250. E. (9) $71.06. 

A. Keith R. Knoblock, 1100 Ring Building, 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. American Mining Congress, 1100 Ring 
Building, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $575. 

A. Reed E. Larson, 1900 L Street NW., Suite 
205, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. National Right to Work Committee, 1900 
L Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

A. Dillard B. Lasseter, 4600 Connecticut 
Avenue, Washington, D.C. 20008. 

B. American Trucking Association, 1616 P 
Street, Washington, D .C. 

D. (6) $3,000. E. (9) $525. 

A. League for Economic Assistance and De
velopment, Inc., 390 Plandome Road, Manhas
set, N.Y. 11030. 

D. (6) $743.46. E. (9) $743.46. 

A. Charles W. Lee, Room 211, Congressional 
Hotel, 300 New Jersey Avenue SE., Washing
ton, D.C. 20003. 

B. Full Funding of Education Programs, 
300 New Jersey Avenue SE., Washington, D.C. 

D. (6) $150. E. (9) $25. 

••A. Nils A. Lennartson, 1140 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Railway Progress Institute, 1140 Con
necticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

D. (6) $12,124.98. 

A. Donald Lerch & Co., Inc., 1101 17th 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Shell Chemical Co., 2401 Crow-Canyon 
Road, San Ramon, Cali!. 

A. Steven H . Lesnik, 1511 K Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 

B. Lumbermens Mutual Casualty Co., Long 
Grove, Ill., 60049. 

D. (6) $675. 

A. Harry LeVine, Jr., 777 14th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 

B. General Electric Co., 570 Lexington Ave
nue, New York, N.Y. 

A. Liberty Lobby, Inc., 130 Third Street 
SE., Washington, D.C. 20003. 

D. (6) $19,656.28. E. (9) $17,840.72. 

A. Lumbermens Mutual Casualty Co., Long 
Grove, Ill., 60049. 

E. (9) $1,350. 

A. Milton F. Lunch, 2029 K Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. National Society of Professional Engi
neers, 2029 K Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
20006. 

D. (6) $1,000. 

A. LeRoy E. Lyon, Jr., 11th and L Build
ing, Sacramento, Calif. 95814. 

B. california Railroad Association, 11th and 
L Building, Sacramento, Cali!. 95814. 

E. (9) $1,213.86. 

A. Ben J. Man, 100 Indiana Avenue NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20001. 

B. AFL-CIO Maritime Committee, 100 In
diana Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20001. 

D. (6) $1,638.10. E. (9) $450.29. 

A. Albert E. May, 1625 K Street NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20006. 

B. American Institute of Merchant Ship
ping, 1625 K Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
20006. 

D. (6) $88.50. E. (9) $1.85. 

A. Anthony Mazzocchi, 11~6 16th Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Oil, Chemical & Atomic Workers In
ternational Union, 1636 Champa Street, Den
ver, Colo. 80201. 

D. (6) $2,035. E. (9) $227.50. 

A. J. Patrick McElroy, 1100 Ring Building, 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. American Mining Congress, 1100 Ring 
Building, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $575. 

A. Peter E. McGuire, 400 First Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20001. 

B. Brotherhood of Railway, Airline & 
Steamship Clerks, 6300 River Road, Rose
mont, Ill. 60018. 

D. (6) $3,054. E. (9) $1,423.50. 

A. William F. McManus, 777 14th Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. General Electric Co., 570 Lexington 
Avenue, New York, N.Y. 10022. 

D. (6) $585. E. (9) $410. 

A. Carl J. Megel, 1012 14th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. American Federation of Teachers, AFL
CIO, 1012 14th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
20005. 

E. (9) $400. 

• • • A. Miller & Chevalier, 1700 Pennsyl
vania Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Freeport Minerals Co., 161 East 42d 
Street, New York, N.Y. 10017. 

A. Clinton R. Miller, 121 Second Street 
NE., Suite 5, Washington, D.C. 

B. National Health Federation, 211 West 
Colorado Boulevard, Monrovia, Cali!. 

D. (6) $3,550. E. (9) $2,890. 

A. Lester F. Miller, 1750 Pennsylvania 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 

B. National Rural Letter Carriers' Asso
ciation, 1750 Pennsylvania Avenue NW., 
Washington, D.C. 

D. (6) $346. E. (9) $12. 

A. Paul J. Mina.rchenko, Jr., 1155 15th 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. American Federation of State, County, 
and Municipal Employees, 1155 15th Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20005. 

D. (6) $5,000. E. (9) $500. 

A. Seymour S. Mintz, William T. Plumb, 
Jr., and Arnold C. Johnson. 

B. Hughes Tool Co., Houston, Tex. 

A. John G. Mohay, 734 15th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. The National Independent Meat Pack
ers Association, 734 15th Street NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20005. 

D. (6) $312.50. 

A. John Morgan, 1925 K Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Communications Workers of America, 
1925 K Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

E. (9) $544.16. 

A. David J. Muchow, Smathers & Mer
rigan, 888 17th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
20006. 

B. Central Gulf Steamship Corp., Inter
national Trade Mart, No. 2 Canal Street, New 
Orleans, La. 

A. David J. Muchow, Smathers & Mer
rigan, 888 17th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
20006. 

B. National Association of Secondary Ma
terial Industries, Inc., 330 Madison Avenue, 
New York, N.Y. 10017. 

E. (9) $756.62. 

A. David J. Muchow, Smathers & Mer
rigan, 888 17th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
20006. 

B. Sugar Distributors of Venezuela, Edif. 
de la Luz Electrica de Venezuela, Avenue 
Urdaneta, Seventh Floor, Caracas, Venezuela. 

A. Richard E. Murphy, 900 17th Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Service Employees International Union, 
AFI.r-CIO, 900 17th Street NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20006. 

D. (6) $1,000. E. (9) $100. 

A. Augustus Nasmith, Pennsylvania Sta
tion, Raymond Plaza, Newark, N .J. 07102. 

B. Associated Railroads of New Jersey, 
Pennsylvania Station, Raymond Plaza, New
ark, N.J. 07102. 

D. (6) $41.25. 

A. National Air Carrier Association, 1730 
M. Street NW., Wa.shington, D.C. 20036. 

A. National Associated Businessmen, 1000 
Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

D. (6) $1,182.16. E. (9) $1,309.71. 

A. National Association of Home Builders 
of the United States, 1625 L Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $26,977.64. E. (9) $29,789.26. 

A. National Canners Association, 1133 20th 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $609,358.39. E. (9) $5,630.41. 

A. National Council of Technical Service 
Industries, 888 17th Street NW., Suite 601, 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

D. (6) $636.25. E. (9) $568.66. 

A. National Cystic Fibrosis Research 
Founda.tion, 3379 Peachtree Road NE.; At
lanta, Ga. 30326. 

E. (9) $1,200. 

A. National Federation of Business & 
Professional Women's Clubs, Inc., 2012 Mas
sachusetts Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

D. (6) $38,573.88. E. (9) $9,733.65. 

A. National Housing Conference, Inc., 1250 
Connecticut Avenue NW., Suite 632, Wash
ington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $41,591 .08. E. (9) $27,259.39. 

A. The National Independent Meat Pack
ers Association, 734 15th Street NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20005. 

D. (6) $6,367.f>6. E. (9) $2,378.58. 

A. National Parking Association, 1101 17th 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 

E. (9) $825. 

A. National Patent Council, 1225 19th 
Street NW., Suite 409, Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

D. (6) $1,185.50. E. (9) $750. 

A. N81tional Right to Work Committee, 
1900 L Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $4,821.43. E. (9) $4,821.43. 

A. National Rural Electric Cooperative As
sociation, 2000 Florida Avenue NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20009. 

E. (9) $2,940.77. 

A. National Rural HoUsing Coalition, Du
Pont Circle Building, 1346 Connecticut Ave-
nue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $4,334. E. (9) $712.38. 



34726 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE October 10, 1972 
A. National Rural Letter Carriers' Associa

tion, 1750 Pennsylvania Avenue NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 

D. (6) $6,225. E. (9) $4,184. 

A. National Sharecroppers Fund, Inc., 112 
East 19th Street, New York, N.Y. 10003. 

D. (6) $8,937. E. (9) $17,142. 

A. National Society of Professional Engi
neers, 2029 K Street NW., Wash.lngton, D.C. 
20006. 

D. (6) $12,500. E. (9) $13,244.73. 

A. National Tax Equality AssociaJtion, 1000 
Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

D. (6) $2,528.72. E. (9) $2,736.47. 

A. National Taxpayers Union, 319 Fi!th 
Street SE., Washington, D.C. 20003. 

D. (6) $3,045.50. E. (9) $3,514.95. 

A. New York Committee of International 
Committee of Passenger Lines, 25 Broadway, 
New York, N.Y. 10004. 

D. (6) $40,000. E. (9) $19,031. 

A. Ivan A. Nestlngen, 1000 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 

B. Credit Union National Association, Inc., 
1617 Sherman Avenue, Madison, Wis. 

D. (6) $300. E. (9) $261.25. 

A. Robert W. Nolan, 1303 New Hampshire 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Fleet Reserve Association, 1303 New 
Hampshire Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

D. (6) $100. 

A. Robert D. Nordstrom, 1133 20th Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. National Canners Association, 1133 20th 
Street NW., Washington, D .C. 20036. 

D. (6) $400. E. (9) $100. 

A. Daniel J. O'Callaghan, 734 15th Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B .. The National Independent Meat Pack
ers Association, 734 15th Street NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20005. 

D. (6) $229.69. 

A. Claude E. Olmstead, 1750 Pennsylvania 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 

B. National Rural Letter Carriers' Associa
tion, 1750 Pennsylvania Avenue NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 

D. (6) $346. E. (9) $21. 

A. Roy W. Olson, 1341 G Street NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20005. 

B. Professional Employees of the USDA, 
1341 G Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20005. 

D. (6) $225. E. (9) $25. 

A. Charles T. O'Neill, Jr., 1120 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. The American Bankers Association, 1120 
Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

D. (6) $2,000. E. (9) $148.05. 

A. Organization of Professional Employees 
of the U.S. Department of Agriculture, 1341 
G Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20005. 

D. (6) $1,843.75. E. (9) $2,187.93. 

A. J. Allen Overton, Jr., 1100 Ring Build
ing, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. American Mining Congress, 1100 Ring 
Building, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $1,375. 

A. Patton, Blow, Verr111, Brand & Boggs, 
1200 17th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. International Snowmobile Industry As
sociation, 5100 Edina Industrial Boulevard, 
Minneapolis, Minn. 55435. 

D. (6) $1,400. 

A. Paul, Weiss, Rifkind, Wharton & Garri
son, 1775 K Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
20006. 

B. Alaska Federation of Natives, 1689 C 
Street, Anchorage, Alaska 99501. 

D. (6) $1,800. 

A. Pepper, Hamilton & Scheetz, 123 South 
Broad Street, Philadelphia, Pa. 

B. The Glenmede Trust Co., 1608 Walnut 
Street, Philadelphia, Pa. 

A. William C. Prather, 111 East Wacker 
Drive, Chicago, Ill. 60601. 

B. United States Savings & Loan League, 
111 East Wacker Drive, Chicago, ID. 60601. 

D. (6) $476. E. (9) $114. 

A. H. P. Pressler, Anderson, Brown, Orn, 
Pressler & Jones, 1122 Southwest Tower, 
Houston, Tex. 77002. 

B. Gas Supply Committee, 1725 DeSales 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 

D. (6) $2,000. E. (9) $900. 

A. Ragan & Mason, 900 17th Street NW., 
The Farragut Building, Washington, D.C. 

B. Sea-Land Service, Inc., Post Omce Box 
1050, Elizabeth, N.J. 

D. (6) $900. 

A. Ragan & Mason, 900 1 '7Ul Street NW., 
The Farragut Building, Washington, D.C. 

B. Island Equipment Co., 3300 Northeast 
Yeon Avenue, Portland, Oreg. 

D. (6) $1,000. E. (9) $27. 

A. Ragan & Mason, 900 17th Street NW., 
The Farragut Building, Washington, D.C. 

B. Atkins, Kroll & Co., Ltd., 417 Mont
gomery Street, San Francisco, Calif. 

D. (6) $1,500. E. (9) $54. 

A. Alan T. Rains, 777 14th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. United Fresh Fruit and Vegetable Asso
ciation, 777 14th Street NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20005. 

D. (6) $450. 

A. Rial M. Rainwater, 1750 Pennsylvania 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 

B. National Rural Letter Carriers' Associa
tion, 1750 Pennsylvania Avenue NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 

D. (6) $346. E. (9) $15. 

A. Louis J. Rancourt, 400 First Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20001. 

B. Brotherhood of Railway, Airline & 
Steamship Clerks, 6300 River Road, Rose
mont, Ill. 60018. 

A. Robert J. Rauch, 620 C Street SE., 
Washington, D.C. 20003. 

B. Friends of the Earth, 620 C Street SE., 
Washington, D.C. 20003. 

D. (6) $800. 

A. Sydner C. Reagan, 6815 Prestonshire, 
Dallas, Tex. 75225. 

B. Southwestern Peanut Shellers Associa
tion, 6815 Pretonshlre, Dallas, Tex. 75225. 

D. (6) $150. 

A. Recording Industry Association of 
America, Inc., One East 57th Street, New 
York, N.Y. 10022. 

D. (6) $155,431.80. E. (9) $38,556.23. 

A. Research to Prevent Blindness, Inc., 598 
Madison Avenue, New York, N.Y. 

E. (9) $3,000. 

A. James J. Reynolds, 1625 K Street NW., 
Suite 1000, Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. American Institute of Merchant Ship
ping, 1625 K Street NW., Suite 1000, Wash
ington, D.C. 20006. 

D. (6) $1,875. E. (9) $143. 

A. Austin T. Rhoads, 1133 2oth Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. National Canners Association, 1133 20th · 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $500. E. (9) $261.45. 

A. Harry H. Richardson, 335 Austin Street, 
Bogalusa, La. 70427. 

B. Lousiana Railroads, 335 Austin Street, 
Bogalusa, La. 

A. James W. Riddell, 723 Washington 
Building, Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. The Kellogg Co., Battle Creek, Mlch, 
D. ( 6) $2,000. 

A. James W. Riddell, 723 Washington 
Building, Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. Volume Footwear Retailers of America, 
51 East 42d Street, New York, N.Y. 10013. 

A. John Riley, 1625 L Street NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20036. 

B. National Association of Home Bullders 
of the United States, 1625 L Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $665.62. E. (9) $68.86. 

A. Paul H. Robbins, 2029 K Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. National Society of Professional Engi
neers, 2029 K Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
20006. 

D. (6) $1,000. 

A. Nathaniel H. Rogg, 1625 L Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. National Association of Home Builders of 
the United States, 1625 L Street NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $2,250. E. (9) $134.70. 

A. John F. Rolph III, 1120 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. The American Bankers Association, 1120 
Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

D. (6) $500. 

A. Eric P. Schellin, 1225 19th Street NW., 
Suite 409, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. National Patent Council, 1225 19th 
Street NW., Suite 409, Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

D. (6) $750. 

A. Durward Seals, 777 14th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. United Fresh Fruit & Vegetable Asso
ciation, 777 14th Street NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20005. 

D. (6) $231.25. E. (9) $24.22. 

A. The Section 23 Leased Housing Associa
tion, Suite 707, 1025 Connecticut Avenue NW., 
Washington, D.C. 

D. {6) $450. E. (9) $450. 

A. W. 0. Senter, 1725 DeSales Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Gas Supply Committee, 1725 DeSales 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $1,239.50. E. (9) $188.21. 

A. Sharon, Pierson, Semmes, Crolius & 
Finley, 1054 31st Street NW., Washington. 
D.C. 20007. 

B. El Paso Natural Gas Co., E1 Paso, Tex. 
D. (6) $3,175. E. (9) $2,299.51. 
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A. Sharon, Pierson, Semmes, Crolius & 
Finley, 1054 31st Street NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20007. 

B. Children's Hospital of the District of 
Columbia, 2125 13th Street NW., Washing
ton, D.C. 

A. Laurence P. Sherfy, 1100 Ring Building, 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. American Mining Congress, 1100 Ring 
Building, Washington, D.C. 20<136. 

D. (6) $1,175. 

A. Wlliam L. Slayton, 1785 Massachusetts 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. The American Institute of Architects, 
1785 Massachusetts Avenue NW., Washing
ton, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $1,500. 

A. Kern Smith, Suite 405, ARBA Building, 
525 School Street SW., Washington, D.C. 
20024. 

D. (6) $12,500. E. (9) $5,324. 

A. Spencer M. Smith, Jr., 1709 North Glebe 
Road, Arlington, Va. 22207. 

B. Citizens Committee on Natural Re
sources, 1346 Connecticut Avenue NW., Suite 
712, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $2,845.10. E. (9) $2,534.42. 

A. Southwestern Peanut Shellers Associa
tion, 6815 Prestonshire, Dallas, Tex. 75225. 

D. (6) $150. E. (9) $150. 

A. J. Gilbert Stallings, Esq., 1776 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. INA Corp., 1600 Arch Street, Philadel
phia, Pa. 19101. 

A. Edward W. Stimpson, 1025 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Suite 1215, Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

B. General Aviation Manufacturers Asso
ciation, Inc., 1025 Connecticut Avenue NW., 
Suite 1215, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

A. Stitt, Hemmendtnger & Kennedy, 1000 
Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

B. American Importers Association, New 
York, N.Y. 

A. Stitt, Hemmendlnger & Kennedy, 1000 
Conncticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

B. Japan Iron & Steel Exporters' Associa
tion, Tokyo, Japan. 

A. Richard H. Stock, 19 Fifth Street SE., 
Washington, D.C. 20003. 

B. Cleary, Gottlieb, Steen & Hamilton, 1250 
Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

A. Richard H. Stock, 19 Fifth Street SE., 
Washington, D.C. 20003. 

B. Cleary, Gottlieb, Steen & Hamilton, 1250 
Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 

A. Richard H. Stock, 19 Fifth Street SE., 
washington, D.C. 20003. 

B. Cleary, Gottlieb, Steen & Hamilton, 1250 
Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

A. G. Don Sullivan, 1100 Ring Building, 
washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. American Mining Congress, 1100 Ring 
Building, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $575. 

A. Noble J. Swearingen, 128 C Street NE., 
Suite 61, Washington, D.C. 20002. 

B. National Tuberculosis & Respiratory 
Disease Association, 1740 Broadway, New 
York, N.Y. 10019. 

D. (6) $950. E. (9) $19.31. 

A. Ivan Swift, 1925 K Street NW., Washing
ton, D.C. 20006. 

B. Communications Workers of America, 
1925 K Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

E. (9) $1,276.15. 

A. Robert F. Sykes, 1225 Connecticut Ave
nue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. American Association of Retired Per
sons/National Retired Teachers Association, 
1225 Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20036. • 

E. (9) $182.83. 

A. Evert S. Thomas, Jr., 1730 Rhode Island 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 

B. Credit Union National Association, Inc., 
1617 Sherman Avenue, Madison, Wis. 

D. (6) $1,795.40. E. (9) $514.30. 

.. A. David R. Toll, 1140 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 

B. National Association of Electric Com
panies, 1140 Connecticut Avenue NW., Wash
ington, D.C. 

D. (6) $756.25. E. (9) $360.03. 

A. J. P. Trainor, 400 First Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20001. 

B. Brotherhood of Railway, Airline & 
Steamship Clerks, 6300 River Road, Rose
mont, Til. 60018. 

D. (6) $2,808. E. (9) $1,885.93. 

A. W. M. Trevarrow, 1056 National Press 
Building, Washington, D.C. 20004. 

B. American Motors Corp., 14250 Plymouth 
Road, Detroit, Mich. 48232. 

D. (6) $4,750. E. (9) $147.50. 

••A. Galen Douglas Trussell. 
B. National Association of Manufacturers, 

277 Park Avenue, New York, N.Y. 
D. (6) $792.00. E. (9) $442.85. 

A. Trustees for Conservation, 251 Keamy 
Street, San Francisco, Calif. 94108. 

D. (6) $261. E. (9) $1,302.30. 

A. James R. Turnbull. 
B. National Forest Products Association, 

1619 Massachusetts Avenue NW., Washing
ton,D.C. 

E. (9) $14.70. 

A. United Fresh Fruit & Vegetable Associ
ation, 777 14th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
20005. 

D. (6) $1,747.80. E. (9) $1,747.80. 

A. E. R. Wagner, 888 17th Street NW., Suite 
601, Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. National Council of Technical Service 
Industries, 888 17th Street NW., Suite 601, 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

D. (6) $242.30. E. (9) $19.98. 

A. DeMelt E. Walker, 1730 Rhode Island 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 

B. Credit Union National Association, Inc., 
1617 Sherman Avenue, Madison, Wis. 

D. (6) $790.70. E. (9) $186.75. 

A. Wald, Harkrader & Ross, 1320 19th Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. INA Corp., 1600 Arch Street, Philadel-
phia, Pa. 19101. · 

A. Richard D. Warden, 1823 Jefferson Place 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Washington Research Project Action 
Council, 1823 Jefferson Place NW., Washing
ton, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $25,110. E. (9) $8,503.43. 

A. Warner & Harris, Inc., 1030 15th Street 
NW., Suite 840, Washington, D.C. 20005. 

D. (6) $6,957.50. E. (9) $6,431.96. 

A. Leonard Warner, 1030 15th Street NW., 
Suite 840, Washington, D.C. 20005. 

B. Warner & Harris, Inc., 1030 15th Street 
NW., Suite 840, Washington, D.C. 20005. 

D. (6) $1,500. 

A. Fred W. Wegner, 1225 Connecticut Ave
nue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. American Association of Retired Per
sons/National Retired Teachers Association, 
1225 Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20036 . 

A. Robert E. Wick, 1800 K Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Pan American W<>rld Airways, Inc., 1800 
K Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

E. (9) $142.69. 

A. Leonard M. Wickliffe, 11th and L Build
ing, Sacramento, Calif. 95814. 

B. California Railroad Association, 11th 
and L Building, Sacramento, Calif. 95814. 

D. (6) $2,751.50. E. (9) $4,476.03. 

A. Francis G. Williams. 
B. American Frozen Food Institute, 919 

18th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 
D. (6) $100. 

A. Harding de C. Williams, 1825 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. Del Monte Corp., 215 Fremont Street, 
San Francisco, Calif. 94119. 

D. (6) $500. E. (9) $50. 

A. Kenneth Williamson, 1 Farragut Square 
South, Washington, D.C. 20006. 

B. American Hoopital Association, 840 
North Lake Shore Drive, Chicago, Til. 60611. 

D. (6) $1,608.37. E. (9) $364.21. 

A. Augusta E. Wilson, 1001 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Coalition for Rural America, 1001 Con
necticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

D. (6) $2,622.31. 

A. Burton C. Wood, 1625 L Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. National Association of Home Builders 
of the United States, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

D. (6) $4,968.75. E. (9) $535.07. 

A. Jack Yelverton, 1303 New Hampshire 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

B. Fleet Reserve Association, 1303 New 
Hampshire Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. 

A. John L. Zorack, 1000 Connecticut Avo
nue NW., Washington, D.C. 

B. Air Transport Association. 
D. (6) $1,415. E. (9) $257.10. 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
FRANCES G. KNIGHT-EXCELLENT 

ADMINISTRATOR 

HON. JEROME R. WALDIE 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 10, 1972 

:Mr. WALDIE. Mr. Speaker, I commend 
Frances G. Knight, Director of the Pass
port Office, on that Agency's highly s~c
cessful year. I think few people reallze 
the extent of the service offered by the 
Passport Office. This Office is responsible 
for many activities other than accepting 
passport applications and issuing pass
ports. I was informed, and impressed by 
Mrs. Knight that once again the colle?
tions made by the Passport Office were 1n 
excess of direct operating funds, this year 
by $14,570,000. 

The following is a summary of the year
end report of the Passport Office for the 
fiscal year 1972: 

In Fiscal Year 1972 the Passport Office is
sued a total of 2,605,321 passports. This vol
ume of passports issued represents an in
crease in workload of 12.7 % over the pass
ports issued the previous year. Personnel 
utilization increased by 12.0% in FY 1972 
from 702 man-years utilized in FY 1971 to 
786 man-years utilized in FY 1972. 

During FY 1972 the Passport Office col
lected an estimated $25,955,783 in passport 
fees, an increase of 14.2% over FY 1971. Di
rect operating funds for FY 1972, including 
pay for permanent personnel for which funds 
are not allocated to the Passport Office, 
amounted to approximately $11,389,000, re
sulting in a surplus of collections in excess of 
direct operating funds amounting to ap
proximately $14,570,000. 

In addition to the basic workload of proc
essing and issuing passports, the Passport Of
fice also furnished numerous other services 
and performed many other significant and 
important work functions, studies and proj
ects not directly related to the processing 
and issuance of passports. The Passport Of
fice is composed of four divisions which carry 
out the various work function. 

First, the Administrative Division is pri
marily responsible for providing personnel 
and administrative support, technical serv
ices, equipment and supplies to all the oper
ating areas of the Passport Office. The Divi
sion's work functions are generally service 
oriented and, in the main, are not directly 
related to passport processing. In several 
significant functions, however, such as mail 
processing, filing of applications, accounting, 
and name clearances the workloads per
formed in this Division are closely associated 
with passport processing. 

During Fiscal Yetar 1972 the Administra
tive Division experienced increases in all 
categories of support work, as well as in
creases in nonmeasured workloads involving 
budget submissions, data for other agencies 
of government, special studies, projects and 
services. 

Secondly, the Domestic Operations Divi
sion 1s primarily responsible for the issuance 
of passports in the United States and for the 
operations of the ten Passport Field Agencies 
and the National Office in Washington, D.C. 

In addition to its normal workload of issu
ing passports to the general public, the Divi
sion is also involved in numerous services and 
work functions, as well as sta1f and manage
ment duties which are not directly related to 
the processing and issuance of passports to 
the general public. Diplomatic and Official 

passports are listed as additional workloads 
performed by the Domestic Operations Di
vision since they are handled as a special 
service for other Government agencies. Other 
services handled by this division are as fol
lows: post adjudication of Insular applica
tions, review of Post Office applications 
(Washington Only), filing of Locater and 
Status Cards, and other services. 

During FY 1972 the Foreign Operations Di
vision received a total of 46,844 cases from 
the Foreign Service Posts and other areas 
throughout the world which required action 
or advisory opinion. This represents an in
crease of 12.4% over the 41,689 oe.ses received 
from the same sources during FY 1971. In 
FY 1972, 45,965 cases were completed as com
pared to 40,208 in FY 1971, an increase of 
14.3%. 

The Foreign Operations Division performs 
a multitude of services and support activi
ties which are both directly and indirectly 
involved in the processing and production of 
passports issued overseas. 

The casework category of Foreign Opera
tions Division consists of fraudulent natural 
iZa.tion. oertific~tes of los3 of nationality, 
registration application, passport application, 
consular reports of birth, correspondence and 
consular letters, advisory opinions, and lost 
and found. 

The fourth division is the Legal Division 
which performs mainly service oriented work 
of a legal and quasi-legal nature. These ac
tivities and services are not directly related 
to the processing and issuance of passports. 

During the FY 1972 the legal division com
pleted 34,788 cases ranging from travel con
trol cases to civil action. This represents a 
16.3% increase over the 29,919 cases that were 
completed in FY 1971. The workload con
sisted of: discretionary actions, fraud cases, 
criminal prosecution, child custody cases, 
and circular outlooks. 

THE NATIONAL CAMPAIGN AND THE 
CANDIDATES-ADDRESS BY HON. 
ROBERT C. HILL 

HON. NORRIS COTTON 
OF NEW HAMPSHIRE 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

Tuesday, October 10, 1972 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, the 
Honorable Robert C. Hill hails from the 
State of New Hampshire and has had a 
distinguished career in the diplomatic 
service, having served as Ambassador to 
Costa Rica, El Salvador, Mexico, and 
more recently, Spain. 

Ambassador Hill recently delivered a 
speech before the National Federation 
of Republican Women Executive and 
Board Directors meeting in Boston, in 
which he expressed his views of the na
tional campaign and of the candidates. 
By request, I ask unanimous consent 
that his remarks be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
ADDRESS BY FORMER U.S. AMBASSADOR ROBERT 

C. Hn.L BEFORE THE NATIONAL FEDERATION 

OF REPUBLICAN WOMEN EXECUTIVE AND 
BOARD OF DmECTORS MEETING 

When your president, Mrs. Armitage, and 
my friend, Mrs. Mildred Tottman from New 
Hampshire, invited me to give the keynote 

address this afternoon before the National 
Federation of Republican Women, I ac
cepted with alacrity and with much pleas
ure. Some years ago John Foster Dulles told 
me that in a free society, public attitudes 
could be crucMtl in forming public policy. He 
went on to say that those of us who have 
lived with foreign affairs should speak out 
and tell the story of our own experiences. 
So I am doubly pleased and honored to be 
here because I .am. well aware of the wide in
fluence that you have in America. I also 
know that you are hardworking and dedi
cated Republioons. 

I am very pleased to note in your calendar 
of events that you are having an opportunity 
to visit some of the historic places in and 
around Boston. After your Boston Tea Party 
is over Saturday, if your weekend remains 
open, I urge you to visit one or all three of 
the northern New England states, Maine, New 
Hampshire, and Vermont, and witness the 
opening of the fall foliage season. If you do, 
you will see the forests coming alive in bril
liant color. It could be an experience tha.t 
you will never forget. Then you can return 
home refreshed and ready to rededicate your
selves to bring about an overwhelming Re
publican victory in November. 

Since January 1969, President Nixon's for
eign policy initiatives have electrified people 
all over the world. His critics, including cer
tain members of the Democratic Party, have 
been mystified and confused. As a former 
Ambassador to four countries, who began in 
the Foreign Service as a Vice Consul in India 
many years ago, I have followed the Pres
ident's initiatives with more than casual 
interest. 

This morning I heard on NBC's Today Show 
that for the first time in seven long years 
seven days have gone by without a single 
American death in Vietnam. I hope the 
Democratic Party has taken note of this 
wonderful news. 

What President in your memory has ever 
inherited such a mess as our President did 
in January, 1969? I am sick and tired, as 
I am sure you are, of the baleful hounds that 
try to sicken the minds of the people around 
the world by saying that our President has 
no plan to end the war. I do not like to use 
statistics to prove a point, but they are so 
impressive in this case. 547 thousand Ameri
cans were in Vietnam in 1969 and there are 
only 37 thousand there today. I recognize 
that there are several thousand Inilitary per
sonnel in the surrounding area, helping to 
make it possible for the President to phase 
the United States out of the war, but all 
the same, what an accomplishment in four 
years? 

I wish the entrepreneurs of doom, such as 
the candidate of the opposition party and 
his talkative seventh man, Mr. Shriver, and 
the self appointed Diplomatic Representa
tive to the Paris Peace Talks, Mr. Salinger, 
would let the President, Secretary of State, 
Secretary of Defense, and Dr. Kissinger con
tinue to work ourselves out of this mess that 
we inherited from the Democratic Adminis
tration. Unfortunately, this is expecting too 
much in a political year. 

No well informed person in foreign a1fairs 
thinks for a moment that the rest of the 
long road out of Vietnam is not without 
problems and years of resolve on the part of 
the people of South Vietnam, if they are to 
remain free and survive as a nation, but there 
is another ingredient in Southeast Asia that 
should not be forgotten. The United States 
did not cut and run and leave this area to 
be overrun by the Communists to the north. 
Don't think other nations in the world have 
lost sight of this important fact. 

President Nixon's handling of Vietnam is a 
perfect example of his wide experience in 
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foreign a ffairs. He well knows that dealing 
with an enemy can only be done through 
strength. 

How well I remember those lonely days 
after the California defeat when he prac
ticed law in New York. During those years 
he studied, traveled, a~d worked to prepare 
himself for leadership, in the event he was 
called upon by his countrymen. He made 
many trips abroad during the 60's consult
ing with world leaders like DeGaulle, Ade
nauer, and His Holiness, and many others. 
How embarrassed a former Ambassador of 
France to the United States must be because 
he urged DeGaulle not to see Mr. Nixon in 
1963, because he was a has-been politician. 
DeGaulle's alleged reply to his Ambassador 
was, "I shall see Mr. Nixon. I believe his 
future is ahead of him." 

During these years I saw the President 
frequently. I continued to be amazed that 
at no time did he show discouragement. He 
just kept moving along and preparing him
self to serve his country, if called upon. 

As responsible ladies, I am sure you are 
following the dangerous and explosive de
velopments in the Middle East. This is an 
area of world affairs where I have had no 
personal experience, except from the van
tage point of Spain, which, geographically, 
rests on the other side of the Mediterranean. 
However, during my three years in Spain, 
we watched events in the Middle East care
fully and reported our observations to Wash
ington. Despite the serious situation today, 
Secretary Rogers and Assistant Secretary 
Sisco deserve great credit for the direction 
of U.S. P<;>licy in this area. They have not 
sought newspaper headlines, but have sought 
tangible solutions to historic problems that 
have existed for centuries. Their good judg
ment and advice has brought much praise 
from foreign officers of many countries in 
Europe. 

In recent days we have read about a dan
gerous uprising in Uganda. My wife and 1 
just returned from London where refugees 
and exiles are streaming in by the '!:: undreds 
in an effort to find a new life. I trust you 
have noted that the United States has re
mained calm. To my knowledge, we have 
not tried to be the policemen of this traaic 
situation. At last that day is over, thar~irs 
to the President's foreign policy. 
. No doubt there are many in the audience 

who have questions and observations about 
the President's trips to China and Russia. 
These trips may be the most important for
eign policy events in the second half of the 
;rwentieth Century. No doubt you have noted 
the months of careful preparation that led 
up to these awesome state visits. Only time 
will tell if these foreign policy initiatives will 
bring the lessening of international tensions 
that people all over the world yearn fur. 

These are a few of the areas of thE: world 
that I thought you ladies might be Interested 
ln. Yet, there is one more, and it leaves me 
with a heavy heart in raising the subject. 
Yet, it is absolutely essential that you under
stand the purpose and meaning. I speak of 
terrorism. Recent events in Munich, London, 
Stockholm, and Madrid are only a few acts 
of violence that have again startled the 
world. Howard K. Smith, eminent newscaster 
for ABC, stated on his September 7, 1972 
broadcast the following: 

"A lot of study and thought has to be 
given to how we got into a situation in which 
tiny bands of ruthless terrorists can disrupt 
nations, as in Northern Ireland, or the world 
as in Munich. ' 

"Until a better analysis comes up, I pro
pose this. 

"In the year 1960, Khrushchev, the key
noter of a still monolithic Communist move
ment, made this speech, announcing a 
change in line. 

"He said, in a nuclear world, big wars are 
no longer feasible. And he proposed co-exist
ence. 
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"But he supported what he called Wars of 

National Liberation. That is, small fanatical 
groups, heedless of life, well armed, who 
could so disrupt society as to give minorities 
control of whole nations. 

"North Vietnam was the first success, 
nourishing such groups all over Southeast 
Asia, defying opposition even from the 
world's strongest nation, the United States. 

"I suggest that from these two acts, Khru
shchev's line and Hanoi's example, all the 
rest have been inspired to act--the Tupa
maros, the IRA, for awhile the Panthers here, 
those guerrillas in Munich, and others. 

"I don't mean Russia controls them; in
deed she seems frightened at how far out 
of control Khrushchev's idea has gone. But 
she and Hanoi" (and I would add Castro of 
Cuba) "have created a new fashion in revo
lution, against the people, rather than for 
them. 

"It is going to be unpleasant, but civilized 
people are going to have to accept much more 
police security, and put up much tougher 
resistance until the fashion dies, or is dis
credited by defeats." 

So ladies of the National Federation of Re
publican Women, let's continue to look at 
life carefully and realistically, but let us not 
lose that great American ideal, Peace on 
Earth and good will toward mankind. God 
bless you ladles, and God bless the United 
States of America. 

Thank you and good afternoon. 

COMPLAINT AGAINST PRESIDENT 
NIXON 

HON. SIDNEY R. YATES 
OF ll.LINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 10, 1972 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I have been 
requested by my constituent, Mr. An
thony R. Martin-Trigona, to place in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD his complaint 
against President Nixon, which he has 
filed in the U.S. District Court for the 
Northern District of Illinois, in case No. 
72C 2382. The complaint seeks to require 
the President to suspend military and 
economic aid to certain nations for their 
failure to comply with Public Law 92-
226, requiring the suspension of such aid 
to any country which has failed to take 
adequate steps to prevent the :flow of 
drugs. 

The complaint follows: 
[In the United States District Court for the 

Northern District of Illinois, Eastern Divi
sion, Civil Action No. 72C 2382] 

PEOPLE OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, EX 
REL. ANTHONY R. MARTIN-TRIGONA, AN

THONY R. MARTIN-TRIGONA, PLAINTIFFS, VS. 
RICHARD M. NIXON, DEFENDANT 

COMPLAINT FOR DECLARATORY JUDGMENT AND 

INJUNCTIVE RELIEF 

The plaintiffs complain of the defendanrt 
and say: 

1. Jurisdiction. This court has jurisdiction 
under, inter alia, 28 U.S.C. §§ 1361, 1331; 28 
u.s.c. §§ 2201, 2202. 

This is an action in the nature of manda
mus to require the President of the United 
States to suspend military and economic aid 
to the following nations: Republic of Viet
Nam, Kingdom of Laos, Kingdom of Thailand, 
under the provisions of Public Law 92-226, 
86 Stat. 24. This action also seeks a declara
tory judgment that the President of the 
United States is "required" to suspend mili
tary and economic aid to the nations in ac-
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cordance with Public Law 92-226 and that 
such a suspension is now "required" by the 
factual situation existing in the aforemen
tioned nations of Southeast Asia. 

2. Parties. Plaintiff Anthony R. Martin
Trigona is a citizen of the United States and 
a taxpayer of the United States. 

Defendant Richard M. Nixon is President 
of the United States and is currently a can
did&te for reelection to that office. 

3. Statement of the Action. 
A. There is a nationwide epidemic of drug 

infestation in the United States whioh is 
injurious to the citizens of the United States. 

B. The Congress of the United States, in 
enacting Public Law 92-226, found that ef
fective international cooperation was es
sential to any successful effort at stemming 
the flow of dangerous drugs into the United 
States. 

C. The Congress provided the President 
of the United States with two discretionary 
powers and one mandatory power, namely: 
(a) "The President is authorized to con
clude agreements with other coun
tries ... "; " ... the President is authorized 
to furnish assistance to any country ... ": 
(b) "The President shall (emphasis added) 
suspend economic and military assistance ... 
with respect to any country when. . . such 
country has failed to take adequate steps to 
prevent narcotic drugs. . . " 

D. The President of the United States is 
under a statutory requirement to suspend 
aid when the facts and circumstances in
dicate that a nation has failed to comply 
with the purpose of Public Law 92-226. 

E. The President of the United States, 
Richard M. Nixon, agrees with this interpre
tation of the statute, to wit: On Monday, 
September 18, 1972, President Nixon stated 
and was quoted as follows (emphasis added): 
"The President of the United States is re
quired by statute to suspend all American 
economic and military assistance. . . I shall 
not hesitate to comply with that law. I con
sider keeping dangerous drugs out of the 
United States just as important as keeping 
armed enemy forces from landing in the 
United States. 

The language of the President clearly in
dicates in his own words that (a) he is under 
a statutory, non-discretionary requirement 
to suspend aid and (b) since he is required 
to "comply" with this statute, his execu
tive discretion is circumscribed by that 
statute. 

F. The President has within his posses
sion documents, evidence and facts conclu
sively establishing violation and non-com
pliance with the statutory mandate of Pub
lic Law 92-226 and the attendant require
ment on the President to suspend aid under 
the statute. 

G. The President has failed to act and 
suspend aid in violation of his statutory 
obligation, acting in excess of and beyond 
and ignoring his statutory duty, and with
out justification in falling to take such re
quired susDension action. 

H. The President also has within a.nd un
der his control and possession documents 
and other materials reposing in the execu
tive agencies including, but not llmlted to, 
the Department of State, Department of 
Defense and Central l'ntelllgence agency, all 
indicating that suspension is required un
der the terms of the appllcable statute for 
the referenced na.tions. 

I. The President can take official notice of 
the fact that at least one government does 
not even provide for criminal penal ties for 
the control of some dangerous drugs and the 
President oan and must take official notice 
of this failure to enact a.ppropri8ite statutory 
remedies within and for the Kingdom and 
government of Laos. 

J. The President can take as prima facie 
evidence of non compliance the large num
ber of drug addicted American milltary per
sonnel who have returned from The Repub-
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lie of Viet-Nam and the Kingdom of Thai
land. 

K. The President ca.n take officla.l notice 
of United States government testimony 
tending to show that the national traffic has 
grown from a trickle to a. torrent during his 
a.d.m.1.n1&tra.tion. 

L. The President has not requested any 
waiver or modification from the Congress of 
his clear (and understood by 1/he President) 
statutory responsiblllty with respect to the 
suspension of aid for nations in Southeast 
Asia.. 

M. It is clear from the referenced statute 
that the duty to suspend aid is a. mandatory 
one on the President and he has so inter
preted it and stated his duty to comply 
thereunder. 

N. Th81t mandamus wlli lie to require an 
officer of the United States to perform an 
act which he is under a. duty to perform and 
which he is "required" to perform to "com
ply" with a. statutory responsib111ty. 

0. That based on the facts and materials 
1n the public record, matters of involvement 
1n which the Central Intelligence Agency has 
stated a. position, and matters of official 
record, the President must, on the basis of 
clear and convincing evidence, a. preponder
ance and indeed, evidence which establishes 
the point to which it is directed beyond any 
reasonable doubt, suspend aid to the refer
enced nations. 

P. That the President has made no finding 
against the weight of the public evidence 
indicating conclusively that the referenced 
nations have fa.Ued to take meaningful, se
vere and productive actions to stem the flow 
of dangerous drugs into the United St81tes 

. and to United States personnel and depend
ents. 

WHEREFORE, THE PLAINTIFFS SUE 
AND DEMAND JUDGMENT AS FOLLOWS: 

1. That the plaintiffs have and receive 
judgment that the President must comply 
with the clear statutory intent and suspend 
aid to the nations in question. 

2. That the evidence available in the pub
lic domain establishes beyond any reason
able doubt, with a. convincing weight of the 
evidence, and with a. preponderance of the 
evidence, that the referenced nations have 
fa.Ued to take action contemplated under the 
statute and must have their aid suspended. 

3. That the President is under a. duty to 
"comply" with the statute, and must now 
so comply and suspend aid to the nations in 
question. 

Respectfully submitted. 
ANTHONY R. MARTIN-TRIGONA, 

Relator ana InatvUlual Platnttf!. 

EDUCATION THROUGH AVIATION 

HON. ROBERT P. GRIFFIN 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 
Tuesday, October 10, 1972 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, most 
Americans know Lloyd Haynes as Pete 
Dixon, a high school teacher on the ABC 
Television series "Room 222." Few know 
him as the prime mover behind an Edu
cation through Aviation program
ETA-in Santa Monica, Calif. The pro
gram embodies the concept of learning 
through aviation fostered by the Federal 
Aviation Administration. 

From securing the use of ground school 
facilities, recruiting pilots as instructors, 
to arranging transportation for the 
young people involved, Lloyd Haynes
who happens to be a licensed pilot-has 
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almost single-handedly put the program 
together. 

On weekends he devotes his free time 
to the program, which is patterned after 
a very successful similar program in 
Richmond, Calif. 

Its purpose is threefold: First, moti
vate low and underachievers academi
cally, second, elevate the level of self
esteem and aspiration of the partici
pants, third, make the students aware 
of the many opportunities existing in 
aviation and aviation-related careers. 

Some of the areas covered in the pro
gram are basic aeronautics, meteorology, 
and navigation. 

The Richmond and ETA programs 
have demonstrated that they are sig
nificant motivating factors in stimulat
ing poor students to improve their 
achievement levels significantly in their 
regular academic course, and in inducing 
potential "dropouts" to remain in school 
and complete their educations. 

Aviation education is not only an effec
tive and viable antidropout tool-it is 
also a highly motivating force that pro
vides the kind of challenge that many 
young people desperately need early in 
life, especially during their school years. 

It is noteworthy to observe that the 
ETA program is strictly a volunteer ef
fort. Lloyd Haynes and his associates 
have given freely of their time to make 
the program work. They all have one 
thing in common-a deep commitment 
to helping young people. 

That commitment is shared by Chuck 
Dobson and the other dedicated staff in 
the FAA's Aviation Education Division 
who have been instrumental in helping 
develop the ETA program. I hope the 
FAA will intensify their efforts in this 
area. 

An example of the application of the 
learning through aviation concept can 
be seen on the October 27 "Room 222" 
series. 

Through the efforts of Lloyd Haynes, 
the FAA, and William D'Angelo, execu
tive producer of Twentieth Century Fox, 
the October 27 telecast, entitled "Lift, 
Thrust, and Drag," will be based on the 
concept. Hopefully, the telecast will go 
a long way toward stimulating nation
wide interest in this very promising ap
proach. 

IN SUPPORT OF HUMANE TREAT
MENT OF FUR-BEARING ANIMALS 

HON. WILLIAM J. KEATING 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, October 10, 1972 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, today I 
became a sponsor of a bill originally 
introduced in the House of Representa
tives by Congressman BROOMFIELD of 
Michigan, which would prohibit the ship
ment in interstate and foreign commerce 
of fur or leather from an animal trapped 
in any part of the United States or a 
foreign country which has not banned 
the manufacture, sale, or use of leghold 
or steel jaw traps. 

This legislation would not interfere 
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with the trappers right to capture and 
kill certain fur-bearing animals, it would 
merely set down standards for more 
humane treatment of these animals. 

Other traps are available, some costing 
no more than the leg traps, and killing 
the animal instantly. 

Another type of device traps the 
animal alive, after which it may be 
safely transported or killed humanely by 
the trapper. 

The need for such legislation was 
brought to my attention by petitions 
bearing hundreds of signatures from 
concerned schoolchildren in Cincinnati 
area schools. 

They recognized the inhumane way in 
which animals are abused for the sake of 
profit, and have taken the initiative to 
make themselves heard. 

I urge my colleagues to draw their 
attention to this legislation. It would 
help to eliminate a problem for which 
the abused have no spokesman. 

THE END OF YOUR NOSE 

HON. FRED SCHWENGEL 
OF IOWA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, October 10. 1972 

Mr. SCHWENGEL. Mr. Speaker, today 
I am inserting in the RECORD an editorial 
by George T. Nickolas, of Davenport, 
Iowa. Mr. Nickolas is a contract specialist 
with the Procurement and Production 
Directorate of the U.S. Army Weapons 
Command at Rock Island, ill. He is a past 
State of Iowa commander of the Disabled 
American Veterans, a member of the 
Iowa Governor's Committee on Employ
ment of the Handicapped, and the cur
rent chairman of the Bi-State Commit
tee on Employment and Services for the 
Handicapped. 

Mr. Nickolas writes eloquently on the 
problems of the handicapped and I urge 
my colleagues and all who read the CoN
GRESSIONAL RECORD to ponder on his re
marks which follow: 

THE END OF YOUR NOSE 

(By George T. Nickolas) 
Architectural barriers can be a. problem to 

everyone during their lifetime and yet, few 
people are doing anything about removing 
these barriers. It is a. problem which could 
be compared to a. fly on the end of your nose 
which you have difficulty seeing. 

The various Governor and local committees 
on Employment of the Handicapped con
duct promotional programs to generate ac
tion to remove architectural barriers. They 
often meet with resistance from well-mean
ing businessmen who visualize only those 
handicapped in wheelchairs or those with 
visual leg disabilities. They don't, unless they 
are aftilcted, see the man with a heart condi
tion, the man with a lung problem, the el
derly, or even the mother who wheels her 
baby in a stroller. 

There are over 18 million handicapped 
Americans today who find themselves slaves 
to the architectural barrier master. Why does 
our society continue to build imposing flights 
of stairs, high street and parking lot curbs, 
narrow doorways and doors that are d11ficult 
to open? 

Our society has done much to help bring 
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the handicapped out of their houses and 
many have been put to work to become pro
ductive citizens; but untll we can remove 
the barriers to permit their free movement, 
they will remain shut out of the mainstream 
of living. They are precluded from just doing 
the simple things of life like shopping, en
joying the theater, and going to the super
markets. 

Maybe today you are able to walk around 
and not face these problems; but wUl you 
be in an accident, will you have a heart at
tack, wUl you suffer from cancer or some 
other disease which may cost you your total 
mob111ty? We all buy insurance to cover many 
problems; why should we not remove all 
architectural barriers as insurance in case we 
become one of those directly affected. Mister 
Businessman and Mister Politician, let us all 
look beyond the end of our noses-we have, 
with the architectural barriers we have bullt 
in our communities, created a nightmare for 
the handicapped. 

DEADLY CURE 

HON. EDWARD J. DERWINSKI 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 10, 1972 
Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, the 

Chicago area, and especially the south 
suburban area, is the location of a major 
railroad network. The continued eco
nomic growth of the area depends, in 
large part, on the effectiveness of the 
railroads in serving our Nation's trans
portation system. 

The Star-Tribune Publications serv
ing that area have been especially in
terested in the continued progress of the 
railroad industry and the individual 
railroads serving the area. In a very 
thoughtful editorial of Sunday, October 
1, they reemphasized their support of 
the ASTRO report. I am a vigorous sup
porter of the ASTRO report and com
mend this editorial to the Members of 
Congress: 
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In a day and age when it is all too popular 
to expect government to bail us out of almost 
any difficulty, those most famUiar with trans
portation steadfastly oppose a government 
take-over of common carriers such as the 
railroads. 

Some two years ago, America's Sound 
Transportation Review Organization released 
an exhaustive study entitled The American 
Ba.Uroad Industry. It became known as the 
ASTRO Report. On nationalization of the 
rallroads, it said: " ... nationalization would 
entail enormous cost to the taxpayer .... 
valuations have ranged as high as $60 billion 
merely to acquire privately owned railroad 
fac111ties .... Further, just a transfer in 
ownership ... would leave untouched the 
great capital needs of the industry. Required 
expenditures ... would still have to be made 
in the same massive proportions. And the 
prospect of self-help, which can be realized if 
the industry remains in private hands, 
would be forfeited." 

Not long ago, Mr. Robert C. Gresham, vice 
chairman of the Interstate Commerce Com
mission, the nation's top transportation reg
ulatory body, went on record in opposition to 
nationalization of the rails. He said, "Both 
philosophical beliefs and practical economic 
considerations underlie my opposition, which 
I feel is shared by the vast majority of 
Americans. Philosophically speaking, I adhere 
strongly to the principle of free enterprise. 
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Practical considerations certainly mllltate 
unequivocally against nationalization." 

Many of the recommendations of the 
ASTRO Report for rehab111tating U.S. rail
roads are included in the proposed Surface 
Transportation Act of 1971 now before Con
gress. Major elements of the surface trans
portation industry-the regulated motor, 
water and rail carriers-have joined in press
ing for passage of the Act as have countless 
business leaders, representatives of labor and 
government spokesmen. The continuing de
lay is hard to understand. 

COAL INDUSTRY VACILLATES ON 
ANTISTRIP MINE BILL-H.R. 6482 

HON. JOHN D. DINGELL 
OF KICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 10, 1972 
Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, on Sep

tember 29, an award-winning Scripps
Howard reporter, Bill Stief, quoted the 
coal industry's leading spokesman on 
antistrip mining legislation, Mr. Carl E. 
Bagge, as expressing the hope that H.R. 
6482, as reported one day earlier by the 
House Interior and Insular Affairs Com
mittee, will pass. Mr. Bagge is also presi
dent of the National Coal Association. 

Suddenly. Mr. Bagge has changed his 
views. Over the last weekend he fiooded 
the House with telegrams signed by him 
as NCA president and by the president of 
the American Mining Congress, Mr. J. 
Allen Overton, Jr., which states: 

Coal industry strongly urges defeat of strip 
mine blll, H.R. 6482. This is a punitive, un
realistic b111 which would summarily halt 
much of vital U.S. coal production. 

Such vacillation and a general denun
ciation of the bill by the coal industry 
only reassures me that the House bill 
should be supported. Indeed, many en
vironmentalists are supporting this regu
latory bill, principally because its regu
latory features are quite good and be
ca:use the Senate bill-S. 630-which 
covers all minerals-is quite weak. 

They are, however, concerned about 
several other very important nonregula
tory features of the House bill. 

I share their concern. H.R. 6482 does 
raise serious problems. If it was modified 
further in conference to bring it closer 
to the Senate bill, it would probably be 
unacceptable as an effective anti-strip 
mine bill. 

I will briefiy outline some of these 
problems. 

First, the bill would be administered 
by the Secretary of the Interior. 

The General Accounting Otlice re
cently investigated Interior's adminis
tration and enforcement of 1969 surface 
coal mining regulations governing sur
face exploration, mining, and reclama
tion of public and Indian lands for the 
House Committee on Government Opera
tions' Subcommittee on Conservation 
and Natural Resources. The Interior 
re~ations were issued to avoid, mini
nuze, or correct damage to the environ-
ment and hazards to the public health 
and safety. They apply only to permits 
and leases issued after January 1969. 
They require technical examinations of 
the potential environmental effects of 
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surface mining, preparation and ap
proval of mining plans designed to pro
tect the environment, bonds to cover 
reclamation costs, and periodic inspec
tions once a permit or lease is issued. 
More than 54 million acres of public and 
Indian lands-mostly in the West-have 
coal deposits. 

In releasing the GAO report <B-
148623) on this investigation, Congress
men REUSS and VANDER JAGT noted: 

Interior is currently asking Congress to 
allow it to regulate strip mining across the 
Nation. But this 3-year record of inefficiency 
in the West, where strip mining is stm in 
its infant stages, makes it doubtful that 
Interior will be any more efficient in the East, 
where strip min1ng is both more complex 
and widespread. Why not, instead, turn the 
Corps of Engineers or the Environmental 
Protection Agency loose on regulating strip 
mining and reclaiming strip-mined areas? 

They made this suggestion because the 
GAO cited a number of deficiencies in 
Interior's administration of these regu
lations. The GAO found for example: 

First. The Bureau of Land Manage
ment's-BLM-formal procedures for 
the preparation of environmental im
pact statements under provisions of the 
National Environmental Policy Act do 
not comply with the implementing 
guidelines of the Council on Environ
mental Quality-CEO; 

Second. The Bureau of Indian Af
fairs-BIA-has not developed any 
procedures for the preparation of en
vironmental impact statements; 

Third. Even though the regulations 
require a technical examination of the 
effects of the proposed mining on the 
environment, 35 of the 65 permits and 
leases reviewed by GAO were issued, ex
tended, or readjusted without such tech
nical examinations; 

Fourth. Even though the regulations 
require that the Geological Survey ap
prove an exploration or mining plan be
fore surface mining operations are com
menced, many coal operators are oper
ating without such approved plans or 
with plans approved without technical 
examinations; 

Fifth. Some of the required compli
ance and performance bonds were not 
obtained and, in one case, the acreage 
under lease exceeded the acreage cov
ered by a compliance bond by about 56 
percent; and 

Sixth. A 1970 Geological Survey in
struction calling for inspection of active 
leases and pel1Illits three and two times a 
year, respectively, and inactive leases and 
permits once annually, was not being 
followed. 

With this record, it is ditlicult to imag
ine that the Interior Department will 
do better in administering and enforc
ing the vastly expanded program called 
for in this bill. 

Second, the bill limits the public's 
"right" to file written objections to a 
permit, and so forth, to any person who 
is a bona fide resident of the area hav
ing a valid legal interest which will be 
affected by the proposed mining. These 
limiting terms are not defined. They ap
pear designed to prevent citizens from 
objecting to the issuance of a permit. 
Such a result is undesirable. Citizen par-
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ticipation should be encouraged, not dis
couraged. 

Third, the citizen suit provisions of 
the bill are inadequate. They limit such 
suits to instances where the citizen can 
show that the law is willfully and de
liberately not being enforced by a public 
official. Even where a citizen can show 
this, he must make this charge known 
to the Secretary of the Interior in a 
written statement under oath. 

Quite obviously, this provision will dis
courage such suits. 

Mr. Speaker, these are only some of 
the shortcomings of the bill. There are 
others, such as those related to enforce
ment. But they are not serious enough to 
warrant opposition to the bill. 

Indeed the bill is vastly superior, even 
with these shortcomings, to the admin
istration's bill and the Senate bill. It is 
not punitive. It is not unrealistic. It will 
not summarily halt much of U.S. coal 
production. It is, in many respects, a 
good bill and I intend to support it. 

A digest of the GAO's findings of Au
gust 10, 1972, follows: 
COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S REPORT TO THE CON

SERVATION AND NATURAL RESOURCES SUB
COMMITTEE, COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT 
OPERATIONS, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

WHY THE REVIEW WAS MADE 

At the joint request of the Chairman and 
the ranking minority member of the Conser
vation and Natural Resources Subcommittee 
of the House Committee on Government Op
erations, the General Accounting Office 
(GAO) reviewed the Department of the In
terior's administration of its regulations df 
January 18, 1969, concerning surface ex
ploration, mining, and reclamation of public 
lands (43 CFR 23) and Indian lands (25 
CFR 177). 

GAO's review was limited to the adminis
tration of t he regulations for coal resources. 
GAO also considered whether: 

The Department was applying the regula
tions consistent with the mandates of the 
National Environmental Policy : .. ct of 1969 
and 

The regulations provided assurance that 
valuable resources were not being depleted 
without protection of environmental values. 

GAO's review was made in Arizona, Colo
rado, Montana, New Mexico, North Dakota, 
and Wyoming and in the Department's head
quarters office in Washington, D.C. 

Background 
In January 1972 the Department estimated 

that 41 million acres of the 825 million acres 
of public land had coal deposits. Of the 41 
million acres, 1.6 million were covered by 
prospecting permits or mining leases. The 
Department also estimated that 13.5 million 
acres of the 50 million acres of Indian lands 
had coal deposits. Of the 13.5 million acres, 
700,000 were covered by coal prospecting per
mit• or mining leases. 

The Department's January 18, 1969, regula
tions do not provide specific technical re
quirements for exploration, mining, or rec
lamation activities. Such requirements are 
based on examinations (called technical ex
aminations) of the effect s that the proposed 
mining operations will have upon the envi
ronment and are included as special stipu
lations in permits or leases granted by the 
Department to the mining operators. 

Permits and leases on public and Indian 
lands are administered by the Department's 
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA), respectively. 
The Department's Geological Survey is re
sponsible for providing scientific and techni
cal advice to both BLM and BIA. 

During the period January 18, 1969, to No-
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vember 1, 1971, the Department issued 258 
permits and 38 leases for coal exploration 
and mining on public and Indian lands. BLM 
had 529 permit and 115 lease applications 
pending at November 1, 1971; BIA had none. 

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

Surface exploration, mining, and reclamation 
regulations 

The Department's regulations, if properly 
implemented, should help in protecting en
vironmental values. 

Although the regulations have been estab
lished for more than 3 years, they were not 
being implemented effectively with regard to 
several significant areas. For the 65 ::;>ermits 
and leases covered by its review (53 for BLM 
and 12 for BIA), GAO found that: 

The required technical examinations had 
not been conducted for 35 of the permits and 
leases. The purpose of a technical examina
tion is to determine the effects that the pro
posed exploration or mining would have on 
the environment and to serve as a basis for 
formulating appropriate reclamation re
quirements. (See p. 12.) 

Some permittees were operating without 
approved exploration plans-an essential ele
ment of control in protecting the environ
ment--and some plans had been approved 
without technical examinations. (Seep. 14.) 

Some compliance and performance bonds 
covering the requirements, including recla
mation, of leases or permits had not been 
obtained from the operators. The amounts of 
some of those that had been obtained were 
not sufficient to cover the estimated cost of 
the reclamation requirements of the permits 
or leases. (See p. 16.) 

Some of the reports required to be sub
mitted by the operators to the Department at 
various stages of the operations on such xnat
ters as grading and backfilling, planting, and 
abandoning operations had not been sub
mitted. (Seep. 20.) 

BLM has issued formal instructions to its 
field offices to implement the Department's 
regulations, but the Survey and BIA have 
not. GAO believes that the issuance of such 
instructions would assist field personnel in 
administering and implementing the regula
tions. (Seep. 25.) 
· Documentation of the results of technical 
examinations, onsite visits, and other activi
ties required by the regulations was not al
ways prepared. 

With regard to Indian lands, GAO believes 
that the Indian landowners were adequately 
consulted by BIA as to the actions proposed 
for permits or leases on their lands as re
quired by the Department's regulations. (See 
p. 22.) 

The Department requires an applicant to 
submit a $10 fee with each permit and lease 
application for coal exploration or mining. 
The fee was to recover the cost of processing 
the applications. Because rersonnel costs 
have nearly doubled since the amount of the 
fee was established and because the regula
tions now require a more comprehensive 
evaluation of the application than previously 
required, GAO believes that the adequacy of 
the fee associated with processing an ap
plication for a coal permit or lease should be 
appraised. (Seep. 24.) 

Implementation of National Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969 

The Department's regulations require con
sideration of the ecological factors for coal 
permits and leases issued on public and In
dian lands. To implement the environmental 
Act, the Councll on Environmental Quality 
requires that each Federal agency prepare 
formal procedures for the preparation of en
vironmental impact statements. 

BLM's procedures do not comply with the 
Council's implementing guidelines because 
they do not outline the criteria to determine 
when and under what circumstances en
vironmental impact statements should be 
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prepared. GAO believes that BLM should re
vise its procedures to comply with Council 
guidelines. (See pp. 28 to 31.) 

BIA has not developed any procedures for 
the preparation of environmental impact 
statements under the environmental Act, 
and GAO believes that BIA should develop 
procedures for the preparation of environ
mental impact statements for those cases in 
which the statements are required. 

RECOMMENDATIONS OR SUGGESTIONS 

The Secretary of the Interior should clar
ify the requirements of the Department's 
regulations by providing guidance as to: 

The timing and scope of technical exam
inations and the submission and approval of 
exploration and mining plans, 

The required amount of performance 
bonds, 

The need for adequate documentation of 
the results of the activities conducted under 
the regulations, and 

The need for documented periodic reviews 
of the administration of the regulations. (See 
p. 27.) 

The Secretary should appraise the ade
quacy of the fee associated with processing 
an application for a coal permit or lease. (See 
p . 27.) 

The Secretary should also require BLM to 
revise its procedures to comply with Council 
guidelines and BIA to adopt procedures for 
the preparation of environmental impact 
statements for those cases in which the state
ments are required. (Seep. 31.) 

AGENCY ACTIONS AND UNRESOLVED ISSUES 

The matters in this report were discussed 
with Department officials who stated that 
appropriate actions would be taken by BLM, 
BIA, and the Survey to develop procedures 
which would clarify the requirements of the 
regulations and to require adequate docu
mentation of the results of the activities 
conducted under the regulations. 

Department officials agreed to make a 
study to determine the costs associated with 
processing applications for coal permits and 
leases and indicated that fees would be ad
justed, if warranted. 

BLM and BIA officials stated that they 
would issue procedures for preparation of 
environmental impact statements to meet 
the requirements of Council guidelines. 

MICHAEL BERNSTEIN, GENERAL 
COUNSEL FOR LABOR, RETffiES 

HON. MARVIN L. ESCH 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 10, 1972 

Mr. ESCH. Mr. Speaker, this past week, 
Michael Bernstein, our general counsel 
for labor, after a long and successful 
career of contribution to our Federal 
Government, left for retirement in the 
city of London. I think it is the time that 
we recognize him as one of the most loyal 
and competent of public servants. Too 
frequently the general public is unaware 
of the contribution made by all of the 
counsel for the various committees of 
Congress and the Senate. Mike Bernstein 
has made that type of contribution. For 
both the House and the Senate com
mittees, his record is one of dedication 
and contribution. 

I came to know Mr. Bernstein when 
I first arrived with the 90th Congress in 
1967. My new colleagues and I quickly 
found that there were few in the Federal 
Government who possessed such a fund 
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of knowledge pertaining to labor law, as 
well as the perception to analyze con
temporary issues within the context of 
the history of labor legislation. Those 
qualities made Mike Bernstein's con
tribution throughout my term of service 
a most significant one. He will be missed, 
not only l:'y the members of the Educa
tion and Labor Committee on both sides 
of the aisle, but more significantly, by 
the entire professional community deal
ing with labor legislation. Our one wish 
is that his years may continue to be pro
ductive, as we know they will be-filled 
with the reading that he "never quite got 
to" as well as, hopefully, that writing he 
intended to do. 

THE NECESSITY OF NUCLEAR 
POWERPLANTS 

HON. JOHN G. SCHMITZ 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, October 10, 1972 

Mr. SCHMITZ. Mr. Speaker, during 
the course of this year, evidence has been 
rapidly accumulating to prove conclu
sively that we face an electric power 
crisis in the very near future-perhaps 
as soon as next year in some areas, al
most certainly within 3 to 4 years. The 
demand for electric power in the United 
States is doubling every 15 years, while 
the construction of new powerplants to 
meet this accelerating demand has vir
tually ground to a halt. 

Electric power generation alone now 
takes one-quarter of all the oil, gas, and 
coal consumed in the United States-and 
the demand for oil and gas is rising al
most as fast as the demand for electric 
power. It is generally predicted that 10 
years from now only half of our oil and 
gas needs can be supplied from American 
sources. For the other half, we will have 
to depend on imports from foreign 
sources which could be cut o:ff in time of 
war or for political reasons. 

Many Americans ha"'e become so ac
customed to the constant availability 
and use of electric power that they have 
never stopped to think about what would 
happen if there was no longer enough 
of it to go around. But when a nation
wide coal strike closed down all the coal
fueled powerplants in Great Britain last 
winter, the English people found out just 
what it meant. Electric power could be 
supplied to homes and business for only 
a few hours each day, or on alternate 
days. Millions of workers wer~ laid of!; 
millions of homes went unlighted and 
unheated for long periods; enormous 
traffic jams occurred because traffic 
lights and rapid transit could not 
operate. 

The construction of the new power
plants necessary to prevent all these 
things from happening in the United 
States has been blocked by environmen
talist groups. Their vehement objections 
to the air pollution caused by coal-
fueled and oil-fueled generating plants 
have some basis, and the Clean Air Act 
of 1970-for which I voted-placed tight 
new restrictions on emission of air pol-
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lutants by these plants. The most ob
vious available substitute is to use atomic 
energy for generating electricity in the 
breeder reactor or nuclear powerplant, 
which does not pollute the air at all. 

Yet environmentalists have managed 
to block the issuance of siting and con
struction permits for nuclear power
plants as completely as they have blocked 
such permits for coal-fueled and oil
fueled powerplants-with far less rea
son. They put so much pressure on the 
Atomic Energy Commission that it bowed 
meekly, without even an appeal, to a 
court decision last year-Calvert Cliffs 
Coordinating Committee and others 
against AEC-requiring months or years 
of additional hearings and review before 
granting new construction permits and 
operating licenses for nuclear power
plants. The Commission has even cast 
doubt on whether the few existing nu
clear powerplants will be allowed to keep 
ope:rating. 

Despite fantastically exaggerated pop
ular fears, reliable studies show that 
dangers to the environment from a nu
clear powerplant are very light. An 
atomic explosion in such a plant is ab
solutely impossible. Protective systems 
make any major accident with the re
actor exceedingly unlikely, and none has 
ever happened. The amount of radioac
tive waste is small and can be safely 
disposed of. The only significant envi
ronmental effect is a slight raising of the 
temperature of the water used for cooling 
the reactor, which affects water life in 
only a very small area. 

The construction of a greatly increased 
number of nuclear powerplants is clearly 
necessary if we are to meet our electric 
power needs without more severe air pol
lution. The "environmentalists" who are 
fighting construction of these plants do 
not seem to realize that the availability 
of ample electric power is indispensable 
for achieving their own primary goal of 
cleaning up pollution. Obstacles to nu
clear plant siting and construction 
should be removed and their construc
tion should be encouraged rather than 
discouraged by the Government. 

TRffiUTE TO THE LATE GEORGE 
THOMAS DELAP 

HON. DOMINICK V. DANIELS 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, October 10, 1972 

Mr. DANIELS of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise to announce with pro
found sorrow to Members of this House 
the death of a good friend, respected 
labor leader, and trusted member of my 
district staff, Mr. George Thomas Delap. 

Mr. Speaker, this is the second death 
among my staff within the past month. 
I have lost two irreplaceable friends 
with the passing of John Griffin and, 
now, George Delap, who passed away on 
Friday, October 6, 1972. 

George Delap was a man widely known 
and widely admired in Hudson County, 
N.J. He served as business agent to locals 
of the International Longshoremen's As-
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sociation. In fact, only last Friday, just 
a few hours before his sudden and tragic 
death, I had called him on the telephone 
to discuss the pending Longshoremen's 
and Harbor Worker's Compensation Act 
which is pending business tomorrow on 
the House floor. As my adviser and con
sultant on labor matters, George was 
vitally concerned with the passage of 
this bill and in large measure, its pas
sage will be a memorial to this fine man. 

Mrs. Daniels joins with me in express
ing our sincerest sympathy to George 
Delap's lovely widow, the former Eleanor 
Swift, and their three children. George, 
Muriel, and Edith, in this time of sorrow. 
Rest in peace, dear friend. 

SOUTH COAST AIR BASIN IN 
JEOPARDY 

HON. JEROME R. WALDIE 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, October 10, 1972 

Mr. WALDIE. Mr. Speaker, an article 
from the Los Angeles Times has come to 
my attention, and I would like to share 
it with my fellow Members. I find it 
highly encouraging that citizen groups 
are actively involving themselves in the 
fight to control auto emissions. Mr. David 
McDonald is to be commended for using 
his talent for organizing effective groups 
by organizing the Desert Peoples United. 

Residents in the Southern California 
Air Basin need no one to remind them 
of the critical state of their air. Con
cerned citizens, such as those led by Mr. 
McDonald, can be instrumental in im
plementing such programs as he pro
poses to alert citizens of high oxidant 
levels in the air. 

The tragic death of Paul Patmore, 
mentioned by Mr. McDonald, only serves 
to focus both California's and the Na
tion's attention on the severity of the 
problem. Unfortunately, the problem of 
smog had· long been ignored-until the 
cumulative evidence of its destructive
ness could be seen. Now, sadly, we are 
seeing human lives adversely affected by 
smog, seeing the destructive effect of 
smog on tree and plant life, the accumu
lation of smog's "grit" on buildings of 
all kinds. Unfortunately this is just the 
beginning of a long, long list of effects 
smog has on our total environment. 

The article follows: 
Ex-UNION CHIEF BATTLES A NEW OPPONENT

SMOG 
(By John Dreyfuss) 

PALM SPRINGS.-David J . McDonald is or
ganizing again. Now his rally cry is to com
bat smog-a far cry from his efforts on 
behalf of steel workers as one of Ainerica's 
leading union officials in the 1950s and 1960s. 

In a passionate speech here, the former 
United Steel Workers' president outlined an 
antismog program for the South Coast Air 
Basin. 

The program was well received by River
side and San Bernardino county politicians, 
but they reserved final judgment pending 
study. 

Most drastic of the actions proposed by 
McDonald, who heads a 1,000-member anti
smog group called Desert Peoples United, 
was to sound air raid sirens and stop motor 
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vehicle traffic when smog reaches levels well 
below current alert limits. 

Sirens should wail when oxidants reach 
.2 parts in a million parts of air, said the 
69-year-old DPU president. 

Current alert levels are .5 ppm in Los 
Angeles County, .35 ppm in San Bernardino 
County, and .27 ppm in Riverside County. 

A Civilian Antipollution Warden Corps 
would be created to report license numbers 
of vehicles driving after the air raid siren 
sounded. 

Drivers violating the vehicle ban could 
be fined or their licenses temporarily re
scinded, McDonald suggested. 

He also urged setting a low cost automo
bile tuneup rate to be identical throughout 
the South Coast Basin, which includes all 
or part of Los Angeles, Riverside, San Ber
nardino, Orange, Ventura and Santa Barbara 
counties. 

McDonald, who has seen smog develop into 
a threat to Palm Springs tourism since he 
moved here seven years ago, began his talks 
to politicians, DPU members and newsmen 
With a tragic anecdote. 

Beginning quietly, McDonald said: "At 
five o'clock yesterday morning, a young 
friend of mine, Paul Patmore, died in his 
mother's arms just a few blocks from where 
we are now assembled." 

McDonald spoke a little louder. "Why did 
Paul die?" he asked. And he answered the 
question by blaming air pollution. 

Patmore had emphysema, and because of 
smog's effect on the disease," ... Paul's lungs 
suddenly broke, and the blood smothered 
him and he died in his mother's arms." 

McDonald's voice rose to a loud, rasping 
query: 

"How many more Paul Patmore's must die 
before a job is done, not only here, but 
throughout America?" 

When McDonald began his speech his flaw
lessly groomed silver hair was swept care
fully back from his forehead. 

But in the end it hung over his eyebrows, 
his face was florid and his voice rose from a 
near whisper to a waterfall crescendo. 

"It's gonna be tough," he said, his eyes 
ranging across the audience of about 50 per-
sons. 

TOUGH FIGHT 

"But you know if we work, and we work; 
and we work and we fight and we fight and 
we fight, by God, we can win." 

McDonald had finished organizing for the 
day. He left the speaker's podium to loud 
applause. 

W. R. Holcomb, mayor of San Bernardino, 
was one of those applauding. 

He called the DPU recommendations "feas
ible," but said that they should be "beefed 
up," and that certain voluntary aspects 
should be made mandatory. 

AI McCandless, Riverside County Super
visor, said "no one could quarrel" with the 
concept of McDonald's proposal, although 
implementation might be a problem. 

William Shuz, mayor of Desert Hot Springs, 
said he would present the DPI plan to the 
city council. 

PLANS STUDY 

Mayor Howard Wiefel of Palm Springs said 
he was not so sure the city could mandate 
parts of the proposal, but he said he would 
study it. 

And Jack Green, president of the Southern 
California Assn. of Governments, and exec
utive director of the Regional Anti-Pollu
tion Authority, an agency formed by Palm 
Springs, Indio, Indian Wells and Desert Hot 
Springs to prevent increased smog, said of 
the program: "RAPA will have to look at it, 
but it looks good." 

Perhaps it wasn't much compared with or
ganizing more than a million steel workers, 
but McDonald had apparently done all right 
with his first public effort as president of a 
citizens' antismog group. "And remember," 
he said, "when we started to organize the 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
steel workers in 1936, there were only 11 of us 
at the first meeting. We're already ahead of 
that." 

L. B. J.'S VISION OF AMERICA 

HON. J. J. PICKLE 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 10, 1972 

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, the politi
cal season is upon us and as the winds 
of oratory blow they are sometimes filled 
with rhetoric that breeds cynicism. 

It seems to me that cynicism is an in
evitable byproduct when some politi
cians describe their opponents and while 
others describe their own accomplish
ments. 

Fortunately, not all of the remarks by 
our political leaders generate such dis
solution in our governmental processes 
and our national aspirations. 

Former President Lyndon B. Johnson 
recently spoke at Scott and White Hos
pital in Temple, Tex. His purpose was 
to restate where America is and where 
he thinks it is going and where he feels 
it ought to proceed. 

His message was one that society is 
measured by its accomplishments and 
its opportunities more so than its failures. 

The Albany, Ga., Herald editorially 
found strong merit in President John
son's remarks and commented on them. 
I believe their editorial merits our 
thoughtful consideration and I am there
fore including it in today's RECORD. 

The editorial follows: 
[From the Albany, Ga., Herald, Sept. 25, 1972] 

L. B. J.'s VISION OF AMERICA 

If he were that type of man, it would be 
relatively easy for Lyndon Baines Johnson to 
feel abused, politically speaking, at the 
hands of his countrymen. 

After all, as the 36th President of the 
United States, he presided over the enact
ment of more on-going social legislation than 
had his idol, Franklin Delano Roosevelt, in 
the storied 100 Days of the New Deal. 

Moreover, President Johnson had succeed
ed, legislatively, in almost every area in 
which his vigorous predecessor, John Fitz
gerald Kennedy, had failed, quite possibly 
because Congress hastened td act out of a 
sense of shock and grief in the aftermath of 
that horrifying afternoon in Dallas. But the 
Johnsonian aegis was the factor, whatever 
the motivation, which carried the day in 
civil rights, in voting rights, in Social Se
curity expansion, in the War on Poverty, in 
all of the other undertakings of Big Govern
ment to enhance the lives of widening num
bers of Amerir.ans. 

Even so, a President of this towering 
stature was pulled from his pedestal and 
sent packing to his native Pedernales River 
country within three years after having won 
the greatest percentage majority of the vote 
accorded a Presidential candidate in an elec
tion in modern times. He had won all of his 
battles on the domestic front. But a rising 
majority of the country rejected his massive 
intervention in the Vietnam War. 

Faced with the unmistakable evidence of 
his spreading unpopularity on this sensitive 
score, witnessing the rise of opposition can
didates whom he could have mastered only 
yesterday with the wave of his hand, and 
grieving over the riot-torn campuses and 
streets of a nation reeling from internal dis
orders, Lyndon Johnson, quite uncharac
teristically, bowed from the scene. It must 
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have cost him a total effort of wlll, this John 
Wayne of the political wars, this man who 
relished his Isaiahian philosophy of "reason
ing together" but who, given a choice, ac
tually preferred a good fight or even its pros
pect. But he bit the bullet. 

From overseeing the nation and the world, 
he returned to his acres and cattle and 
memories. 

But he has not, thankfully, permitted bit
terness to permeate his being, nor cynicism 
to cloud his always-bright vision of his 
country and its citizens. His current think
ing is exposed in an address he made a cou
ple of weeks ago at the Scott and White 
Cllnic in Temple, Tex. His purpose was to 
re-state where America is and where he 
thinks it is going and where he feels it ought 
to proceed: 

"For too long, we have permitted the dark 
perception to pervade our midst. Day after 
day, month after month, the portrayal of 
America as unclean, unjust and unworthy 
has been ground into the consciousness of 
our people. 

"We no longer see the blooming flowers 
for we are searching for the litter. We no 
longer celebrate the many fresh triumphs of 
justice for we are lingering over the residue 
of yesterday's shortcomings. We no longer 
measure the miles we have come toward a 
more humane, civil and peaceful world for we 
are too busy calibrating the remaining inches 
of times we are trying to escape and leave 
behind. 

"This is our clear and present challenge.'' 
Where wlllit lead? "Whatever may be your 

own perception of where we are and where 
we may be heading, let me say for myself that 
I see little today suggesting that our system 
is falling-but I see all too much which 
convincingly argues that by our doubts and 
hesitations we may be fail1ng the promise and 
potential of our system. We are not living in 
times of collapse. The old is not coming 
down. Rather, the troubling and torment 
these days stems from the new trying to rise 
into place ... 

"The essentials of a new America-a better 
America-are au on hand and within our 
reach . . . Our real challenge lies not in sup
pressing change but in utilizing it to vitalize 
and energize our society. Change is not our 
enemy. On the contrary, this society has no 
deadlier danger than refusal to change . . . 
The most frightening thing that could hap
pen to us today would be for us to close our 
eyes to new ideas, and to close our ears to 
those . . . who are trying to tell us how 
they would go about perfecting the visions of 
America.'' • 

This is the Lyndon Johnson that stlll 
stands tall in the affections of his country
men. 

YESHIVA TORAS CHAIM TALMUDI
CAL SEMINARY RECEIVES AC
CREDITATION 

HON. JAMES D. (MIKE) McKEVITT 
OF COLORADO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 10, 1972 

Mr. McKEVI'IT. Mr. Speaker, this past 
week I had the privilege of attending a 
dinner at the Yeshiva Toras Chaim Tal
mudical Seminary in Denver, Colo. The 
Yeshiva 1s the only fully accredited high 
school/college Talmudical Seminary be
tween Chicago and the west coast. 
Eighty of its students work at the high 
school level, while 40 more young people 
receive instruction in college-level 
courses. 

Recently the Yeshiva was recognized 
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and accepted for equal credit toward a 
bachelor of arts degree by the State ac
crediting agent, the University of Colo
rado-; I am sure that my esteemed col
leagues will agree that this is a most im
pressive achievement, for which the 
seminary can be justifiably proud. 

DEDICATION OF NEW TAMPA, FLA., 
VETERANS' ADMINISTRATION 
HOSPITAL 

HON. OLIN E. TEAGUE 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 10, 1972 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
on Saturday, October 7, 1972, I was priv
ileged to participate in the formal dedi
cation ceremonies of the newest Veter
ans' Administration hospital to be added 
to the world's largest hospital system. 
This new 702-bed facility is symbolic of 
our Nation's resolve to provide the best 
possible care to those who have defended 
the freedom we cherish. I hope that its 
future service to the needs of these brave 
Americans will refiect in full measure 
the generous service they gave and are 
giving to America. 

Mr. Speaker, the dedicatory address 
was delivered by the Honorable Donald 
E. Johnson. His adddress fully describes 
the many unique medical treat~ent 
facilities which are available in this new 
hospital, and for the benefit of my col
leagues, I include the text of Adminis
trator Johnson's address. 

REMARKS OF HON. DONALD E. JOHNSON, 
ADMINISTRATOR OF VETERANS' AFFAIRS 

Your Excellency, Bishop McLaughlin .. 
Dr. Tremmel ... Dr. Musser ... Senator Gur
ney . . . Congressman Teague . . . Congress-
man Haley ... Congressman Gibbons .. . 
Congressman Young ... Mayor Greco .. . 
representatives of America's Armed Forces 
and veterans organizations ... distinguished 
guests, which all of you are . . . and my 
Veterans Administration associates: 

We are met this morning not just to dedi
cate this magnificent new Veterans Admin
istration Hospital here in Tampa., Florida. ... 
but to set it apart for a. very special purpose: 
to be the finest hospital and provide the 
best care possible for very special Ameri
cans . . . the quarter-of-a.-million veterans 
in Central and West Florida. whom this 
newest of V A's 168 hospitals has been built 
to serve. 

Mr. Webster tells us that dedication means 
devotion to some work or cause. 

I submit that today we are devoting our
selves to the most unselfish and important 
cause possible ... qua.llty health care for ill 
and disabled veterans. 

We do so with full understanding that this 
dedication ceremony commits us to meeting 
new challenges . . . and accepting new op
portunities for needed service to our veter
ans. 

The first challenge is to be worthy of the 
vote of confidence which the American 
people have given VA medicine. 

They have said to us: 
We want our veterans to have the best 

hospital and medical care in the world . . . 
and we think that VA medicine can provide 
such care. 

By their continuing support ... they have 
demonstrated the depth of their concern 
for the welfare of this nation's 29 mlllion 
veterans. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
For example, this year's $2.7 billion budg

et for V A's hospital and medical care pro
gram is the largest in history. 

In providing record-high budgets for VA 
medicine . . . and each year's budget has 
been higher than the year before . . . the 
American people have proved that they have 
accepted . . . fully and freely . . . Abraham 
Lincoln's charge and challenge "to care for 
him who shall have borne the battle." 

The second challenge we face in dedicating 
this 702-bed medica.l, surgical, and neuro
logical hospital is to ensure that V A's hos
pital and medical care program w111 continue 
to improve, strengthen and expand its capa
bilities for contributing to adequate health 
care at reasonable cost for all Americans. 

We can be certain that VA's new Tampa. 
Hospital will play a. key role in the future 
growth and progress of VA medicine. 

Let's take a. closer look for a. moment at 
this hospital. 

The first thing we see . . . or should see, 
certainly . . . is that this handsome modern 
medica.l fa.cllity is far more than a. $24 mil
lion structure of brick and glass and steel. 

It is more than a. planned, orderly mix 
of medical, surgical, psychiatric, spinal cord 
injury, physical medicine and rehabilita
tion, and hemodialysis beds ... 702 in all ... 
which wlll be in full operation by the end 
of Fiscal Year 1974. 

It is more tha.n 32,000 net square feet for 
medical research with laboratory space to 
accommodate a. wide range of research efforts. 

Our Tampa. VA Hospital is people. 
That's right . . . people . . . its patients 

and their families ... its staff ... a.ffi.lia.ted 
medical school personnel . . . medical train
ees ... volunteers ... local suppliers ... and 
the citizens and officials of this great com
munity. 

For it will be people who will operate or 
support the operation of this hospital. And, 
of course, it is people who will be the bene
ficiaries of this hospital's planned special 
medical programs ... including a. cardiac 
catheterization laboratory, drug dependence 
treatment unit, electron Inicroscopy, hemo
dialysis and home dialysis training, coronary, 
medical and surgical intensive care units, day 
treatment and hospital center, mental hy
giene clinic, orthopedic shop, nuclear medi
cine, pulmonary function laboratory, respira
tory care center, speech pathology, and spinal 
cord injury center. 

A moment ago I referred to affiliated medi
cal school personnel. 

America's veterans . . . but especially the 
thousands upon thousands of veterans who 
will be treated in this hospital in years to 
come ... are indeed fortunate that our 
Tampa. VA hospital is affi.liated with the Uni
versity of South Florida. Medical School here 
in Tampa. 

I know that Dr. Donn L. Smith ... Dean 
of the Medical School ... and Mr. George 
R. Hiskey ... Director of this VA hospital . . . 
shar~ my confidence that this affiliation will 
prove to be mutually beneficial. 

I can tell you now that this a.ffi.liation is 
unique . . . since the University of South 
Florida Medical School llke our hospital iS 
also in the process of being activated ... 
with its initial class of 24 medical students 
now in its first year of training. 

Having opened its doors to its first patient 
this past August 21st . . . our Tampa. VA 
hospital is already making its presence felt 
in this community and this part of Florida. 

The worth of this hospital's health care 
mission can never be measured in dollars 
and cents . . : but the cost of carrying out 
this mission can be ... and must be ... 
calculated. 

VA's annual expenditures to operate our 
Tampa. Hospital ... once it is in full opera
tion ... wlll be in excess of $20 million. There 
will be 1400 employees serving here on a. 
full-ttme basis. 

I know that all of us in the Veterans Ad
ministration are pleased that in carrying out 
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its priority health care mission ... our Tampa. 
VA Hospital also will be contributing signifi
cantly to the economy of this area. 

It will also be complementing the service 
of the Bay Pines Hospital, in St. Petersburg, 
an institution that has for so long been a 
source of pride to this area. and that has for 
so long provided quality care for the veterans 
of the area. 

Bay Pines will continue to provide that 
service and will continue to occupy its place 
of importance to veterans and to the general 
citizenry of this section of Florida.. It is now 
being greatly improved and will be rebuilt 
and refurbished in accord with plans and 
programming. Bay Pines will work closely 
with it-c new sister facility. 

Now that we have taken a closer look at 
the hospital we dedicate today . . . let's 
step back to get a broader view and a truer 
perspective of this institution. 

We find that this newest and most mod
ern VA hospital is more than a single hos
pital ... more even than being the 168th 
Veterans Administration hospital now in 
operation. 

It is part ... a vital part, I need not add 
... of VA's nationwide health care delivery 
system. 

And when I say "system" ... I mean exact
ly that. 

In addition to its hospitals ... VA's health 
care dellvery system ... which is the largest 
under single management anywhere in the 
free world . . . comprises 18 domiciliary 
homes, nine restoration centers, 83 nursing 
care units, and 203 outpatient clinics ... or
ganized into 37 "regional" Medical Districts 
. .. and operated directly by VA. 

I make this !Bitter point by way of intro
duction to a fact that is not widely known. 
The VA hospital system utilizes . . . and 
will continue to do so ... non-VA facilities 
... such as other Federal, State and private 
hospitals, community and State nursing 
homes, State domiciliaries for veterans, and a. 
variety of other extended care arrangements. 

Many members of Florida's medical com
munity can tell you ... from personal ex
perience . . . that the VA hospital system 
also relies heavily on "home town" or fee
basis physicians and dentists ... as required 
or desirable. 

The magnitude of the VA hospital system 
offers other advantages . . . such as: 

1. Transferring patients . . . readily and 
with no red tape ... to the most appropriate 
treatment modality and location. 

2. Fostering the most efficient use of both 
medical and adm1nlstrative personnel . . . 
and promoting optimum utilization of medi
cal personnel in scarce categories. 

3. Saving substantial expenditures in the 
purchase of supplles. 

4. Encouraging avoidance of excessive du
plication of expensive equipment. 

5. And speeding up problem-solving proc
esses in both the management and medical 
field. 

Permit me to cite two examples of the 
ability of our VA hospital system to cope 
readily and effectively with new demands 
and changing circumstances. 

The first concerns VA's drug treatment 
program. 

In June 1971 ... President Nixon asked 
Congress to increase VA's drug treatment 
budget by an additional $14 million to assist 
"in the immediate development and em
placement of VA rehabilitation centers which 
will permit both inpatient and outpatient 
care of addicts in a community setting." 

When we received our marching orders 
from the President ... VA had only five spe
cial drug treatment centers. In less than six 
months' time we accomplished a six-fold 
increase ... expanding to 32 such centers. 

We are adding 12 more centers this year 
... bringing to 44 the number of such spe
cialized drug treatment centers ... and en
abling us to care for 40 percent more veter-
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ans than the 20,000 cared for in the last 
fiscal year. 

A second example of the ability of the VA 
hospital system to cope readily and effective
ly with new demands and changing circum
stances can be found in the tragic San Fer
nando, California earthquake of February 9, 
1971. 

We effected the wide scale redistribution of 
patients . . . with minimum disruption of 
their care requirements . . . following this 
earthquake . . . which destroyed our San 
Fernando VA Hosiptal . . . and which sub
sequently led to the reconstruction of our 
Wadsworth facillty in Los Angeles. 

Immediately after taking office as Admin
istrator of Veterans Affairs . . . I started 
using the word "quality" ... in referring to 
VA's hospital and medical care program. 

That word was appropriate then ... but is 
even more so today. 

I have already noted the affiliation of VA 
hospitals with the Nation's medical teaching 
schools. 

Permit me to list some of VA medicine's 
other positives. 

All of our hospitals are accredited. 
Nearly one-half o! VA's !ull-tlme physi

cians are board-certified specialists . . . and 
nearly one-half hold active faculty appoint
ments at medical or dental schools affiliated 
with our hospitals. 

In addition . . . VA hospitals have active 
affiliations with gradtullte departments of 
psychology, graduate schools of social work, 
occupational as well as physical therapy 
schools, pharmacy schools ... plus universi
ties, colleges, junior and community colleges, 
and technical and vocational schools having 
courses for professional or technical allied 
health workers. 

The staffing picture in our hospitals is con
stantly improving. Our total average em
ployment in VA's medical care program in 
this fiscal year will be 153,627 ... an in
crease of more than 10,000 employees over 
1972 ... and more than 20,000 over 1971. 

On an average day in Fiscal 1973 ... VA 
will be providing some form of patient c~e 
or support to more than 167,000 beneficiaries. 
During this year we wlll provide inpatient 
care for nearly one million veterans . . . an 
all-time high ... and handle almost 11 mil
lion outpatient visits ... the highest num
ber in history. 

Here at our new Tampa VA Hospital . . • 
the average dally patient census at the end 
of September was 77. This will climb to 858 
by the end of the Fourth Quarter of Fiscal 
1973 . . . while planned operations call !or 
an average dally patient census of 600 be
fore the end of Fiscal 1974. 

We will add 248 new medical units to VA's 
hospital system this year ... including the 
specialized units here at Tampa which I 
mentioned a few moments ago. 

I think you will agree that . . . for VA 
medicine . . . this fiscal year will be a busy 
one, indeed. 

The VA medical care program is more than 
patient care ... of course. It encompasses 
. . . in fact . . . the triad of modern medicine 
... requiring the operations of extensive pro
grams in research and education. 

On any given day ... VA medical inves
tigators are involved in nearly 6,000 research 
projects. 

You are familiar with many of VA's medi
cal research accomplishments ... and shared 
triumphs . . . such as the elimination of 
tuberculosis as a killer disease . . . t he per
fection of kidney transplants ... the devel
opment of portable hemodialysis units for 
home use . . . the laser cane for the blind 
. . . the heart pacemaker . . . and the first 
atomic-powered pacemakers in the Western 
Hemisphere were implanted at VA's Buffalo, 
New York Hospital ... and clinical proof that 
the early treatment of hypertension will_ less
en the incidence of death or crippling strokes 
from blood disease. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
And you know that the results of VA medi

cal research are quickly made avail&ble to 
all of our citizens. 

The ponit I want to emphasize is V A's 
unique capability for conduoting wide-scale 
cooperative research projects in clinical set
tings ••. our a.bllity to oonduct simultane
ously the same research effort in many hos
pirtals. 

I submit that this research technique is 
proof that the VA hospital system offers great 
potential for reducing the time necessary to 
test new medical treatments or theories. 

We believe that we can apply this same 
approach successfully in establishing . . . 
and demonstrating . . . new models or pat
terns of health care delivery ... particularly 
with the appropriate ut1llzation of "para
professionals." 

With the enthusiastic support of Presi
dent Nixon and the Congress . . . VA medi
cine is ma.king rapid gains in helping to 
meet the Nation's medical manpower needs. 

We will train 62,000 persons ... an all
time high ... in health care delivery this 
year ... an increase of nearly 10 percent over 
Fiscal 1972 ... and more than two-thirds 
again as many as we trained just four years 
ago. 

VA's medical education and tmining pro
gram includes trainees in some 60 profes
sional and technical categories. To mustrate 
the national importance of this program . . . 
permit me to point out the following facts. 

Nearly one-third of all physicians now 
practicing in the United States ... and ap
proximately one-half of those entering prac
tice each year . . . have ha.d some or all of 
their postgraduate tra.ining in VA hospitals. 

VA contributes directly to the education 
each year of over 1,000 dental students, over 
20,000 basic nursing students, 23 percent of 
all social work graduates, 32 percent of all 
dietetic interns, 20 percent of all PH.D. can
didates in clinical psychology, and 25 percent 
of all pharmacy interns and residents. 

Finally . . . I tell you that the VA health 
delivery system is especially well suited to 
assist in increasing medical resources in 
scarcity areas. We are already at work on the 
development of eight Area Health Education 
Centers . . . using VA hospitals as a nucleus 
in localities that are removed from centers 
of higher medical education. 

We can and should expand this effort . . . 
as well as our authority to share scarce med
ical equipment with other hospitals. 

Our program of exchange of medical in
formation .. . especially with medical per
sonnel in rural areas ... can be greatly 
extended. 

VA hospitals have demonstrated their abil
ity to help new medical schools get started 
at relatively low cost . . . and to speed up 
the development and production of new 
categories of health care personnel ... such 
as Physicians Assistants. But more can and 
should be done in both of these areas. 

Calendar 1972 has been made more event
ful for me by my participation in the 50th 
anniversary observance at three of our VA 
hospitals. 

The great success stories written by each 
of these hospitals were ... first and fore
most . . . the stories of people. 

And so it will be with our Tampa, Florida, 
Veterans Administration Hospital. 

When this newest VA hospital observes its 
Golden Anniversary ... whoever is then 
privileged to serve as Administrator of Vet
erans Affairs can speak of the tens of thou
sands of veterans who will have been cared 
for in this hospital during its first-half 
century. 

He can speak of the skilled, dedicated , and 
compassionate care provided them by the 
unselfish men and women who staffed this 
hospital during its first half-century. 

He can attempt to find words that ade
quately express the gratitude of the Veterans 
Administration to the thousands of volun-
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teers in this and surrounding communities 
who offered their compassionate hearts and 
capable hands in selfless service to the vet
eran patients at this hospital. 

And ... hopefully ... he can cite as a 
fact the pledge I now make. 

Recognizing that to have a friend ... one 
must be a friend . . . I now pledge to you 
officials and good citizens of Tampa, Florida 
that my Tampa VA Hospital associates ... 
and indeed all of us in VA . . . wlll try to 
earn your coveted friendship . . . and, in 
turn . . . to be a worthy friend, a good 
neighbor . . . and a constructive force for 
good. 

Thank you for joining with us on this 
dedication. 

S. 2507-TO CONTROL THE "SATUR
DAY NIGHT SPECIAL" 

HON. JOHN D. DINGELL 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 10, 1972 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I insert 
into the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD copies of 
a letter just received by me from an old 
friend, Mr. William Loeb, president and 
publisher of the Manchester Union 
Leader, and a letter to him from the able 
chief of police of the city of Indianapolis, 
Ind., Mr. Winston Churchill. This cor
respondence, regarding S. 2507, the Bayh 
bill which supposedly is to control the so
called Saturday night specials, sets out 
the defects of that bill and suggests a 
better course of action in the view of an 
able and respected law enforcement of
ficer: 

MANCHESTER UNION LEADER, 
Manchester, N.H., September 19, 1972. 

Hon. JOHN D. DINGELL, 
Rayburn House Office Building, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR JOHN: Just to show the sort of in
dividual we should bave as Chiefs o! Police 
all across the oountry, I enclose a photocopy 
of a letter from the Chie! of Pollee of Indian
apolis. 

Regards. 
Very sincerely, 

Enclosure. 
WILLIAM LoEB, President. 

POLICE DEPARTMENT, 
CITY OF INDIANAPOLIS, 

Indianapolis, Ind., September 7, 1972. 
Mr. WILLIAM LOEB, 
Publisher, Manchester ·union Leader, 
Manchester, N.H. 

DEAR MR. LOEB: Thank you for the oppor
tunity to express myself on the subject of 
Federal Gun Control Laws, and more specifi
cally, Senator Bayh's recently proposed so
called "Saturday Night Special" Gun Control 
Bill. 

As a career police officer, I have dedicated 
my life to the principles of law and ol'der. As 
a policeman I function within the Justice 
System. I would point out here that the Jus
tice System in America was founded as the 
basic unit of Protection and Equity for each 
of us. I have no doubt that our Founding 
Fathers, even in their wildest fiights of 
fancy, could have imagined the America or 
the world of today. But, bless their European 
hearts, they did build a foundation for Free
dom, and Justice which ha.s withstood the 
test of time and the re-modeling of the above 
ground structure by many subsequent archi
tects. In short: in America the Justice Sys
tem exists to meet the needs of the people. 

The quickened pace of life today has in 
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some measure caught our Justice System in 
a squeeze. Lack of funds, shortage of avail
able court facilities, qualified Judges, and 
grossly overcrowded jails and dockets have 
given rise to the thwarting of Justice through 
unwise and increased use of plea bargaining. 
All of these things have had a hand in con
tributing to the problem which faces us today 
in the area of hand guns. In an effort to take 
up the slack, Congress has chosen to enact 
new laws, rather than to provide the money 
necessary to assist the Justice System in 
bringing itself equal to the task. 

In my Judgment, this past decade has 
subjected the law-abiding, God-fearing citi
zen to pressures from the criminal element 
unequalled in our history. Not because the 
laws to protect them are lacking, but because 
the Justice System cannot react quickly 
enough to keep even with the case load given 
them through good police work. All this may 
seem a: round-about logic, but I believe I 
can support my contention which is: We 
don't need new laws, we need a better Jus
tice System! 

I would be one of the first to agree that 
far too many people are 1llegally carrying 
weapons. The arrest records of this depart
ment certainly bear this out. The important 
issue is: What was done as a result of the 
arrest? 

Indiana, as most states, has an emminently 
workable statute on gun control. We've had 
it since 1935. It provides that anyone caught 
with a pistol concealed on his person, or in 
his car, not having a proper license or permit; 
or being a bona fide law officer, shall, upon 
conviction, be sentenced to not less than 1 
nor more than 10 years! 

We have our gun control law ... it is on 
the books ... we don't need a new one. Yet 
hundreds of people walk the streets of our 
cities and towns carrying concealed weapons. 
Where then is the problem. Is it with the 
Police work? I think not, we arrest hundreds 
of people every year on a violation of our 
1935 Firearms Act. What happens after the 
proper arrest is, in my opinion, where the 
problem lies. 

Court disposition records tell the story. 
More often than not, the 1935 Firearms Act is 
nolled I A new misdemeanor affidavit is pre
pared-for Carrying a Concealed Weapon. 
The case is then disposed of with a small 
fine-most of which is often suspended I I 
recently conferred with our County Prosecu
tor, and asked that all firearms violations be 
filed as felonies and left that way. That they 
be tried as FELONY cases not as Misdemean
ors. This places them into different courts. 
He agreed to do so, but admonished me that 
my purpose would most probably fail because 
in all likelihood the courts would not affix 
the penalty prescribed by the law. 

I watched the next month's disposition re
ports-he was right! 

Truly, how can we believe that the solu
tion to the problem lies in a new law, an 
addition to the one we already have, if we 
refuse to make use of the one we already 
have? Is it · correct thinking to assume that 
the Courts will use the new law any more 
vigorously than they did the old one? I think 
not. 

My profession has required of me that I 
carry a weapon-everyday for 17 years. A good 
many of those years have been spent in "civil
ian" clothing, and consequently I used as 
my weapon a revolver with a standard 2" 
barrel. As Chief, I continue to employ this 
weapon today. I would point out here that 
this weapon is pretty much standard issue to 
plainclothesmen of police departments all 
across this country. They are high quality 
weapons, manufactured by Smith & Wesson 
or Colt, etc. Senator Bayh's Gun Control Bill 
would eliminate this weapon from the mar
ket-even prohibit its sale to police depart
ments. Senator Bayh seems to equate deadli
ness and concealment to the length of the 
barrel. I would gladly take the good Senator 
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on a tour of our property room gun security 
spaces and show him the large number of 
sawed-off shotguns which we have confiscated 
for one reason or another, all of which have 
been at one time or another successfully con
cealed by their owners. It is self-evident to 
me that the length of barrel has very little 
to do with concealment. 

Realistically, would the good Senator's Bill 
really accomplish anything? Let's examine 
the ramifications: His bill would remove all 
revolvers with a barrel length less than 3" 
from the market. This means that policemen 
would be prohibited from possessing them as 
well. As I understand the propt:>sal, Senator 
Bayh would have the Government buy up all 
presently issued weapons of the 2" variety
a highly questionable suggestion in view of 
the tremendous cost to the taxpayer. And 
we would have one more law on the books 
which in all likelihood would not be enforced 
at the court level any more than the good 
laws we already have in effect covering gun 
controls. Would it do what it purports to 
accomplish, i.e., the removal of concealable 
handguns from the criminal element. The 
one word answer is No. It would succeed in 
removing them from good law-abiding citi
zens, but not the criminal element of our 
society. Just as with anything that is de
clared illegal, there will always be someone 
willing to provide a supply. So what have we 
accomplished? Well, we will have one more 
relatively useless law on the books. a lot of 
good citizens outraged and inconvenienced, 
and we will have done absolutely nothing 
toward gun control within the criminal 
element! 

Is there a better way-a solution? I think 
so. As I have pointed out before, we already 
have laws on the books covering control of 
weapons. They are good laws and were well 
thought out and simple in their application. 
Where then do they fail? The uncontestable 
evidence clearly shows that the laws are NOT 
at fault--the system is failing in its obliga
tion at the prosecutor and court level. 

I like to compare the Justice System to a 
three legged milk stool-one leg being the 
police work, the second the prosecution, and 
the third the courts. Each must be strong 
and funotion properly or the stool will fail 
and be cast aside for something better. As I 
see it, we have two weak legs on our stool 
today, the prosecution and court legs are 
weak. I say they are weak, but not neces
sarily through their own culpability. But 
through lack of attention from the Federal 
level. 

Each month, police agencies all across 
America are required to report their activi
ties to the Federal Bureau of Investigation. 
This report is required by Federal laws, and 
covers every level of crime at the local level. 
This is good. It amounts to public scrutiny 
of the police work in this country. I'm all for 
that. But no such reporting is required of 
the offices of prosecution nor the Courts in 
this country. Dry rot has set in on two of the 
legs of our milk stool-and had the reporting 
requirement been extended to the prosecutor 
and court levels as well, we would not be in 
the fix we are today, and Senator Bayh would 
not be proposing yet another Federal law. 

I would urge the Congress to turn its at
tention to the Justice System in total, and 
to that end, I would propose that they con
sider this program. 

1. That the Police Departments of Amer
ica continue to report to the F.B.I. just as 
they do today. 

2. That Prosecutors Offices at the State and 
Local levels be required to make a similar re
port each month. This report to show: Name 
of Accused, INITIAL CHARGE placed by the 
Police; any reduced charges as a result of 
plea. bargaining; a.nd disposition of the case. 

3. That all Criminal Courts of this coun
try be required to report to the Justice De
partment. Their report to reflect Accused, 
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Charge, Disposition with particular atten
tion to SENTENCING. 

I would further urge that these reports 
be assembled by the Justice Department for 
study and publication. The F.B.I. publishes 
the results of their monthly reports now. I 
see no reason why the Justice Department 
should not hold Prosecutors and Judges 
similarly responsible. 

Far from becoming a burden upon all 
concerned, it should serve to provide a read
ily apparent index of trouble spots within 
the System, and to provide a basis for the 
Federal financial and other support these 
offices need. 

I come back to my original premise that 
the Justice System exists to provide the 
public good through protection and equity. 
As a Part of that system Police work is 
open to public accountability and well it 
should be! Is there any reason to be brought 
forward which would indicate that the Pros
ecutors and the Courts should not also be 
held similarly accountable to the public? I 
can think of none! 

The entire system of elective office in 
America is based upon the principle that 
the governed have the right to accounta
bility from the government. 

I recognize that as a professional police
man that I am not immune to being a bit 
one sided at times--each of us who counts 
himself a professional, be he a Lawyer, Doc
tor or Minister has this tendency. But I 
would point out with all candor that the 
Job a policeman must do is made all the 
more difficult when he has worked long and 
hard to build a case which will remove a bad 
egg from the innocent public, only to have 
the charges reduced for the convenience of 
the prosecutor and to help speed along the 
case load of a Judge. When this happens the 
public is not served, and the policeman 
begins to look upon the justice system with 
a Jaundiced eye. Of course the end result 
of all this is that the citizenry believes that 
the policeman is not doing his Job because 
that bad egg keeps getting back on the 
street. 

The public has a right to better than 
that! 

Very truly yours, 
WINSTON CHURCHILL, 

Chief of Police. 

ROBERT PERATROVICH 
OUTSTANDING LEADER 

HON. NICK BEGI CH 
OF ALASKA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 10, 1972 

Mr. BEGICH. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to eulogize, if only briefly, a great 
Alaskan who was recently lost from the 
Alaskan scene, Robert J. Peratrovich, 
Sr. 

Robert Peratrovich, an outstanding 
leader of a truly great Alaskan family 
will be remembered for the significant 
and lasting contributions he made not 
only to his native Klawock, but to ~ural 
Alaska as a whole. Not only did he es
tablish the first department store mo
tion picture theater and motion picture 
sound system in Klawock, but he also 
founded the Bayview Packing Co., which 
was one of the major economic bases of 
the community. One of his primary 
achievements was the establishment of 
the first light plant and water system in 
an Alaskan Native village. 

The enduring monuments of this self-
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educated Alaskan Native leader are the 
achievements he attained for his family, 
his people and his State. 

NEW LONG BEACH WOMEN'S 
HOSPITAL 

HON. CRAIG HOSMER 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 10, 1972 

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, the Long 
Beach Obstetrical and Gynecological 
Society in my congressional district and 
the Memorial Hospital Medical Center 
have joined together in an exciting new 
undertaking. 

A special ob-gyn task force has rec
ommended and the board of direc
tors has approved plans to create a new 
regional hospital for women in Long 
Beach, specializing in the care of mothers 
and new born infants. 

This is a unique and remarkable pro
gram for several reasons: 

First. Private physicians on the staffs 
of several hospitals taking the initiative 
to come together and delve into area
wide needs, develop a solution and carry 
it to fruition while placing personal and 
hospital interests becondary to what is 
best for the public. 

Second. Physicians concerning them
selves with the wastage inherent in 
duplication of facilities, the economics 
of regional consolidation for patients and 
their private or governmental insurance 
plans, and the benefits for quality made 
possible by bringing togetper all re
sources in one location. 

Third. Private practitioners taking the 
initiative to commit an entire medical 
society to providing for the needs of 
the indigent and near-indigent rather 
than waiting for governmental directive 
or looking the other way. 

I take this opportunity to commend the 
Long Beach medical community for its 
farsighted approach to a very real 
problem. 

A statement by the hospital describing 
this project follows: 
··pATTERN FOR FUTURE" -LoNG BEACH PHYSI

CIANS ANTICIPATE NEW NATIONAL DIRECTIONS 
IN SPEARHEADING PROPOSAL FOR PROTOTYPE 
OP WOMEN'S HOSPITALS 

Long Beach Obstetrical and Gynecological 
Society members have anticipated new na
tional directions in regional care for mothers 
and their babies with what might well be the 
prototype for other women's hospitals, ac
cording to Chicago's Dr. Ervin E. Nichols, as
sociate director of the American College of 
Obstetricians and Gynecologists. 

In a letter to the local society's women's 
hospital task force, Dr. Nichols noted that 
the American College has had two special 
conferences this year toward development of 
an official policy for regional obstetrical and 
gynecological services. 

He reported that a month ago the National 
Foundation (March of Dimes) called a high 
level national meeting of representatives of 
the obstetricians and gynecologists, the 
American Academy of Pediatrics, the Ameri
can Academy of Family Physicians and the 
American Medical Association to focus think
ing on guidelines for facilities and staffing 
for meeting needs of women and their babies. 

"If I were to project the future in hospital 
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care for maternity and newborn services," Dr. 
Nichols wrote to task force member Dr. Keith 
White, "I would project the following pat
terns: 

"1. Small community centers, which will be 
hospitals with minimal obstetrical facilities. 
These will be in areas where volume is low 
and distances are great. They will not have 
24-hour laboratory, nursing or anesthesia 
coverage. They will have a modern transport 
system for newborns ranging from mini
ambulances to helicopters. 

"2. Regional hospitals where the major 
bulk of the deliveries will take place. These 
hospitals wil! not necessarily be regulated by 
the size of service but rather by the range 
and quality of services offered. This means 
24-hour laboratory, nursing and anesthesia 
coverage and it is presumed that the major
ity of these hospitals w111 have a full-time 
director of education. 

"These regional hospitals will offer a full 
range of services and will be staffed in a 
fashion to provide all major consultations. 
We are seeing today many examples of this 
kind of service being provided in communi
ties through the mechanism of hospitals 
merging their obstetrical services . . . 

"It is my understanding that what you 
are considering in Long Beach is the regional 
hospital which in fact gives total support to 
maternity and newborn services with an in
tensive care unit. You would, in fact, be the 
referral hospital for most of the small hos
pitals in your geographic area . .. " 

Within the past year, a statewide meeting 
of specialists serving on the Ad Hoc Study 
Group on Maternal and Fetal monitoring 
met in San Francisco and concluded in its 
report that "at the present time, an insuffi
cient number of obstetric units in California 
are adequately equipped and staffed for the 
optimal care of high risk pregnancy." 

A New York State study was cited which 
said that at the present level of obstetric 
care, an obstetric unit is not efficient unless 
there are 2,000 or more births per year. 

"Under this definition," the Californians 
concluded noting that some feel that the 
number should be higher, "only 17 of 102 
hospitals offering obstetric care in Los An
geles County could be termed efficient. If 
the increased costs of high risk obstetric care 
are added to this calculation, the necessary 
number of births for efficient operation 
might be considerably greater." 

"Because it is clear that a significant per
centage of high risk pregnancies cannot be 
identified in advance of the onset of labor, 
optimal care for all high risk pregnancies 
cannot be assured unless all pregnancies re
ceive high risk care (before, during and after 
birth). 

"Our objective should be to establish high 
risk obstetric units whenever economically 
and wherever geographically feasible ... " 

The report recommended that "every hos
pital with a high risk obstetric unit must 
also contain a high risk newborn unit and 
vice-versa." 

The guidelines drafted by the group paral
lel those recommended by the Long Beach 
task force for the development of the wom
en's hospital at Memorial. 

MAN'S INHUMANITY TO MAN-HOW 
LONG? 

HON. WILLIAM J. SCHERLE 
OF IOWA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, October 10, 1972 

Mr. SCHERLE. Mr. Speaker, a child 
asks: "Where is daddy?" A mother asks: 
"How is my son?" A wife asks: "Is my 
husband alive or dead?" 
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Communist North Vietnam is sadis
tically practicing spiritual and mental 
genocide on over 1,758 American prison
ers of war and their families. 

How long? 

BIG BUSINESS, BIG LABOR, BIG 
GOVERNMENT 

HON. PHILIP M. CRANE 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, Oc~ober 10, 1972. 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, in recent 
years whenever a problem ha-s come to 
public attention the answer which most 
legislators, academicians, and journalists 
have arrived at has been a simple one: 
create a new government agency, regu
late the "problem" area involved, and ap
propriate additional funds. 

This easy and simple answer has one 
major ftaw: it has not worked, will not 
work in the future, and can never solve 
our problems. 

Far from solving our problems, govern
ment intervention has compounded those 
that already existed, and created a host 
of new ones. 

Today, there appears to be an increas
ing unwillingness to learn from the les
sons of history. We hear many allegedly 
"new" problems being discussed: con
sumer ~ffairs, environmental pollution, 
populatiOn control, and so forth. There 
are, however, no new "answers" pre
sented, only the same old response: cre
ate new regulations, new bureaucracies, 
and new enforcement powers. 

During the progressive era, and ever 
since, government has sought to regulate 
the economy, with the stated purpose of 
fighting monopoly and increasing com
petition. What has happened, writes Dr. 
George Roche III, the president of Hills
dale College in Michigan, is that, 

The actual result of such agencies as the 
Federal Communications Commission, the 
Civil Aeronautics Board, the Interstate Com
merce Commission, and similar regulatory 
commissions has been to retard competition, 
thus penalizing the consumer. 

In his recently published book, "The 
Bewildered Society," Dr. Roche declares 
that-

The classic symptoms of monopoly have 
been ( 1) an absence of price competition, 
and (2) inabi11ty for new competitors to en
ter the market place. What could be a more 
accurate description of a government-regu
lated monopoly. The FCC permits the already 
established giants in the communications 
field an absolute monopoly of the area by 
means of government licensure. The Civil 
Aeronautics Board does precisely the same 
thing for the airlines industry, and so on 
throughout American life. Not only are new 
competitors thus prevented from entering 
the field, but those non-competitors privil
eged to hold government licenses in various 
areas of the American economy are further 
privileged by means of government rate
setting policy which removes all price com
petition. 

Discussing the interlocking relation
ship which has developed between big 
government, big business, and big labor, 
Allan C. Brownfeld, writing in his "Roll 
Call" column, notes that-



October 10, 1972 
The close partnership between big busi

ness, big labor and big government makes it 
clear that the answer to our problems is not 
to be found within the political process, for 
that process is what has produced the larger 
portion of our problems. Government has 
stified initiative and competition and has 
deprived the average American of many of 
the real choices which were once available 
to him. 

Mr. Brownfeld declared that-
The question Americans have to face is 

whether or not they prefer freedom to regu
lation. Regulation has failed to solve our 
problems. Perhaps we should give freedom 
another chance. 

I wish to share with my colleagues the 
following column by Allan C. Brownfeld, 
which appeared in "Roll Call," the news
paper of Capitol Hill, of September 28, 
1972, and which is a discussion of the 
important new book by Dr. George 
Roche III, "The Bewildered Society." 
The column follows: 
BIG BUSINESS, BIG LABOR, BIG GOVERNMENT 

(By Allan c. Brownfeld) 
For many years Americans who have been 

concerned with problems ranging from racial 
discrimination, to environmental pollution, 
to business monopoly, to urban housing, have 
advanced a single answer to the difficulties 
they sought to correct: government regula
tion. 

Today, "consumer" advocates such as 
Ralph Nader point to what they consider to 
be a host of vital concerns; unsafe auto
mobiles, impure foods, improper working con
ditions. Their answer is the same answer 
given, for example, by Progressives in the 
early part of this century who sought to 
fight big business, men who called them
selves "trust busters." That response, and 
the response today, is simple: form a new 
government "policing" agency, pass new laws 
and new regulations. 

During the early part of this century a 
host of new governmental bodies were 
formed, allegedly to fight monopolies and to 
insure competition. The result of the actions 
of these bodies has been the opposite and, 
although we are frequently told by political 
spokesmen that businessmen oppose govern
ment intrusion into their affairs, the fact is 
that government intrusion has helped a cer
tain group of businessmen very much, and 
harmed the average citizen in whose name 
such intrusion was initially entered into. 

In an important new book, "The Bewil
dered Society" (Arlington House, 1972), 
George Roche III, the youthful and articu
late president of Hillsdale College in Michi
gan, sets forth the thesis that big govern
ment, big labor, and big business have, in 
effect, joined hands, to the great disadvan
tage of the average American. 

With regard to the regulatory agencies 
started during the Progressive Era, and con
tinued and expanded under the New Deal, 
Dr. Roche states that, "The original intent 
of the various regulatory agencies was to 
protect the consumer by encouraging compe
tition among those serving the public. The 
actual result of such agencies as the Federal 
Communications Commission, the Civil Aero
nautics Board, the Interstate Commerce Com
mission, and similar regulatory commissions 
has been to retard compeition, thus penaliz
ing the consumer." 

He notes that, "The classic symptoms of 
monopoly have been (1) an absence of price 
competition, and (2) 1nab111ty for new com-
petitors to enter the marketplace. What 
could be a more accurate description of a 
government-regulated monopoly? The FCC 
permits the already established giants in the 
communications field an absolute monopoly 
of the area by means of government licen
sure. The Civil Aeronautics Board does pre-
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cisely the same thing for the airlines indus
try, and so on throughout American life. 
Not only are new competitors thus prevented 
from entering the field, but those noncom
petitors privileged to hold government 
licenses in various areas of the American 
economy are further privileged by means of 
government rate-setting policy which re
moves all price competition." 

Government regulation, initially called for 
by those who expressed concern for the con
sumer, has resulted in an end to all choice
making by that very consumer. It is a con
tinuing illusion that businessmen, who gain 
their own monopoly position because of gov
ernment oppose that government regulation. 
Many businessmen prefer to maximize profits 
through a political arrangement rather than 
to take their chance in a free-market econ
omy. It is particularly ironical to hear those 
on the left criticize "capitalism" and "free 
enterprise" for the monopolies we face. They 
are not the result of capitalism. They are, in
stead, the result of the very government regu
lation which those on the left advocate as a 
"solution" to the prdblem it has actually 
created. 

This same view has been presented in some 
depth by Professor Yale Brozen of the Grad
uate School of Business of the University of 
Chicago. He points out that, "The regulatory 
agencies not only prevent those in transporta
tion from competing with each other-they 
also protect those in the industry from the 
entry of additional competitors. You cannot 
get into the trucking business, the airline 
business, the bus business, as you would enter 
retailing or manufacturing. You must be cer
tified by the CAB if you wish to enter the air
line business. The CAB has not certified an 
additional scheduled airline in continental 
U.S. since it began operating in 1938. The ICC 
will certify an additional common carrier 
truck company to operate on a given route 
only if it can be demonstrated that adequate 
truck service is not available on the route 
in question. The only major city in which you · 
can start a taxi business simply by applying 
for a taxi license and demonstrating that you 
carry the necessary public liability insurance 
and have safe equipment and drivers is Wash
ington, D.C. All other major cities stop any 
additional taxi operators from entering the 
business. They even prevent taxi operators 
from increasing the size of their fieets. Trans
portation regulation very effectively protects 
transportation companies from new competi
tion and produces the exact opposite of the 
situation which our antimonopoly laws were 
designed to produce .... " 

In our present political life there is much 
discussion of corruption and "influence ped
dling.'' The Republicans, it is said, are too 
closely tied with business, and the Democrats 
are too closely affiliated with labor. People are 
"paid off" to secure legislation favorable to 
the interests who are doing the paying. This 
is nothing new. The same was true in the 19th 
century. What is unfortunate is that we have 
not drawn the proper conclusions from such a 
situation. 

In an article prompted by the Credit Mo
bilier scandal, E. L. Godkin, the first editor 
of "The Nation" magazine, warned that the 
only possilble lasting answer to bribery and 
corruption would be an end to the power of 
congressmen to bestow great privilege upon 
private individuals and corporations. Godkin 
wrote: "The remedy is simple. The Govern
ment must get out of the 'protective' business 
and the 'subsidy' business and the 'improve
ment' business and the 'development' busi
ness. It must let trade and commerce, and 
manufacturers, and steamboats and railroads, 
and telegraphs alone. It cannot touch them 
without breeding corruption." 

All of the significant scandals of the late 
19th century were closely conneoted with the 
exercise of political power over the economy, 
and the same is true of our own period. Dr. 
Roche writes that, ". . . there evolved the 

34739 
dichotomy which saw businessmen preaching 
laissez faire doctrine for everyone else, while 
asking for government assistance in their 
own particular case." Today, the same 1s 
true. Businessmen oppose welfare payments, 
but support subsidization for their own 
businesses. Farmers oppose assistance to 
business, but favor subsidies for themselves. 
Teachers want more money spent for edu
cation, and less for everything else. Each 
group is against all subsidies but their own. 
Somehow, this is called "political principle" 
when high-minded men propose it in high
sounding phrases. It is, however, little more 
than the traditional feeding at the public 
trough. 

The arguments between business and 
labor, teachers and defense contractors, self
proclaimed "liberals" and self-proclafmed 
"conservatives" is usually about who will 
profit by control of the state machinery. In 
his volume, "The Memoirs of a Superfluous 
Man," Albert Jay Nock commented that 
"The object of the tussle is the materiai 
gains accruing from control of the state ma
chinery. It is easier to seize wealth than to 
produce it; and as long as the State makes 
the seizure of wealth a matter of legalized 
privilege, so long the squabble for that privi
lege will go on. As John Adams so correctly 
had foreseen, the few more sagacious mass
men will be continually trying to outwit the 
many who are less sagacious, and the many 
will in turn be trying to overpower the few 
by sheer force of nuxnbers." 

The close partnership between big busi
ness, big labor, and big government makes it 
clear th81t the answer to our problems is not 
to be found within the political process, for 
that process is what has produced the larger 
portion of our problems. Government has 
stified initiative and competition and has de
prived the average American of many of the 
real choices which were once available to 
him. 

The question Americans have to face is 
whether or not they prefer freedom to regu
lation. Regulation has faUed to solve our 
problems. Perhaps we should give freedom 
another chance. 

BURGER AIDE LINKED TO BID TO 
WEAKEN PRODUCT SAFETY Bil.JL 

HON. DONALD M. FRASER 
OF MINNESOTA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 10, 1972 

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Speaker, I was 
shocked to read on the front page of the 
October 6 New York Times that an aide 
to Chief Justice Burger has lobbied 
against the Consumer Product Safety 
Bill, H.R. 15003, which passed the House 
last month. 

The Times article states that Thomas 
G. Corcoran, an attorney with several 
drug industry clients lobbied extensively 
against this bill. He visited Speaker 
ALBERT in August and discussed H.R. 
15003. On this visit he was accompanied 
by Rowland F. Kirks, Director of the Ad
ministrative Office of the U.S. Courts. 
Mr. Corcoran has circulated a memoran
dum attacking this bill and he includes 
Chief Jw:itice Burger's criticisms of con
sumer bills. 

The Congress is finally moving to pro
tect the American consumer. Now we find 
that not only is the administration 
against that effort, but so is the Chief 
Justice of the United States. 

What is particularly appalling is that 
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Mr. Kirks joined Mr. Corcoran in an 
effort against a bill designed to pro
tect the rights of the individual. And, 
it seems strange that the Chief Justice 
of the United States is more concerned 
with judicial efficiency than with the 
preservation and extension of rights giv
en by the Constitution and the Congress. 
These actions severely strain the non
partial image of the courts and its offi
cials. 

I insert the Times article in the REc
ORD at this point: 

[From the New York Times, Oct. 6, 1972) 
BURGER .AIDE LINKED TO A BID TO WEAKEN 

PRODUCT SAFETY BILL 
(By Fred P. Graham) 

WASHINGTON, Oct. 5.-The chief adminis
trative officer of the Federal courts under 
Chief Justice Warren E. Burger has worked 
with a Washington drug industry lawyer in 
an effort to weaken the product safety bill 
now pending before Congress. He said he was 
doing so to avoid an increase in Federal court 
cases. 

Representative Carl Albert of Oklahoma, 
Speaker of the House, acknowledged today 
that a man "associated with judicial admin
istration" came to see him last August with 
a Washington lawyer, Thomas G. Corcoran. 
The man was subsequently identified as Row
land F. Kirks, the director of the administra
tive office of the United States Courts. 

Mr. Corcoran, a former New Deal official 
widely known as "Tommy the Cork," has 
several clients in the drug industry, which is 
leading the fight against the products safety 
blll. 

Mr. Albert said the two men urged him to 
remove some of the court remedies from the 
blll on the ground that the provisions would 
generate too much new litigation in the Fed
eral courts. 

The blll, which is designed to protect con
sumers from dangerous products, contains 
provisions that give the public broad rights 
to bring suits in Federal courts to force com
panies to follow safety standards or to pay 
damages if their products cause injuries. 

Mr. Corcoran was quoted today by Jack 
Anderson, the columnist, as stating that Mr. 
Kirks, saying he was acting for Chief Jus
tice Burger, asked Mr. Corcoran to see the 
Speaker about watering down the bill. 

Chief Justice Burger has warned in 
speeches against enacting consumer legisla
tion that he contends would create more 
cases and clog the heavily burdened Federal 
courts. In a speech before the American Bar 
Association four days before the approach to 
Mr. Albert, the Chief Justice called upon 
Congress to refrain from passing any bills 
without first considering their impact on the 
courts. 

Today, Chief Justice Burger's office and 
Mr. Kirks' office referred all questions about 
the incident to the Supreme Court's informa
tion officer, Banning E. Whittington. Mr. 
Whittington responded to questions by say
ing that neither the Chief Justice nor Mr. 
Kirks "would have anything to say about it." 
Mr-. Corcoran was said by his office to be out 
of town. 

MEMORANDUM TO CONGRESSMEN 
A Congressional source close to the inci

dent confirmed today that Mr. Kirks' office 
acknowledged several weeks ago that he was 
the man who accompanied Mr. Corcoran. Sev
eral weeks after the visit, Mr. Corcoran sent 
key Congressmen a memorandum with his 
professional card, attacking the sections of 
the bill broadening the public's right to sue, 
and quoting Chief Justice Burger's critical 
statements about consumer bills. 

Representative John E. Moss, Democrat of 
California, who is the chief House sponsor of 
the bill, said today of the incident, "If this 
is true, and there is very little evidence that 
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has surfaced that it is not true, it is a shock
ing and offensive intrusion by the Chief Jus
tice into the legislative process, bordering 
on judicial misconduct." 

UNCERTAIN ROLE 
Mr. Albert said that he did not know 

whether Mr. Corcoran was speaking as "a 
lobbyist or a lawyer" when he came to Capi
tol Hlll with the man who has been iden
tified as Mr. Kirks. Mr. Albert said he did 
not catch Mr. Kirks' name or tLtle, but the 
Speaker added that he understood him to be 
an official "associated with judicial admin
istration" who was there "to verify what 
Tommy was saying." 

"He said a provision in the bill would 
throw a lot more cases upon the Federal 
courts than they were prepared to handle," 
Mr. Albert said in an interview today. "So 
far as I can retnember, the name of Burger 
was never mentioned-they didn't come to 
me as representatives of Burger." 

Mr. Corcoran was said to have done all the 
talking, with Mr. Kirks nodding his agree
ment. 

Mr. Albert said he passed along Mr. Cor
coran's views to "two or three members of 
the Interstate and Foreign Commerce Com
mittee," which was then considering the 
blll. 

No action was taken in the committee as a 
result of Mr. Albert's message, but the bill was 
modified on the House floor by a voice vote 
to permit personal injury suits only if $10,-
000 in damages were alleged. 

Mr. Kirks, a 58-year-old former colleague 
of the Chief Justice when both were in the 
Justice Department during the Eisenhower 
Administration, was appointed to his present 
position by the Chief Justice shortly after he 
took office in 1969. 

There have been intermittent reports of in
formal lobbying at social functions by Chief 
Justice Burger with Congressmen about leg
islation afiecting the judiciary. But this is 
the first time that an allegation has been 
·made that Mr. Burger expressed his wishes 
through an intermediary. 

THE SCIENTIFIC COMMUNITY AND 
THE FEDERAL POLICYMAKING 
PROCESS 

HON. MARVIN L. ESCH 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 10, 1972 

Mr. ESCH. Mr. Speaker, historically, 
the American scientific community has 
remained somewhat aloof from govern
mental decisionmaking. This is not an 
indictment however; the fact of the mat
ter was that until the Second World War, 
few governmental decisions had major 
scientific or technological implications. 
But with the advent of such major pro
grams as the Manhattan project, in
creasingly it became necessary for the 
Federal Government to seek scientific 
and technical counsel. 

The early success of this relationship 
is clearly documented by the global domi
nation of the United States in World 
War II. But within relatively few years, 
praise for our scientific capabilities 
turned to doubt and in turn to fear as 
so many of the brilliant discoveries we 
had heralded became weapons of awe
some destruction. 

The·development of atomic energy and 
subsequently the production of the atom 
bomb represented one of the most strik-
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ing examples in the transformation of 
the scientist from hero to scapegoat. 
Clearly, the destruction of Hiroshima and 
Nagasaki brought the morality of scien
tific inquiry under severe scrptinization. 
And the public began to wonder whether 
the scientist did not have a greater re
sponsibility to society not only to produce 
the scientific foundation for future prog
ress but also to control the Jekyll and 
Hyde characteristics of his research so as 
to safeguard society. 

The reaction of the scientific commu
nity to this public disillusionment subse
quently led to greater insistence by the 
scientist and engineer to participate more 
directly within the Federal decisionmak
ing structure. Since then, we have wit
nessed a steady proliferation of scientific 
and technical advisory bodies working in 
direct support of local, State, and Na
tional Government. 

I offer one preliminary observation 
however. Today's world has come to ex
pect nothing less than the miraculous 
from the scientific community. This 
"overexpectation" or overreliance on 
technology, coupled with the widespread 
abuse of much of our scientific knowl
edge, has created a new credibility gap 
between the technical community and 
society. 

The point I am making is that where 
the level and nature of previous inputs 
may have been adequate--where the 
working relationships of the past be
tween the scientist and the Government 
may have served our needs-the Nation 
today faces a major crisis in developing 
a better way to integrate the talent and 
knowledge of the scientific and technical 
community into public policy decisions. 
CURRENT DISILLUSIONMENT WITH SCIENCE AND 

TECHNOLOGY 

American society is presently faced 
with two closely related domestic prob
lems which I feel can be solved through 
the joint effort of science and Govern
ment. On the one hand, there is the 
growing demand for improved civilian 
services and for a reorienting of pri
orities in favor of pressing societal prob
lems. On the other hand, there is the 
need to revive both the spirit and pro
ductivity of the technical community. 

So many times I hear these two prob
lems discussed as if the former were a 
governmental problem, and the latter, a 
problem peculiar to the scientific and 
engineering community. But I am con
vinced that both these problems have 
much in common. 

In particular, I ask why should we not 
be able to furnish more and better civil
ian services through technology? It ap
pears just as obvious that the many 
scientists and engineers who are pres
ently unemployed or underemployed due 
to cutbacks in defense and space should 
be able to be converted or retrained 
for work in major civilian-oriented tech
nologies. The result would be the mar
riage of the scientific and engineering 
community to the Government in order 
to solve our pressing domestic problems. 

A few of the many areas which might 
particularly benefit from more scientific 
and technological attention include: 
public health care, mass transit, urban 
renewal, energy resource development, 
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and environmental control. These are 
just a handful of the many opportunities 
which could be explored by the scientific 
community given adequate Government 
support. And by Government support, I 
refer not only to actual funding for civil
ian research and development, but in 
addition, to the stimulation of academic, 
community, and private industry groups 
by new and innovative Government in
centives. I will address this" thought later. 

INTEGRATING SCIENTIFIC INPUT 

Let me return now to my original 
thrust concerning how we can better in
tegrate the counsel of the scientific and 
technical community into public policy 
decisions. 

At present, the primary inputs to the 
Congress take the form of ad hoc advice 
elicited through testimony, through task 
forces such as the energy task force on 
which I serve, through special commit
tees, and, through studies by the Na
tional Academy of Science, National 
Science Foundation, and Library of Con
gress. The weakness in these methods 
however is the rather haphazard manner 
in which the scientific resources are ag
gregated and communicated. In other 
words, there is no particular means by 
which the needs and talents of the scien
tific and technical community as a whole 
can be integrated for use by the Con
gress. Thus, our inputs tend to be spo
radic and single-issue oriented. 

Furthermore, by the time an issue of 
major scientific import reaches the Con
gress, it frequently has critical and quite 
far-reaching dimensions which require 
immediate attention. The very urgency 
of the problem then leaves little time for 
the extensive study, evaluation, and rec
ommendation necessary for sound policy
making. 

Very simply, therefore, we need im
proved inputs-as well as a better sys
tem of inputs--to enhance the eft"ective
ness of our congressional programs. If 
the system is to operate efficiently, this 
process of input and output must be more 
evenly balanced. 
'THE NEED FOR A CONGRESSIONAL AGENCY TO 

COORDINATE INPUTS 

It is my opinion that Congress needs 
a permanent body to coordinate and 
translate the inputs of the scientific com
munity so that policymaking can better 
respond to the needs of the country. Such 
11. group would also keep Congress aware 
of emerging issues so that, if and when 
a policy decision is required, the Congress 
would be informed and prepared. 

I might point out that this idea is not 
new. In 1965 Congressman GEORGE MIL
LER, chairman of the House Committee 
on Science and Astronautics, of which I 
am a member, asked the National Acad
emy of Sciences for an advisory report 
to Congress on the support of basic sci
entific research by the U.S. Government. 
The key word is "advisory." This was 
not an ad hoc issue assignment--rather 
it was a request for a thoughtful analy
sis on the status of Federal research. The 
Academy produced a detailed and very 
valuable study compiled by leading peo
ple in the field. However, this was a tem
porary committee and afte!" completing 
the study the body was disbanded. 

More recently, my Subcommittee on 
C.XVID--2189-Part 26 
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Science, Research, and Development 
within the House Science Committee be
came interested in technical information 
for Congress. In 1969 we requested that 
the Library of Congress prepare a report 
on "Technical Information for Con
gress." It is interesting to note that the 
one overriding finding of this study was 
that the communication between scien
tist and policymaker needs immediate 
strengthening. Specifically, the Congress 
was told that it needed a more regular 
source of input-s from the scientist and 
engineer if it was to produce sound poli
cies on technological matters. 

This is not to discount, however, the 
contribution of a number of existing ad
visory bodies. Such offices as the Federal 
Council on Science and Technology and 
the Office of Science and Technology do 
function to provide scientific input. But 
their point of contact is basically with 
the Executive Office of the President. 

Two years ago the Library of Congress 
was expanded in order to better advise 
and assist congressional committees. 
However, the Library is only equipped to 
perform limited research. 

An imaginative and more recent ap
proach to assist the Congress in this area 
is found in the current legislation to 
create an Office of Technology Assess
ment. Bills to create this Qffice have 
passed both the House and the Senate, 
all conflicts in the bills have been re
solved, and the legislation should be 
signed into law very shortly. 

This Office will closely approximate 
the approach suggested in the "Tech
nical Information for Congress" report. 
The proposed Office ~ill be an informa
tion gathering agency within the legis
lative branch directed by a policymak
ing body composed of Members of Con
gress. The basic responsibilities of the 
Office will be to provide an early ap
praisal of the probable impacts--posi
tive and negative-of the applications of 
technology and to develop other coordi
nate technical information in support of 
the Congress. 

I personally consider the Office of 
Technology Assessment to be the first 
major step in supplementing the exist
ing systems of acquiring information 
such as the hearing procedure. 
U. INCREASING THE LEVEL OF BASIC AND APPLIED 

RESEARCH 

Of major interest to the scientific and 
technical community is the level of fund
ing for basic and applied research. I 
would like to comment on one aspect of 
this issue-federally supported R. & D. 

I personally know of no easy way to 
determine the proper level of Federal 
funding for research and development. 
In fact. when the National Academy of 
Sciences Committee studied this same 
problem for the Science Committee, the 
Academy came up with as many answers 
as it had members. 

But while I have no specific answer as 
to the "proper" level of R. & D. in dol
lars and cents, I do believe the level 
should be sufficient to produce the sci-
entific foundation to permit us to ad
dress society's most urgent technological 
problems. I think there will be no dis
agreement, however, that the current 
level of civilian-oriented R. & D. is not 
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as high as it should be. A rough compari
son our investment and that of other 
nations provides the proof. 

I? terms of total R. & D. funding, the 
Umted States does not employ scientists 
and engineers in civilian R. & D. on 
anything even approximating the scale 
of Western Europe or Japan. Our De
partment of Commerce indicates that 
Western, Europe, with a population 30 
percent larger than that of the United 
States and a gross national product one
third smaller, has a third more techni
cal people engaged in civilian and indus
trial research. Japan, with only half the 
population of the United States and 
one-seventh of its GNP, has 70 percent 
as many researchers in the civilian area 
as we have. 

One issue intimately tied to this dis
cussion of course, concerns the actual 
allocation of our federal R. & D. dollar. 
Approximately 7 percent of our national 
budget is presently allocated to R. & D. 
of which at least half is tommitted to 
defense. Perhaps it is not our level of 
~· & _D. per se which is too low, rather 
It rmght be that portion allocated to 
civilian research. Although the percent
age of Federal expenditures spent on 
military related research and develop
ment has decreased in the past few 
years, our response to these changes has 
not adequately provided transference of 
skills to the civilian sector. 

In the past 5 years thousands of sci
entists and engineers have become un
employed because of shifts in Federal 
spending on research from the military 
sector. We have all heard nuclear physi
cists driving taxis because they could 
not find other employmeent. This seems 
an illogical waste of resources. 

The contribution which these scient
ists and engineers could make toward 
helping to solve our environmental and 
urban problems seems limited only by 
the depth of our commitment. This 
spring I had the opportunity to meet 
with several doctoral students in nuclear 
physics. These scientists are working on 
a project using high force magnetism to 
purify water. Their experiments could 
lead to a technology which would be able 
to clean up our nation's lakes and rivers 
to a better standard and at a cost con
siderably below present systems. 

The Federal Government's role in en
couraging this kind of transference can 
be to fund additional civilian research 
and development projects and to create 
a national conversion mechanism which 
will encourage highly skilled persons to 
seek alternative modes of employment. 
Hopefully, the Science and Astronautics 
Committee will assume the responsibility 
in the next Congress to take this on as 
a major task. 

Assistance to those interested in the 
social sciences has also been seriously 
lacking in the past few years. Many in 
Congress have been reluctant to fund re
search projects in the social sciences be
cause of their lack of exact answers to 
the kinds of questions they have been 
trying to answer. This type of logic woUld 
have preveT:ted development of the first 
jet airplane merely because the tech
nologies were not yet available to pre
sent = a complete answer to a complex 
problem. We must realize that many of 
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the problems which we ask government 
to solve involve the social as well as the 
physical sciences. Denying funding to 
research and development in the social 
sciences then leaves many jobs only half 
done. 

There have been a number of major 
proposals for the reallocation of federal 
R. & D. resources. This past year the 
President appointed a high level task 
force to review Federal research policies 
and to formulate a comprehensive re
search focus for the Federal Govern
ment. The task force was headed by Wil
liam McGruder. Its proposal's were far
reach1ng and should help to redirect and 
reestablish our research efforts toward 
pressing domestic problems. 

Under present policy, the U.S. pursues 
most of its civilian-oriented R. & D. 
through the so-called mission agencies 
such as Housing and Urban Development, 
National Aeronautics and Space Admin
istration, Department of Transportation, 
and a number of others. 

One popular approach which involves 
reprograming Federal support for 
R. & D. is the National Science Policy 
and Priorities Act of 1972. This act 
passed the Senate in August and is now 
before the Science Committee in the 
House. 

The bill would raise the total invest
ment in scientific and technological R. & 
D. with the spending level tied directly 
to the gross national product. The legis
lation would also raise Federal funding 
for civilian R. & D. to a parity with Fed
eral obligations for defense research and 
engineering activities. 

The focal point of the bill's funding 
would be in high-priority societal needs
urban decay, mass transportation, en
vironmental control, and other similar 
areas. The act would also create a Civil 
Systems Administration, much like a 
civilian NASA, to operate within the Na
tional Science Foundation. 

I would like to comment briefly on this 
particular bill. While I favor a realloca
tion of existing R. & D. funds in favor of 
civilian research, I am seriously con
cerned over several aspects of the bill. 

First, I do not feel the GNP is an ade
quate index for comparison since its 
growth is not always a qualitative one. 
Second, I am troubled at the prospect 
of undermining the traditional science 
education and basic research mission of 
the National Science Foundation. I am 
also fearful that the creation of another 
bureaucracy, such as the Civil System 
Administration, might only serve to drive 
the Federal Government and the scien
tific community further from the prob
lems and needs of the individual citizen 
as well as his local and State government. 

Personally, I would rather encourage 
programs geared to developing healthy 
and productive innovation rather than 
those dependent upon massive Govern-
ment grants and "make work" solutions. 
Furthermore, the present administration 
is working in that direction. 

Specifically, the administration intro
duced an experimental incentives pro
gram last year which commits the Na
tional Science Foundation and the Na
tional Bureau of Standards to a joint ef
fort for stimulating technological in-
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novation. The program for the first year 
includes a rather modest budget of $40 
million but the aim of the Experimental 
Incentives Program is to develop new 
technologies that will in themselves cre
ate new jobs rather than commit vast 
sums of money to vague and untested 
areas. 

m. CONCLUSION 

I have focused on what I feel to be 
two key issues of mutual concern to the 
scientific community and the Congress. 
On the one hand, I feel the Congress 
needs to more effectively integrate in
puts from the scientific and technical 
community. On the other hand, the Na
tion is demanding a reallocation of re
search and development in favor of 
civilian technology. What we are really 
seeking therefore is a reorientation of 
science priorities through the develop
ment of a coherent national policy. 

The Committee on Science and Astro
nautics has been exploring this very 
complex issue for the past several years. 
We have held hearings on an annual 
basis related to this topic with the prod
uct of our work being reftected in the 
March 1972 presidential message on 
science and technology. 

I personally believe there is an urgent 
need for a coherent national policy, one 
that would call for a reordering of prior
ities, for a'higher level of civilian R. & D. 
and one that would focus on the human 
needs of society. 

I would conclude on the theme of hu
manistic science policy and the scientist. 
What can the scientific community con
tribute? My best answer is to repeat the 
words of a member of the science com
munity, Robert Andrew Milligan: 

The most important contribution that we 
scientists can make is to go on with our own 
research and teaching in science, to follow 
where curiosity leads and to take the small 
steps that culminate, once or twice in a 
generation, in those great universal syn
theses like quoa.ntum mechanics . . . the 
genetic code, and the theory of the evolu
tion of the stars. 

CffiCAGO'S 1972 COLUMBUS DAY 
PARADE 

HON. FRANK ANNUNZIO 
OF n.LINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 10, 1972 

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, yester
day Chicago celebrated the discovery of 
America 480 years ago by Christopher 
Columbus. Our annual Columbus Day 
celebration and parade, now a tradition 
in Chicago, was a spectacular success 
and I was honored to serve as grand 
marshal for the parade. 

The theme for this year's parade was 
"America-Nation of Immigrants." It 
was especially appropriate because 
Columbus Day is a truly American holi
day celebrating the courage, foresight, 
and intrepid fortitude of a man who 
dared to follow his ideals. 

This spirit of Columbus symbolizes the 
dedicated idealism and the combined 
efforts of all ethnic groups which have 
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made our city and our Nation great. Our 
national spirit, like the spirit of Colum
bus, is one of innovative independence 
and courageous perseverance, and it was 
the immigrant groups which proved their 
dedication to the ideal of freedom by be
ginning anew and contributing together 
to the growth and development of our 
great country. Chicago's Columbus Day 
event was a celebration of the success 
and achievements of all ethnic groups 
in their contributions to our national 
heritage. 

Chicago's parade is the culmination of 
a series of specially planned events to 
mark the discovery of America. Yester
day the celebration began with a con
celebrated mass at Our Lady of Pompeii 
Church in Chicago. Presiding at the mass 
was most Rev. Michael R. Dempsey, 
auxiliary bishop of Chicago. The chap
lains at this sacred occasion were Rev. 
Armando Pierini, C.S., and Rev. Peter 
Riga, C.S. The concelebrants included 
Very Rev. Edward M. Pellicore, Rev. 
John DiVito, C.S., Rev. Laurence Cozzi, 
C.S., Rev. Gino Dal Piaz, C.S., Rev. 
Angelo Gargin, and Rev. Leonard H. 
Mattei. The homily was given by Rev. 
Paul J. Asciolla, coeditor of FRA NOI. 

Special wreath-laying ceremonies took 
place at 11 a.m. at the Columbus Statue 
in Vernon Park, and at 3 p.m., following 
the parade, the Order, Sons of Italy in 
America laid a wreath at the Columbus 
statue in Grant Park. 

The main event of our celebration, 
Chicago's gigantic Columbus Day pa
rade, began on State Street at 1 p.m. 
Seventy ftoats, depicting the theme of 
the parade, and 79 units, representing 
every branch of the U.S. Armed Forces, 
participated in the procession. Women 
and children wearing authentic native 
costumes of Italy rode on the floats and 
John Raga, 5744 West North Avenue, a 
senior at DePaul University, portrayed 
Christopher Columbus. In addition, vari
ous school bands, core of marchers, and a 
number of drum and bugle corps took 
part in the parade. 

This year our special guest was Mrs. 
Pat Nixon, our President's wife. Leading 
the parade was honorary chairman of 
the parade, the outstanding mayor of 
Chicago, Hon. Richard J. Daley; General 
Chairman John C. Porcelli, Anthony 
Paterno, Dr. Giuseppe Avitabile, the dis
tinguished consul general of Italy in Chi
cago; as well as Mr. Michael Balzano, 
Special Assistant to the President; 
Charles C. Porcelli, president of the 
Joint Civic Committee of Italian Ameri
cans; Mrs. Richard B. Ogilvie; Congress
man RoMAN C. PuciNSKI; Senator and 
Mrs. Charles Percy; States' Attorney Ed
ward V. Hanrahan; Hon. William F. Cel
Uni, director of the Dlinois Department 
of Public Works and Buildings; Hon. 
Michael Howlett, auditor of public ac
counts; Hon. Lawrence X. Pusateri, Illi
nois liquor control commissioner; Hon. 
Matthew Danaher, county clerk; Hon. 
Robert J. Quinn, commissioner of the 
Chicago Fire Department; 

Hon. William J. Laurino, State repre
sentative for the 15th District; Hon. 
Ralph C. Capparelli, State representa
tive for the 16th District; Hon. Thaddeus 
Lechowitz, State representative for the 
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17th District; Hon. Vito Marzullo, alder
man for the 25th ward; Hon. Elmer R. 
Filippini, alderman for the 30th ward; 
Hon. Anthony Laurino, alderman for the 
39th ward; Hon. Thomas Lyons, 45th 
ward committeeman; Dan Walker, 
Democratic candidate for Governor of 
Dlinois; Michael Galasso, Democratic 
candidate for Congress from the Sixth 
Congressional District; and John La
Spisa, mayor of Melrose Park. Following 
them in the line of march were many 
political dignitaries, too numerous to 
mention, civic leaders. members of the 
judiciary, businessmen from the com
munity, and labor leaders. 

Sponsor of the Columbus Day parade 
and other related activities honoring 
Christopher Columbus was the Joint 
Civic Committee of Italian Americans, 
comprised of more than 40 Italo-Ameri
can civic organizations in the Chicago
land area. Many local groups cooperated 
with the Joint Civic Committee in this 
communitywide tribute to Columbus, and 
John C. Porcelli served as general chair
man of the 1972 parade, and Anthony 
Sorrentino, consultant to the Joint Civic 
Committee of Italian Americans helped 
to coordinate the various activities. 

One of the highlights of Chicago's 
Columbus Day celebration is selection of 
the queen of the parade. This year, 
Peggy Pilas, 5901 North Sheridan, Chi
cago, was chosen to reign as queen of the 
Columbus Day parade. The prizes 
awarded to the queen included a free 
trip to Italy, courtesy of Alitalia Airlines; 
a weekend trip for two to Las Vegas, 
courtesy of the Nick Nitti Travel Bureau; 
and a $100 gift certificate from John C. 
Porcelli, chairman of the Columbus Day· 
parade. 

The queen will also be the guest of 
the Italian-Arr.erican Police Association 
of Dlinois at the man-of-the-year 
dinner-dance, honoring Anthony Pa
terno, on November 12; meet June Havoc 
at the Pheasant Run Theater; meet the 
aerialist queen of ~he Ringling Brothers' 
Barnum and Bailey Circus; meet the ice 
queen of the Ice Follies at the Chicago 
Stadium; and toss the first basketball 
for the season opener of the Chicago 
Bull's basketball team at the Chicago 
stadium. The wardrobe for the queen 
and her court were from Alden's Depart
ment Store. 

Members of the queen's court were 
Regina Panarese, 1016 North East Ave
nue, Oak Park, Marian Maggiore, 5154 
South Newland, Chicago, Rosalie Lo
Galbo, 3606 Hawthorne, Franklin Park, 
and Mary Lois DoCurro, 4853 North 
Neva, Chicago. The members of the 
court each received a $25 check from 
John C. Porcelli. Other prizes included 
gowns, trophies, and bouquets of :flowers. 

Judges for the queen's contest were 
Hon. Lawrence Di Prima, Dlinois State 
representative; Carmen Fanzone of the 
Chicago Cubs; Linda Lucatosto, former 
Columbus Day queen; Judge Philip 
Romiti, Cook County Circuit Court; 
Louis Seno, president of Seno and Sones; 
Anthony Sulla, art director at WGN-TV; 
and Grace Zolicke, sales manager at Al
den's Department Store. 

The Columbus Day parade in Chicago 
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is one of the highlights of the year for 
residents of the area and yesterday the 
parade attracted over 1 million people 
on State Street. An additional 2 million 
people viewed the procession on televi
sion, which WGN-TV televised again this 
year as it has in the past. Sponsors of 
the telecast were Anthony Paterno of 
the Pacific Wine Co., Dominick Di Mat
teo of Dominick's Finer Foods, and Frank 
Armanetti of Armanetti Liquor Stores. 

The Columbus Day extravaganza 
closed with a reception at 4 p.m. at the 
Chateau Royale, 5743 West Chicago Ave
nue, Chicago. Mrs. Serafina Ferrara and 
Mrs. Jean Abbott were the official host
esses at the reception which was held in 
honor of all of the officers, subcommittee 
chairman and members who participated 
in making the 1972 Columbus Day pa
rade the greatest parade ever, and bring
ing the attention of the entire Nation 
to our city of Chicago. Leaders of the 
Italo-American organizations from D
linois were present at the reception as 
well as officials from the city of Chicago, 
from Cook County, and from the State 
of Illinois. 

On Thursday evening, October 12, the 
Joint Civic Committee will present a 
cuisine and culture program on Genoa 
and the surrounding province of Lig
uria at the Como Inn, 546 North Mil
waukee. Father Armando Pierini will 
show slides of this area of Italy and 
Gino Secco will give the narration. The 
event will draw special attantion to the 
city of Genoa where Columbus was born. 

I was honored this year to be the grand 
marshal of the Columbus Day parade 
and to participate in the second cele
bration of Columbus Day as a national 
legal holiday. The members of the Joint 
Civic Committee of Italian Americans 
are to be commended for their stead
fast dedication and the genuine hard 
work that goes into the planning of an 
event as varied and monumental as the 
Chicago Columbus Day· parade. These 
efforts are a credit to our city of Chi
cago and attest to the diverse creativity 
of all of our people. 

Mr. Speaker, the officers and members 
of the 1972 Chicago Columbus Day par
ade committee are as follows: 
COLUMBUS DAY PARADE COMMITI'EE, JOINT 

CIVIC COMMITTEE OF ITALIAN AMERICANS 

John C. Porcelli, General Chairman 1972. 
Congressman Frank Annunzio, Grand 

Marshall. 
HONORARY CHAmMEN 

Honorable Richard J. Daley. 
Dr. Giuseppe Avitabile, Counsul General of 

Italy. 
OFFICERS 

Charles C. Porcelli, President; Anthony J. 
FornelU, 1st Vice President; Dr. James P. 
Greco, 2nd Vice President; James Coli, 3rd 
Vice President; Joseph U. Bottalla, 4th Vice 

· President; Dr. N. J. Bruno, 5th Vice Presi
dent; John G. Rovetto, Treasurer; Ettore 
Divito, Secretary; Achllle J. Chiappetta, Sgt. 
at Arms; Anthony Sorrentino, Consultant. 

PRESIDENT EMERITUS 

Anthony Paterno. 
PAST PRESIDENTS 

Peter R. Scalise, Dr. Mario 0. Rubinelli, 
Victor J. Failla, Anthony Bottalla.. 
EXECUTIVE ASSISTANTS TO GENERAL CHAIRMAN 

Anthony J. Fornelll, Jack G. High. 
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SECIAL ASSISTAN'l'S TO GENERAL CHAmMAN 

Joseph DeLetto, Dominick P. Dolci, Peter 
c. Ingra.ftla, Marshall Anthony R. Pilas, Jo
seph J. Scllbra, Joseph Tolitano, Jerome 
Zurla. 

COCHAIRMEN 

Frank Armanetti, Fred Bartoli, Anthony 
Bottalla, Martin R. Buccieri, James Coli, 
Dominick Dimatteo, Victor J. Fallla, Nello V. 
Ferrara, Anthony Paterno, Dr. Mario o. 
Rubinell1, Anthony Terlato. 

SUBCOMMITTEES 

Public officials 
Hon. John D'Arco, Co-Chairman; Hon. 

Louis Garippo, Co-Chairman; Hon. Anthony 
Laurino, Co-Chairman; Hon Vito Marzullo, 
Co-Chairman. 

Chaplain 
Reverend Amando Pierini, C.S. 

Television & radio sponsors 
Anthony Paterno, Chairman; Frank Arm

anetti; Dominick Dimatteo. 
Finance & souvenir book 

Joseph DeLetto, Chairman; Frank N. 
Catrambone, Sr., Co-Chairman; Sam Cerni
glla, Co-Chairman; Mrs. Serafina Ferrara, 
Co-Chairman; Mathew J. Alagna; Mo. Cav. 
Domenick M. Alberti; Anthony Apa; William 
Boschelli; Sam Canino; Frank Cacciatore, Jr.; 
Charles Carosella; Joseph Comella; John 
D'Arco, Jr.; Louis Farina; Joseph Fusco; Peter 
Lavorata; Ralph Massey; Marino Mazzei; 
Joseph Nicoletti; Louis H. Rago; Michael R. 
Rosinia; George Salerno; Benny Zucchini. 

Program & arrangements 
Hon. Victor A. Arrigo, Chairman; Dr. 

Joseph H. DiLeonarde, Co-Chairman; William 
Fantozzi; Rosario Lombardo; Dr. Joseph J. 
Sirchio; Peter Tatooles; Amedeo Yelmini. 

Queen contest 
Fred Mazzei, Co-Chairman; Mrs. Josephine 

Bianco, Co-Chairman; Anita Louise Bianco, 
Special Assistant; Domenick Difrisco, Ad
visor; Sam Bruno, Photographer; Joseph 
Alagna; Bernard J. Fiorito; Stephen Fioren
tino; Charles Cannon Giannone; Joseph 
Lucania; Frank Mariani; Robert Napoli; Vin
cent Saverino; Wllliam Capraro; Jerome 
Zurla. 

Religious program & organizations 
Joseph DeSerto, Chairman; Louis Moretti, 

Co-Chairman; Carl Ferina; Michael R. For
tino; Michael J. Mento; John Spatuzza. 

Bands, marchers & transportation 
Dr. James F. Greco, Chairman; Jordan 

Canzone, Co-Chairman; Mo. Cav. Dominick 
M. Alberti; Frank Bottigliero; Hon. Law
rence Diprima; John Epifanio; Michael R. 
Galasso; Dr. Joseph J. Sirchio. 

Labor 
James Coli, Co-Chairman; Victor J. Failla, 

Co-Chairman; Thomas Siracusa; Edward 
Coco; Angelo Fosco; John Parise. 

Parade Marshalls 
Marco DeStefano, Chairman; Louis H. Rago, 

Co-Chairman; Sam Canino; Louis Del Med
ico; Ettore DiVito, Michael Epi!anio; Nell 
Francis; Henry Jenero; Guido H. Melone; 
Marshall Anthony Pilas; Vito Sic111ano; Jo
seph Tolltano; Frank J. Tomaso. 

Business and Professional 
Carl DeMoon, Chairman; Anthony Terlato, 

Co-Chairman; Vincent Lucania, Co-Chair
man; Tom Ardino; Joseph Bottalla; Dr. N. R. 
Bruno; Jack Cerone; Achille J. Chlapetta: 
Dominic Chlrchirillo; Carl Cipolla; Charles 
P. DeVito; Joseph Fontana; Albert Litterio~ 
Andrew B. Loiacono; Vincent F. Lucchese;. 
Vincent Lupo; Arthur Monaco; Dr. Frank 
Motto; Anthony Partlpllo; John Paterno; 
Paul Paterno; Anthony Pell1cano; Alex Puc
cillo; Hon. Ph111p Romiti; Gerald L. Sbarboro; 
Peter R. Scalise; Hon. Anthony Scotlllo; Louis 
Seno; Anthony Bulla; Horatio Tocco. 
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Authentic Italian Costumes 

Dr. Mary Ellen (Mancina) Batinich, Chair
man; Mrs. Tena Amico, Co-Chairman; Mrs. 
Maria DeSerto, Co-Chairman; Mrs. Elena 
Frigoletti, Co-Chairman; Mrs. Josephine La
vorata, Co-Chairman; Mrs. Norma Battisti; 
Mrs. Stella Boschelli; Mrs. Mary Ann Cervi; 
Mrs. Judity Guzaldo; Miss Barbara Inendino; 
Mrs. Ann Menconi; Mrs. Ann Parisi; Mrs. 
Marie Pedi; Mrs. Annette Salvatore; Mrs. 
Mary Spallitta; Mrs. Dorothy Tardi; Mrs. 
Ange Tufano; Mrs. Ann Yelmini. 

Floats 
John G. Rovetto, Chairman; Sam Canino, 

Co-Chairman; Joseph Rovetto, Co-Chairman; 
Joseph Pope. 

Float Personnel 
Lawrence Spallitta, Chairman; Tom Ardi

ne; Nick Bianco; Russell Bonadonna; Ste
phen Fiorentino; Joseph Pantaleo; Mrs. Mary 
Spallitta. 

Cuisine and Culture 
Liguria Region (Genoa) , Como Inn-Oct. 

12. Ann Sorentino, Chairman. 

THE HERITAGE OF COLUMBUS 

HON. FRANK J. BRASCO 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 10, 1972 

Mr. BRASCO. Mr. Speaker, in mark
ing the holiday now known nationally as 
Columbus Day, we do more than honor 
the memory of one man. America has 
a tendency to encapsulate her heroes in 
a cocoon of admiration that all too often 
shields the person and his or her motiva
tion from the sight of adoring future 
generations. 

Columbus was an Italian sailor with 
a vision, and he was willing to risk his 
all, including his reputation and life, on 
that dream. The discovery and explora
tion of this hemisphere is the monu
ment to his faith. Yet this is just the 
start of it all. 

This New World has served as a safety 
valve for the Old World for more than 
four centuries, and to a significant ex
tent is still serving that purpose. From 
scores of ancient lands the dispossessed 
came, seeking the same dream, but for 
different reasons. 

Today, that dream still glimmers 
brightly across the world, perceived at 
times dimly through the mist of oppres
sion, barbarism, and dictatorship. 

From that first voyage of Columbus 
sprang a mighty series of accomplish
ments, including a series of individual 
freedoms unheard of in the Old World 
and still rare across the face of our 
globe. 

Our way of life, in spite of all the 
deviations of history and efforts of those 
who seek the easy path of no liberty at 
all, is still sought after and admired by 
hundreds of millions of human beings. 

Columbus perceived only dimly the 
consequences of his voyages of explora
tion. He could not accurately predict 
what the wonders of man's technology 
would bring into being. 

Yet he did understand clearly what he 
sought and what could come from the 
successful prosecution of his efforts. He 
foresaw a vast agglomeration of new 
jurisdictions, bursting with vitality and 
endeavor. He understood toward the end 
..of his life that he had opened men's eyes 
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not to an extension of an old world, but 
rather to the discovery of a new one, 
with all that this entailed. 

His fate was that reserved for so many 
truly outstanding persons; disappoint
ment, nonrecognition and a death in the 
humblest of circumstances. 

Among his greatest accomplishments 
was throwing open a new world to settle
ment, making available brand new lives 
to millions, including so many from the 
land of his birth; Italy. Today, America 
claims millions upon millions of citizens 
of Italian ancestry, descendants of those 
who followed Columbus' dream to these 
shores. They still believe as he did, that 
this new world was and is bright with 
promise, brimming with opportunity and 
vibrant with the spirit of freedom. 

Just as he found fulfillment of his 
dream through the voyages of explora
tion, so we, descendants of those who 
followed, have found a similar fulfill
ment in the lives we lead here in this 
country. 

It behooves us to understand Colum
bus as a man, rather than a shadowy, 
heroic figure who "sailed the ocean blue 
in '92." Even a cursory reading of the 
definitive biography of the man, "Chris
topher Columbus, Admiral of the Ocean 
Sea," by Samuel Eliot Morison, reveals 
him to be a many-faceted individual, 
worthy of his dream, his heritage, and 
his accomplishments. 

NINE HUNDRED ADHERENTS PAROL! 
IN ESPERANTO 

HON. SEYMOUR HALPERN 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 10, 1972 

Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Speaker, ever since 
the time of the Tower of Babel, language 
differences have been a key barrier to 
understanding between men and nations. 
Throughout history, individuals have de
vised languages that could be spoken by 
peoples across the globe. This objective 
is still being pursued by the world 
Esperanto movement. 

The language of Esperanto was first 
hailed by its adherents as a means by 
which to achieve international peace. To
day it is spoken for more pragmatic ob
jectives; to enable greater cooperation 
internationally in such matters as tour
ism, trade, diplomacy, and scientific 
communication. 

The 57th World Esperanto Congress 
was held in the United States this past 
summer. This marked the first time in 
over half a century that the movement 
has met in this country where, because 
of the almost complete predominance of 
English, there has been little pressure on 
American citizens to learn a universal 
language. However, Esperanto has gained 
many thousands of followers in those 
countries of Europe and Asia within 
which several tongues coexist. The direc
tor of the World Esperanto Association 
estimates that 100,000 citizens of various 
countries are fluent in this universal 
language, while several million more may 
be familiar with it, due to its simple and 
concise rules of grammar. 

The history of Esperanto and the pro-
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ceedings of the recent World Congress 
are detailed in a feature article by Rob
ert Reinhold which recently appeared in 
the New York Times. This thoughtful 
analysis of the movement has recently 
come to my attention, and I believe that 
it merits the consideration of all of us. 

I am therefore submitting Mr. Rein
hold's article for inclusion in today's 
RECORD. 

NINE HUNDRED ADHERENTS PAROL! IN 

ESPERANTO 
(By Robert Reinhold) 

PORTLAND, ORE., Aug. 3.-The strange but 
vaguely familiar sounds of Esperanto rang 
through the lobby of the Portland Hilton 
the other day and a burly bellman strained 
to make out the melodious words. "I guess 
it would be a good idea if everybody learned 
to speak it, but I don't know ... " he mused, 
then dismissed the idea with a shrug. 

It was the kind of shrug that the irrepress
ible "Samideanoj," or adherents, of the Es
peranto movement have come to know all to 
well. For the seemingly appealing and sensi
ble notion of a neutral auxiliary language to 
bind peoples together has not progressed 
very far despite decades of confident predic
tions that success was just a generation away. 

Still, undaunted by stubborn international 
apathy and encouraged by only a few modest 
successes, 900 Esperantists from 40 nations 
gathered here this week to talk among them
selves, at least, and to try to devise new tac
tics to convince the rest of the world that 
what it really needs is a common tongue. 

FIFTY-SEVENTH WORLD CONGRESS 
The occasion was the 57th World Esperanto 

Congress, which ends here Saturday. It was 
the first time the congress has been held in 
the United States, where the artificial lan
guage has had much less impact than in 
Europe and Asia, since 1915, when 163 in
trepid souls made it all the way to San 
Francisco. 

In the years since, the movement has been 
buffeted by the vicissitudes of two world wars 
and a growing disenchantment with the 
idealistic notion that the world's problems 
would evaporate if only the language bar
riers fell. 

"In the infancy of Esperanto, this idealism 
was its life-blood-but world friendship is 
not the primary goal of the movement to
day," said Victor Sadler, director of the World 
Esperanto Association, the Rotterdam-based 
organization that sponsors the congress. 
Rather, he said, the goals are much more 
practical and down to earth-to provide a 
common linguistic currency for expanding 
world "'~ourism, international trade, diplo
macy and scientific communication. 

LECTURES IN ESPERANTO 
Here in Portland, one could see elderly 

Dutch and Swedish matrons chatting easily 
with Arabs in burnooses and Franciscan 
monks in flowing brown robes, or delicate 
Japanese women in colorful kimonas in ani
mated conversation with Americans in busi
ness suits. 

All wearing the green star that is the 
movement's symbol, they shuffied purpose
fully from room to room, attending discus
sions and lectures-almost all in Esveranto-
on such topics as comparative literature, 
religion, peace, science, linguistics and vege
tarianism. 

Twenty-five persons showed up for an 
esoteric talk by a Polish scientist, Alols Wen
clewskl, on "The Infiuence of Oxalates on the 
Activity of Arll-Sulphuridrolase on Serum 
and Histine Homogenizations." Almost no
body understood him, but it was not because 
they did not know the language. The lecture 
was to prove that Esperanto was effective for 
scientific communication .. 

Esperanto is probably the best known of 
several synthetic tongues devised to solve 
a. communication problem as old as the Tow
er of Babel. Invented 1n 1887 by Dr. L. L. 
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Zamenhof, a Polish Jew who was a physician, 
it is a melange of European languages glued 
together by a very simple grammar. Unlike 
natural languages, which are laced with 
maddening irregularities, Esperanto is al
most scientifically precise and consistent. 

ONLY 16 RULES GOVERN LANGUAGE 

Governed by only 16 rules, it can be 
learned in a fraction of the time needed for 
any modern language. Fluency is possible in 
a few months. Thousands of books are avail
able in Esperanto, including such staples as 
Shakespeare's "Rego Lear" and "Hamleto," 
"Winnie-La-Pu," and such unlikely fare as 
the "ABZ de Amo," an explicit encyclopedia 
of sex printed in Denmark. There are also 
many original novels, plays and poems writ
ten in Esperanto. 

The idea is not to replace national languages 
but to supplement them. Esperanto has a 
ring similar · to that of Spanish. For exam
ple, "Estas plezuro paroli kunvi" would mean 
it was nice talking to you. 

In a linguistically homogeneous rountry 
like the United States, the idea has not 
caught on so well as in such countries as 
Bulgaria, Yugoslavia, Hungary, Japan, the 
Netherlands and Brazil. There are said to 
be more Esperantists in Hanoi than in the 
entire United States. Throughout the world 
about 100,000 are fluent, while several mil
lion may have some familiarity, according to 
Mr. Sadler. 

Esperantists in the United States and Can
ada are a diverse, mostly older, group. They 
range :from such figures as George Lockhart, 
an 80-yea.r-old piano tuner :from Detroit who 
learned Esperanto 40 years ago and never 
used it again until a few months ago when 
he discovered he had not :forgotten a word, 
to Alic Tuch, a 19-year-old student from 
Toronto. 

Just why it has not caught on is a mat
ter of wide speculation among Esperantists. 
One widely held theory was expressed by 
Gunther Becker, a language teacher from 
Germany who is secretary general of the 
World Esperanto Association. He attributed 
the re6istance to "linguistic imperialism" on 
the part of the major powers, who he said 
have a vested interest in maintaining the 
supremacy of such languages as English, 
Russian and French. 

But another theory was advanced by David 
Jordan, an anthropologist at the University 
of Call!ornia, San Diego. He said that a ma
jor deterrent was that nobody had to learn 
Esperanto to get a job or to deal with tour
ists, which is the reason so many persons 
have learned English. 

Still another stumbling block has been 
the academic community. Only a few schools, 
such as Southern illinois, the University of 
Portland, San Francisco State and Fort Lau
derdale University give courses, mo~ly non
credit. 

"I avoid saying very much about Esperanto 
in professional circles," conceded Professor 
Jordan. "People snicker because the possibil
ity of teaching the same language seems to 
them about as likely as levitating the 
Pentagon." 

DR. KURT DEBUS: OUT OF THE 
CAVES AND INTO THE STARS 

HON. DON FUQUA 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 10, 1972 

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Speaker, when we 
think of the majestic and overwhelming 
nature of this country's efforts in space, 
we too often forget the men and women 
who have made our advances possible. 
There is one man who stands out among 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

the thousands of others who have con
tributed to our ventures into space. 

Dr. Kurt Debus, affectionately known 
as "The Boss," has guided the energies 
and resources of the Kennedy Space Cen
ter for some two decades and has given 
unfiinchingly of himself. 

It was my pleasure to read in the Octo
ber 8, 1972, issue of the Florida Accent 
magazine of the Tampa Tribune-Times 
a moving chronicle written by Judy Ham
ilton about Dr. Dubus' efforts at the space 
center. I would like to share this out
standing article with those who recognize 
the importance of our space program. 

We owe a debt of gratitude to this out
standing man. The article is as follows: 

DR. KURT DEBUS 

They call him "The Boss." 
They call him that because Dr. Kurt Debus 

is the only director the Kennedy Space Center 
has ever known. He is 63 years old, and he 
has been there for 20 years. Every manned 
U.S. venture into the inky depths of space 
has been launched under his precise direc
tion. There has never been a failure. 

The boss of the Kennedy Space Center can 
be found, when he is not in Washington ex
plaining and persuading and figuring, on the 
fourth floor of the stolidly government-style 
administration building on Cape Kennedy. 

His office is behind one of those heavy wood 
doors which glide open silently and drama
tically. High windows wrap around two walls. 
Binoculars and telescopes are ready on the 
sill. When the big door eases open, there is 
Dr. Kurt Debus, touching his heels together 
and bowing slightly. The Boss. 

His accent is German, and while he is a 
man of mathematics, physics, computers-
a master of management and bureaucracy
he is an eloquent humanist. He'll begin a 
conversation about the space program with 
the fiat assumption that it needs no justifica
tion, now, or ever. 

"I look at space as not something new. It's 
part of the total environment, and we've 
been looking for the total environment ever 
since we looked out of caves at the stars," 
Debus said, "The search for truth is one of 
the oldest instincts. There is a desperate 
need to explore. It is a must, given to us by 
nature. 

"If you look at man's basic needs, space 
is just another part of this. It is just there. 
You can't say you are for it or against it. You 
cannot say, 'I will stop here.'" 

In December, Dr. Debus will preside over 
the last Apollo launch, Number 17, which is 
probably the last American moonship in the 
century. The launch will embody a certain 
nostalgia, because the excitement of space 
is paling for many of the everyday people 
who pay the immense everyday costs of the 
space program. 

No one feels this more than Kurt Debus, 
and the lessening public enthusiasm is ironic 
to him. Ironic because it is now that the 
great space adventures are just beginning 
to unlock the doors to much knowledge that 
will enable us to continue clinging to our 
weary mother earth. 

Mindful, perhaps, of the need for public 
relations, Debus will present, in meticulous 
outline form, some of the benefits to hu
mans and to nature which can be gleaned 
from experiments in space. Then, he'll say, 
"The public must understand it." 

Asked if the public does understand, he'll 
pause and sadly say, "No. But that's all 
right ... that's understandable. People start 
to feel cold only in winter." 

But here's what the boss of the Kennedy 
Space Center thinks the space program is 
doing to make the future brighter: 

Communications satellites: "People take 
them for granted now. They don't think what 
a wonderful thing it is to be able to watch 
Nixon in China or the Olympic games on 
television. I'm just a deep believer, and I'm 
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not talking science now, that if people are 
forced to talk to each other, they can learn 
to live together. 

"We've furnished India a satellite that will 
be used as an educational means. They can 
set up 30 to 40 centers and educate people 
with just a few teachers, using television 
and the satellite. Eventually, education will 
raise the living standard in India.'' 

Weather satellites: "Once we understand 
the weather, and its complexities, we can 
perhaps influence it. This has unprecedented 
consequences. We could save lives and dam
ages from floods. We could direct water to 
the areas where it is needed. Once you un
derstand it, you can work it. Very carefully." 

Earth ecology. "We have satellites now 
which can study our areas of pollution. We 
can see where the soil is depleted, or where 
beach erosion is threatening. We can study 
from space the inner functions of the causes 
of the problems. This is of overpowering im
portance to the future of mankind." 

Manufacturing: "Zero gravity opens up 
whole new fields of manufacturing. We can 
grow big crystals, we can make new mate
rials. We can cast perfect spheres for ball 
bearings. The Skylab project will be doing 
some of this." 

Energy: "By the year 2000 or 2010, our 
fossil fuels may be used up. Our living stand
ard wlll either have to go down or we will 
have to get new energy. We can identify oU 
deposits to the last drop by looking from 
space. We can check the availability of fish 
and shellfish. We can see disease invading 
agricultural fields. We can see mineral de
posits. We're developing a system where from 
space we can take an exact inventory of the 
earth's population, so we can tell where the 
energy wlli be needed. 

"A process which takes place on the sun 
was our key to developing atomic energy. So, 
astronomy and space research will help us to 
discover a process for controlling atomic 
energy. If you have energy, you can do any
thing you want." 

Dr. Debus believes there is life on other 
planets. He believes that the dark side of 
the moon would be an ideal place to erect a 
radio listening post to try to pick up signals 
from other intelligent beings in the uni
verse. But, he also believes that man's future, 
for a long, long time to come, lies right here 
on earth. 

"A colony on the moon. It will be there, 
but not to get away but to make use of 
what's there. To make colonies on other 
planets to solve overpopulation requires that 
we find a planet like earth. 

"We can't modify man now. With molec
ular engineering, we could, but I doubt that 
we will be able to do it in enough scale to en
able man to live on other planets. Mars is 
the only one I know that is tolerable. In
viting, no, Tolerable, yes." 

It was a novel about a manned trip to 
that tolerable planet Mars which headed 
Dr. Debus for a space career. The novel was 
a Christmas present when he was a child 
in Germany. "I was just learning to read in 
school. I must have read that book 50 times," 
he recalled. "It intrigued me all my life." 

He studied electrical and mechanical en
gineering, hoping to use his skills in the 
aviation industry. During the 1930s, he 
earned an engineering doctorate from Darm
stadt University, and was talked into work
ing with an experimental rocket program 
by a young m.an named Wernher von Braun. 
At that time, the only countries conducting 
rocket research were Germany and the Soviet 
Union. 

By 1942, Debus was hooked on rockets, and 
was flight test director for· Von Braun at the 
Peenemunde Rocket Center in Germany. At 
first the rockets were little more than big 
firecrackers. But, eventually the group there 
developed the V-2, the guided missile which 
wrecked so much havoc on London duri::g 
World War II. 

At the close of the war, Von Braun, Debus 
and other members of the Peenemunde crew 
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fled to the Untted States. Others from the 
group went to the Soviet Union. 

In 1952, the U.S. Army decided to step up 
its Redstone missile program, and Debus was 
dispatched by Von Braun from the fledgling 
space center at Huntsville, Ala., to a Florida 
beach called Cape Canaveral. His mission was 
to launch the first Redstone. 

The 50-man misslle crew brought all the 
Redstone parts with them, and set up an oll 
derrick from which to launch the metal tube 
into the heavens. The beach was a deserted, 
mosquito-infested, strip of sand backed by 
acres of harsh, low-lying scrub. Day and 
night, Debus directed his men as they worked 
on the Redstone in a leaky hangar. 

The launch was on Aug. 20, 1953. The Red
stone was America's first ballistic missile, 
and Debus has been at the Cape ever since. 

From that first ::.eaky hangar and that first 
crew of scientists and technicians, Dr. De
bus has obviously come a long way. "I re
member when we only talked about satellite 
behind closed doors, because you would be 
considered a nut," he said. 

There must be scrapbooks somewhere in 
his office, or maybe in his home on Cocoa 
Beach canal, which chronicle the rise of U.S. 
space technology: our first satellite. Ex
plorer I; the first U.S. manned space flight, 
Alan Shepard and his Freedom 7 space ship; 
John Glenn's earth orbit; and, finally, the 
ringing acclaim from the first manned land
ing on the moon. There iS nothing, it seems, 
which Dr. Kurt Debus has to talk about now 
behind closed doors. 

"It has all been very exciting," he said, 
looking out the window. 

What it has meant to him privately, that 
little kid now grown up who once read and 
re-read a book about going to Mars, is diffi
cult to know. Maybe it seems like it all hap
pened so fast. Scientists did not figure out 
how to keep a misslle from burning up dur
ing re-entry into the earth's atmosphere 
until the early 1950s. It is only 1972, and 
already the public seems bored with men on 
the moon. 

The father of the U.S. space program, the 
man who has received most of the publicity 
and credit, is Debus' old friend and colleague 
Wernher von Braun, who now works for a 
private aerospace firm. But it was Debus who 
masterminded the fantastically complicated 
send-offs for the missiles entrusted to him 
by Von Braun. Debus made them fly. 

To do that, he has had to assemble an 
intricately-meshed management team. He's 
created a team which can take the products 
of dozens of contractors, huge parts manu
factured thousands of miles apart, and make 
them one, make them fly. 

In 1961, there were 250 government people 
working at the space center, and 2,000 em
ployes of contractors. Now, there are 26,000 
people working there, 3,000 government em
ployes and the rest, 23,000, contract person
nel. 

One of the worst parts of Debus' job is 
attempting to cushion the blow when budg
etary or program cuts force big employ
ment layoffs. "I remember how we set up 
a lot of groups to ease the big boom when 
it came here," Debus said. "Now we're doing 
that in reverse. Having to get someone off 
a job ... that's hard." 

Then there are the problems of dealing 
with unions; the problems of costs; the al
most daily budget messages from Washing
ton; the problems of planning two to three 
years in advance, down to the smallest de
tail; the problems of maintaining morale. 

There are even headaches involved in 
maintaining much of Cape Kennedy as a 
wildlife preserve. In June, 140,000 acres were 
officially designated as a preserve, a move 
Debus called "a dream come true." 

"I always loved nature," he said. "In my 
old country: I hiked a lot, and when I came 
here I insisted that the trees be left. We've 
tried to preserve the area and make it useful 
to the people. We could have just said 'This 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
is a government area. Keep out.' But we 
didn't. But even this has created problems 
of beach maintenance and patrol and so 
forth." 

Dr. Debus will confess to a personal feel
ing of loss among all the space program's 
achievements. "There is very little left," he 
said recently, "of that which used to be so 
much fun. Out in the field, working on a 
rocket on a beach all night long, and then 
finding the problem and solving it and going 
to bed happy-that has aU stopped. 

"That deep down happiness of working 
with the hardware--that is all lost." 

But ask him if he ever suspected that the 
tinny big firecrackers he and Von Braun 
fired over three decades ago in Germany 
would lead to the enormity of the space pro
gram today, and he will say, "Yes, yes, yes, 
yes." 

Debus' strong point as an administration, 
his colleagues say, is his concern with the 
human element. During his weekly sta.tr 
meeting, he will probe at each problem, try
ing to learn how it is affecting the people 
involved, not just its solution. And, he is 
known to feel that too much credence should 
not be put in computers as the means of 
solving all technical difficulties. 

Debus also feels strongly about opening 
up the possibilities of space flight for more 
people, men and women. The upcoming 
space shuttle program is likely to include 
some females, he said. 

"There is absolutely no reason why women 
cannot fly. There is no question in my mind 
that they will," he said. The one Soviet 
woman cosmonaut, Debus said, was very m 
during her space flight, because she was not 
well prepared. 

"Right now, we use people with test pilot 
or similar backgrounds. There have not been 
women with this background. In the future, 
we will not need test pilots, and it will make 
no difference whether the astronauts are men 
or women." 

When the director of the Kennedy Space 
Center is not thinking about missiles or 
orbits or jobs or money, he retreats to his 
canalfront Cocoa Beach home where he fishes 
or tinkers with his stereo equipment. A music 
fan, he finds the four Bs, Bach, Beethoven, 
Brahms, and Bartok, "very exciting." 

Debus recently bought his home, after 
many years of living in base housing at 
nearby Patrick Air Force Base. The purchase 
has given rise to speculation about his retire
ment, which, according to government 
regulations, is not mandatory untU he turns 
70. Debus will be 64 in November. 

"One always thinks about retirement," he 
said. "If the job gets too tough or I feel there 
is no further contribution I can make, I 
will. But as long as I feel I can be of real 
use, I wlll stay on." 

Kurt Debus is a man who has spent his 
life sending other men into outer space, and 
he has not lost his fascination with those 
inky unknowns. The depths of that relentless 
intrigue can be felt when he talks about the 
"stunning consequences" of discovering other 
intelligent life through a moon radio listen
ing post: "Yes, that is something I'd like very 
much to see done. But, then, I like it all." 
Or, as he said earlier, "You cannot say 'I 
will stop here.'" 

FAffi INTERNATIONAL TRADE BILL 

HON. JOHN J. DUNCAN 
OF TENNESSEE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 10, 1972 
Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, a great 

many trade bills have been introduced 
by Members of this body in the past few 
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years. In 1970, indeed, a bill known as 
the Mills bill passed by a vote of 215 to 
165. The bill failed, however, to clear the 
other body even though it was favorably 
reported by the Finance Committee. It 
was too late in the session for floor ac
tion, and the bill died. 

Since that time our trade position in 
the world has steadily deteriorated. In 
1970, we still had a trade surplus, accord
ing to the official statistics of the De
partment of Commerce. In 1971, how
ever, we had a deficit of $1.9 billion, the 
first annual deficit since 1888. 

This year, Mr. Speaker, we have al
ready mounted a deficit of $4.3 billion 
through the month of August. Quite 
surely the deficit will reacl~ $6 billion, 
even in the face of the recent huge wheat 
sales. 

The official picture is bad enough, but, 
as it is slowly becoming known, the sta
tistical practice of the Department of 
Commerce, going back a number of years, 
has been deceptive-not wittingly so but 
nonetheless deceptive. The explanation 
is quite simple. Since Foreign Aid came 
on the scene we have treated the heavy 
shipments of goods made under that pro
gram as exports. Technically, to be sure, 
they were exports, but as evidence of our 
competitive standing in the world, the 
surplus thus achieved was illusory and 
spurious. 

A similar practice deflated our im
ports. As one of a few countries in the 
world we tabulate our imports on their 
foreign value-not on what they actually 
cost us landed at our ports. It is much 
the same as saying that the automobile 
you bought cost you, not what you ac
tually paid for it, but the f.o.b. price, 
Detroit. 

Thus our imports, according to a 
tabulation made by the Tariff Commis
sion a few years ago on a sample basis, 
are under-valued by an average of some 
10 percent. 

If we then remove from our exports 
the shipments the taxpayer pays for un
der Foreign Aid and other programs, our 
exports shrink some $2% to $3 billion. 
Imports for 1971, on their part, will rise 
from $45.53 to $50 billion, thus leaving 
a real deficit for that y.ear, of about $8 
billion instead of one of $2 billion, as 
officially reported. 

During the first 8 months of this year 
our deficit would be some $8 billion in 
place of the official figure of $4.3 billion. 

The fact of the matter is, Mr. Speaker, 
that we are in a deficit position in our 
foreign trade in most of the items of 
trade. The great exceptions are in the 
machinery category, including such 
items as aircraft and computers. Indus
trial machinery, both electrical and non· 
electrical, and a-utomobiles are the prin
cipal machinery exports. In the latter 
item; that is, automobiles, we have in 
recent years also turned to a deficit posi
tion from a handsome export surplus. 

The great increase in the export of 
machinery in recent years, not matched 
by other export classifications, was 
caused largely by our heavy investments 
in foreign manufacturing facilities. Even 
that surplus is being eroded substantial
ly, which is to say, by rising imports. 
Chemical exports have also remained in 
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a surplus position, but imports are also 
gaining in that sector. 

Thus even the sectors in which our 
exports he, ve been growing are no longer 
secure. In nearly all other items we are 
increasingly in deficit position. This in
cludes textiles, automobiles, steel, foot
wear, petroleum, typewriters, household 
electronic goods, cameras, optical goods, 
components of items such as bicycles, 
and much else. This deficit is now high 
enough to swamp the surplus in thenar
row sector of machinery and chemicals. 

As for the overall deficit, the recent 
sale of wheat to Russia and China, though 
of record proportions, will be offset by 
rising imports of petroleum and petro
leum products and other items. 

Unless steps are taken very soon we will 
see our competitive position still further 
eroded. 

The big question is how we can hope 
to reduce our unemployment to accept
able levels unless a halt is called on the 
undermining of the investment base in 
this country by imports. 

Mr. Speaker, the trade bill I am in
troducing, along with other Members, is 
addressed specifically to halting the ruin 
of our investment base and, therefore, 
the base of increasing employment by the 
device of bringing imports under control. 

Specifically, the bill would protect 
growth industries, including new indus
tries and the innovations that bring new 
life to established industries, from im
ports that skim the cream from our 
market and thus turn the investment 
outlook into a gloomy prospect. 

It would do this by holding imports 
of products that enjoy patent protection, 
now or in the future, in this country, 
to a specific share of the market. For 
example, during the first 5 years of a 
patent imports could not supply more 
than 5 percent of our national consump
tion. During the second 5 years of the 
patent imports of the product would be 
held to 10 percent of the market, and 
during the third 5 years to 15 percent. 
Thereafter, imports could grow only in 
proportion as the growth in our own 
market. 

In this way, Mr. Speaker, venture capi
tal seeking to develop new products or in
novations of established products would 
have assurance that if they performed 
as in past years, bringing down the cost 
within reach of the mass pocketbook, 
such capital would be rewarded with a 
national market; and it would in great 
part--85 percent or more-belong to the 
patent owner, the developer of the prod
uct, and the market builder. The con
sumer would benefit as he did in the past 
when great new industries were devel
oped by application of technology, im
provement of production techniques, and 
cost-lowering installations, all of which 
led to the opening of national markets, to 
be supplied by mass production. 

It was in this way that we greatly 
widened our employment base even in the 
face of ever-increasing productivity and 
temporary displacement of workers. 

In recent years unfortunately we have 
exposed this system to onslaught from 
abroad by opening our market to goods 
that are being produced by a foreign.. 
technology that we gave to the world but 
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with the disadvantage to us, of being put 
to work to the accompaniment of wages 
that have remained far below our levels. 
The result has been the exploitation of 
our manufacturing techniques and pat
ents abroad to the advantage of higher 
employment abroad and less of it here. 

This loophole must be appropriately 
narrowed so that our development of new 
industries and the promotion of growth 
industries, many of which are now 
blighted by a discouraging outlook, may 
again proceed in a favorable climate. 

The bill that I am introducing will go 
very far toward accomplishing this ob
jective if it is enacted. It is essentially a 
moderate bill. It would not interfere with 
foreign investments but would shield our 
market against the unhappy results that 
in many instances are seen as a deterrent 
to greater employment in this country. 
By limiting imports of products that have 
already captured an undue share of our 
market and also those that have demon
strated their ability to do so by deep 
penetration hand in hand with an up
ward trend, our industries can plan 
ahead, expand as was customary in the 
past, and give employment to the army 
of additional workers who come on the 
labor market each year. 

FEDERAL WATER POLLUTION CON
TROL ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1972 

HON. H. JOHN HEINZ III 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 10, 1972 

Mr. HEINZ. Mr. Speaker, on Friday, 
October 6, I wired President Nixon urging 
him not to veto H.R. 11896, the Water 
Pollution Control Act Amendments of 
1972. This legislation recently passed the 
House by a vote of 366 yeas to 11 nays. 

Sharing the President's concern over 
the high cost of this measure and the 
increased pressure to spend beyond our 
means to pay, I proposed that he ask the 
Congress to enact companion revenue
raising legislation along the lines sug
gested in the Pollution Control Tax Act 
of 1972, which I recently introduced. 

I believe the substance of this tele
gram may be of general interest. The 
text is as follows: 
TELEGRAM TO THE HONORABLE RICHARD M. 

NIXON 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I urge you to care
fully consider the significant impact the 
Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amend
ments of 1972 will have on efforts to conquer 
the threat posed by pollution to this nation's 
environment. 

I share your fiscal concern over the cost 
of this bill and attempted to amend it on the 
floor of the House of Representatives to raise 
a large portion of the necessary revenues. As 
now constituted, the bill w1ll cost $24.6 btl
lion, to be borne by each and every taxpayer. 
This is an unfairly distributed burden. 

My amendment would have levied etftuent 
charges against polluters but additionally 
provide, as an incentive, a 50 per cent rebate 
of those charges after installation of proper 
equipment to abate pollution. 

WhUe this amendment was unsuccessful, 
I am st111 convinced that the best course ot 
action now is to sign this bill into law. What 
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will be needed next, is to enact into law 
appropriate revenue-raising legislation such 
as my Pollution Control Tax Act of 1972, 
which will help pay its cost. 

I have found that response to this ap
proach among my colleagues has been en
couraging and I plan to circulate the blli 
early next week for co-sponsors. I have also 
taken the liberty of sending copies of my 
bill, along with a full explanation of its in
tent, to both the Treasury Department and 
the Environmental Protection Agency. 

The Federal Water Pollution Control Act 
Amendments of 1972 are essential to the 
preservation of our nation's environment. I 
respectfully urge your full support so that 
this legislation may be enacted into law. 

H. JoHN HEINz m, 
Member of Congress. 

A more complete discussion of the 
Pollution Control Tax Act may be found 
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of Septem
ber 20, 1972, on pages 31430-31431. 

EMIGRATION OUT OF THE SOVIET 
UNION 

HON. ED EDMONDSON 
OF OKLAHOMA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October .10, 1972 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Speaker, last 
week I joined with Senator JACKSON and 
about 60 Senators and a large number of 
distinguished Members of the House of 
Representatives in introducing a bill 
designed to cope with the Soviet Union's 
policy with regard to emigration out of 
the Soviet Union. 

We have been hearing reports for 
quite some time that the Soviet Union is 
extracting exorbitant sums-blackman 
amounts, in effect--from people wishing 
to emigrate out of the Soviet Union. This 
is a deplorable situation that should be 
stopped. 

In fact, my distinguished colleague, 
Congressman VANIK of Ohio, reports evi
dence of one emigrant being required to 
pay $37,000 in order to emigrate from 
the Soviet Union. 

The measure that I have introduced 
would require that the President make 
three determinations before he certifies 
any non-market-economy country for 
most-favored-nation trade treatment-
including the Soviet Union. It would re
quire that the President find: 

First, he would be required to find that 
they are not denying any citizen the 
right to emigrate; 

Second, that they are not imposing 
more than a nominal tax upon any 
emigrant; and 

Third, that they are not, in any indi
rect way, extracting an exorbitant 
amount of money from an emigrant 
leaving the country as the price for his 
being allowed to leave the borders and 
emigrate to another country. 

The blll would become effective as law 
October 15, 1972, if passed. I think from 
what I have heard of the backing it is 
getting in the House and Senate that it 
has an excellent chance of passing and 
of giving us an effective tool to stop the 
unfair practice now being carried out by 
the Soviet Union against citizens who 
wish to emigrate out of that country. 
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THE WASHINGTON PAPERS: TIMELY 
INFORMATION ON THE UNITED 
STATES AND JAPAN 

HON. CLEMENT J. ZABLOCKI 
OF WISCONSIN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 10, 1972 

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, a new 
series of papers on international affairs, 
called the Washington Papers, has just 
begun publication by the Center for 
Strategic and International Studies of 
Georgetown University and the Library 
Press. I commend the series to the atten
tion of the Members of Congress, be
cause of the timeliness of its subjects 
which are treated at manageable length 
and are germane to the international 
concerns of Congress. 

Of particular interest is the second 
paper in the series which addresses 
"American-Japanese Relations in a 
Changing Era." It was written by an 
internationally known expert on Japan 
and the Far East, Dr. Robert A. Scala
pino. At this point I would like to share 
Dr. Scalapino's views on the possible ef
fects of Japanese nationalism and Japa
nese relations with non-Communist de
veloping states on her ties with the 
United States: 

AMERICAN-JAPANESE RELATIONS IN A 

CHANGING ERA 
(By Robert Scalapino) 

JAPANESE-AMERICAN TIES 

As Japan views the great triangle formed 
around here, there remains the United States, 
a nation with which for more than a quarter 
of a century she has been far more closely 
related than with any other foreign state in 
her entire history. Certain factors now op
erate to weaken the Japanese-American al
liance. Doubts regarding reliabllity or cred
ibility have arisen on both sides. In Japan, 
the earlier, strongly favorable image of the 
United States in the public mind has been 
tarnished-partly as a result of efforts by 
segments of the influential media and intel
ligentsia, where anti-Americanism has never 
been more in vogue. Above all, the Japanese 
have no desire to be tied to a faltering power, 
a leader that sometimes appears to lack the 
will to lead and under whom, in recent times, 
failures have been as conspicuous as suc
cesses. Perhaps more than most people, the 
Japanese want to be associated with success 
at this point. 

These mainly subjective factors have 
helped to shape the new Japanese national
ism. So far, this nationalism is without a 
fixed political expression, available to any 
group on the political spectrum and used on 
occasion by everyone. Thus, an imprecise 
phrase like "autonomous diplomacy" can 
evoke near unanimous support , symbolizing 
as it does a commitment to reassert Japan's 
full independence and authority in the inter
national arena, but binding the nation to no 
specific tasks, burdens, or risks. 

There is a st rong element of frustration 
among Japanese leaders at present, however, 
for while "subjective" factors are propelling 
Japan in the general d irection of a more 
forceful, independent policy, "objective" fac
tors are, for the most part, operating in a 
countervailing fashion. A bold opening to 
either China or Russia can have limited 
meaning at best, because the critical eco
nomic, political, and strategic fact ors that 
would underwrite it are largely absent. Equi
distant diplomacy or neutralism suffers from 
similar liabilities, and pan-Asianism in any 
exclusive sense would be sheer madness. 

Thus, barring some major disaster to 
America at home or abroad, Japan's own 
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interests would appear to be best served by 
working within the broad perimeters of a. 
policy already established, that of an alllance 
with the United States. As has been sug
gested, that alliance can be modified in a 
variety of ways: by moving away from an 
exclusive reliance upon bilateralism via a 
number of multilateral commitments and 
guarantees; by a broadening of diplomatic 
and economic contracts, including a nor
malization of relations with most, if not all 
Communist states; and by the use of eco
nomic power to defend wider Japanese in
terests, developing in the course of such 
use certain policies different from those of 
the United States. Increasingly, the term, 
"all1ance" may become less appropriate than 
a looser term such as "special ties." u.s.
Japan relations, moreover, are likely to be 
affected more and more by a series of multi
lateral commitments that surround and in
teract with them. In economic affairs, as we 
have noted, such ties will be both with the 
"advanced" Western world and the develop
ing states. In the strategic arena, hopefully, 
multilateral agreements regarding arms re
duction and control will encompass Com
munist and non-Communist states alike. 

Nevertheless, if Japan chooses a. nonmili
tary approach in her quest for an interna
tional role and the protection of her inter
ests, and seeks to rely mainly upon her 
economic power in these respects, the strat
egy of united front operations with the non
Communist developing states, particularly 
those of Asia, could have an increasing ap
peal. For the weak states of Asia, the choices 
in international politics are those of a client
patron relation, a. gamble on neutralism, or 
some form of regional cooperation which may 
not go beyond the economic or political 
realm, but which represents an effort through 
aggregation to turn weakness into strength. 

Current development offer enhanced op
portunities for regional political groupings 
of smaller states. In an increasingly multi
polar world, such regional groups would be 
able to exercise meaningful political pressure 
upon the major actors, given the narrow and 
shifting power balances that will prevail. Un
der certain circumstances, indeed, such pres
sure might become crucial since power today 
involves access to the domestic political 
processes of a state in addition to sheer mili
tary capacity. To date, the great advantages 
in this respect have lain with the closed, 
authoritarian societies which have near-total 
control over internal communications and 
organization. It will become more difficult, 
however, to exclude completely the collective 
political pressure emanating from a regional 
group of states, especially neighboring states. 
Their role in an international forum like 
the United Nations would also be much more 
meaningful than that of a single adversary. 
Thus, an iinportant new aspect of interna
tional politics may now be unfolding, one 
with special significance for Japan. Already, 
that nation has taken an active role in or
ganizations like ASPAC (Asian and Pacific 
Council) and ASEAN (Association of South
east Asian Nations). 

It would be wise not to miniinize the ob
stacles faced by Japan in this respect, how
ever. The smaller states of Asia are aware of 
Japan's enormous economic power, and many 
of them fear Japanese domination. Hence, 
progress is likely to be slow, with opposit ion 
frequently encountered. 

How will the United States react to the 
developments sketched above, and to the 
wider political alternatives presently con
fronting Japa.n? It scarcely need be said that 
it is ext remely hazardous at this point to 
predict American attitudes and policies. We 
are in a period that is at once dangerous and 
promising, hopeful and potentially disastrous. 
and all of this is reflected in the uneasy, 
v.olatile public mood that currently domi
nates the American political lan dscape. 
Events could transpire in Asia that would 
thrust the United States ever more rapidly 
down the withdrawal route, and sharply re-
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duce her credibility. Let us assume, however, 
that the broad premises upon which the 
Nixon Doctrine are based continue to be valid, 
and that the path now chartered can be 
maintained. 

In such an event, the United States would 
have every reason to support a modified al
liance with Japan, one flexible enough to 
encompass both multilateral agreements that 
strengthened the prospects for international 
peace and regional groupings that increased. 
the leverage of the smaller and nonnuclea.~· 
states. In this fashion, burdens could be morn 
widely shared and at the same time, the in·· 
ternational political climate could be tested 
step by step, with "alliance" gradually trans
formed into "special ties" if conditions war
ranted such a development. 

PROJECT POLE AGAINST SUPER 
POLE 

HON. THADDEUS J. DULSKI 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 10, 1972 

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Speaker, there has 
been considerable attention given to 
"Project Pole", an excellent endeavor 
initiated by a Philadelphia businessman, 
Edward Piszek. 

In a recent column in the Washington, 
D.C., Post, Nicholas von Hoffman dis
cusses the overall subject. I include his 
commentary as part of my remarks: 

PROJECT POLE VERSUS SUPER POLE: WHO'S 
JoKING Now? 

(By Nicholas von Hoffman) 
In the year of the ethnic, it figures that 

Super Pole would arrive among us. He is on 
NBC, he is a private eye (this is also the year 
of the cop) , his name is Banacek and being 
driven around by a liveried chauffeur in a 
Cadillac limousine that is twice as long as 
Nixon's, he is the most iinplausible detective 
since Nero Wolf. 

Banacek, who lives in a house with "oil 
paintings and antique furniture ," makes 
Ironside and Mod Squad look like cinem$ 
verite documerutaries. But there mustn't be 
a hint of the pink plastic lawn flamingo in 
Super Pole, who has oak paneling in the 
living room and chamber music coming out 
of the Muzak. He shrieks of TASTE, as that 
word is defined by the decor of a Union 
League Club or the insides of a Christian 
Science reading room. 

In case you don't get it that Super Pole
that's what they call hiin in the scrip
is both smart and rafine, they have the other 
actors throw him lines like, "You don't look 
like a plumber." 

The arrival of Banacek in his big, black 
Caddy isn't to be taken to mean that at long 
last Poles will be given full recognition for 
their part in the fight against crime. On 
ABC's Streets of San Francisco, police lieuten 
ant Mike Stone is played by Karl Malden 
who would find it a professional handicap to 
be bllled by his real name of Mladen Seku
lovch. 

No, Poles have yet to make it as a respected 
group of people with feelings. Even before 
the film was put out on the televised Olym
pic torch, there were guys standing around 
office water coolers telling the newest Polish 
joke: Did you hear about the Polack who won 
a gold medal? He took it back to Warsaw and 
had it bronzed. 

No ot her group in America has to put 
up with this sort of thing. Sure, there 
still are anti-Negro and anti-Semitic jokes 
going the rounds, and ant i-other people jokes 
also, but nothing like the Polish joke. Just 
about anybody who isn't Polish or at least 
Slavic thinks nothing of cracking one of these 
belittling, invariably un-funny, cruel jokes. 
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"If you complain, people tell you, 'You're 

being too sensitive. Can't you people laugh?' " 
says Barbara Mikulski, a Baltimore city coun
cilwoman who reports "there is tremendous 
resentment against it in the Polish com
munity." 

Mikulski is one Polish-American who talks 
up. Most don't. The only time you ever hear 
the word Pole is when somebody is telling 
one of those damn jokes or, on Pulaski Day, 
when the politicians come around to say, "I 
love to eat your kielbasa and see you dance 
in those nice costumes." For the rest, Poles 
of whom there are a mere 10 or 11 million in 
America, go ignored. 

Even the professional anti-bigotry fighters 
don't figure the Poles are worth a go-around. 
Recently the World Publishing company 
started putting out a series of books under 
the general title of "Ethnic Prejudices in 
America" with an explanatory note saying 
blacks were being omitted because there are 
enough books on that subject. The first two 
titles, "Kike!" and "Chink!" are out and 
they are scheduled to be followed by "Mick !" 
"Wop!" "Spick!" and "Kraut!" There is no 
"Polack!" coming through the pipeline. 

It may say something about Polish-Ameri
can culture that they don't have an anti
defamation league or some tough sounding 
civil rights organization. What they do have 
is Project Pole, an endeavor, started by Ed
ward Piszek, the head of Mrs. Paul's Kitch
ens, to tell Poles and other Americans that 
the folks on the banks of the Vistula haven't 
spent the last millennium in oafish, perspir
ing imbecility. "The blacks have taught a 
lot of second and third generations to learn 
about their own heritage," says Msgr. John 
Wodarski, a New Britain, Conn., priest of 
some note in Polonia, as the Polish-American 
community is sometimes called. 

Knowing that Tadeusz Ko.sciuszko was a 
friend of Thomas Jefferson's and that Joseph 
Conrad was really Konrad Korzeniewski may 
help a few individual psyches, but it isn't 
going to make that much differ¢nce. Be it 
among blacks, Poles and Italians, this going 
back to revivify the traditions and history 
of what lies in the past across the oceans is 
too artificial. 

This is particularly the case of the largest 
majority of Poles who descend from those 
who immigrate>d here before World War II. 
They were unschooled peasants who had no 
contact with their literary or upper class 
cultivation when they were in Poland. That 
was one of the forms of privation that led 
them to leave for America. 

Yet they did bring both a culture and a 
special set of virtues with them, not least 
of which is a law-abiding love of stability 
and quiet community life. The only time in 
the Polish experience in America when a 
really large number got rambunctious was 
in fighting the arrogance of the Irish Roman 
Catholic hierarchy. But today there is a 
Polish-American archbishop, ,John Cardinal 
Kroi of Philadelphia, so why now in 1972 
should Poles be getting the business? Maybe 
their virtue has made them our victim. 

The rest of us, unable to express our inter
tribal hostilities, may dump on the Poles 
because we know they're too orderly and law 
abiding to retaliate. ' 

Whatever the reasons for our behavior, 
Poles do deserve better than either moron 
jokes or Banacek. 

QUANDARY OF JUSTICE 

HON. JOHN J. DUNCAN 
OF TENNESSEE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 10, 1972 
Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, in re

sponse to my 1972 legislative question
cxvrii--2190-Part 26 
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naire the vast majority of my constitu
ents indicated their strong opposition to 
the abolition of capital punishment. 
Front page murders and attemped po
litical assassinations helped trigger this 
reaction. 

The following editorial from the Knox
ville Journal provides a most vivid il
lustration of why my second district 
constituents oppose any tampering with 
the capital punishment provisions of 
the U.S. Constitution. 

The editorial follows: 
QUANDARY OF JUSTICE 

The case of Richard Speck, the wanton 
slayer of eight Chicago nurses in 1966, is 
a glaring example of the confused uncer
tainty which has resulted from the some
what indecisive ruling of the U.S. Supreme 
Court on capital punishment. Without lay
ing down strict guidelines, the highest 
tribunal determined that the death penalty 
is unconstitutional in most cases. Now it is 
up to lower courts to attempt to decide 
whether or not specific cases are among the 
"most cases." 

This past Wednesday the illinois Supreme 
Court, caught in this indecisiveness, said 
Speck must not be executed and ordered a 
new hearing. In the words of the opinion: 
"The death penalty cannot be reimposed on 
the defendant, and the only remaining ques
tion is the procedure to be followed in re
sentencing him to a sentence other than 
death." 

In the view of some observers the wobbly 
decision of the U.S. Supreme Court was an
other in its train of "wishful thinking'' ac
tions that by strained interpretations have 
succeeded in circumventing the letter of the 
law and have replaced it with notions of so
cial progressiveness. Too often these have 
been to the advantage of the criminal over 
the victim. 

The court looked to the 8th Amendment 
to the U.S. Constitution, which states: "Ex
cessive bail shall not be required, nor ex
cessive fines imposed, nor cruel and unusual 
punishments inflicted." But it ignored the 
5th Amendment, which provides: "No per
son shall be held to answer for a capital 
or other infamous crime unless upon a pre
sentment or indictment of a grand jury." 
Now by definition a capital crime is one 
"punishable by death." So the framers of 
the Bill of Rights did recognize capital pun
ishment as being constitutional. It seeins 
likely to us that by "cruel and unusual pun
ishments" they meant torture. 

Be that as it may, how is justice to handle 
Richard Speck? Is the answer life imprison
ment with its possibilities of escape, parole 
or pardon? Is there hope to reform so vicious 
a man as one who savagely slew eight wom
en in a single bloody rampage? And if there 
is, would society accept a man with such a 
hideous multiple offense in his past? Would 
he not have to change his identity, assum
ing he could change his character? 

We w1ll not essay to give the answers. 
The purpose here is only to show how the 
Speck case is a salient example of the per
plexing predicament the Supreme Court has 
put the nation in. One thing seems clear: 
The sanctity of the life of so cruel a killer 
is protected while the sanctity of the lives 
of his eight victims is forgotten. 

ADVERTISEMENT FOR AMERICA 

HON. WILLIAM J. SCHERLE 
OF IOWA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 10, 1972 
Mr. SCHERLE. Mr. Speaker, we hear 

a great deal both 1n and out of Congress, 
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about the faults and deficiencies of 
America. That the Government permits 
and sometimes welcomes scrutiny, chal
lenge, and criticism is a tribute to one of 
the most unshakable bulwarks of democ
racy, freedom of speech. Decrying the Na
tion's drawbacks, however, has become 
so habitual in some quarters that the 
critics forget to acknowledge the basic 
integrity of the institutions whose fail
ings are under attack. 

Sometimes it takes a foreign viewpoint 
to restore our own perspective. Ironically 
some of this country's stanchest defend
ers were not born here but came as im
migrants, poor and homeless, lacking in 
the advantages taken for granted by na
tive-born Americans. These people did 
not find the streets paved with gold, but 
they found something they valued even 
more highly, the opportunity to make 
their own way to prosperity. Despite the 
handicaps under which they labored, 
many have been strikingly successful, 
and most are extremely grateful to their 
adopted land. 

Following is the text of a full-page ad
vertisement taken in the Council Bluffs, 
Iowa, Nonpareil by a man of German 
birth who arrived in America just 50 
years ago this month. For him the golden 
anniversary of his immigration is an oc
casion for thanksgiving. His simple testi
monial would shame the most sophisti
cated critic of the United States to rec
ognize the goodness of the basic values 
underlying our way of life. I commend 
Frank J. Hecht's "advertisement for 
America" to the attention of all my col
leagues. 
ON MY 50TH ANNIVERSARY IN THE UNITED 

STATES-A SINCERE "THANK You" NOTE 
TO MY UNCLE FRANK AND MY UNCLE SAM 

(Fifty years ago this month, October 1922, 
at the age of 11, I-a hungry German im
migrate--came to the Council Bluffs to my 
Uncle Frank Hecht.) 
In Germany, I was the oldest child and 

we were starving, but receiving occasional 
food parcels from Uncle Frank in Council 
Bluffs, which motivated me to write and 
ask 1f he would let me come to the United 
States to live with him. These packages were 
all the evidence I needed that he lived in a 
better place than I did. He applied for an 
immigration permit to Uncle Sam which 
was granted and Uncle Frank sent me the 
ticket. 

M'/ first banana, which he bought for me 
at the Peoples Store the morning after I 
arrived, convinced me that I now lived in 
the right place. I could call this my Golden 
Anniversary, but it would not properly ex
press my feelings. Every anniversary has 
been a Golden one-yes all fifty of them. 

I can't help but tell you how fortunate I 
am to be an American. Freedom of speech, 
freedom from want, freedom from fear, free
dom of religion, freedom of the press. Yes, 
freedom to swim across any river without 
being shot to death. Freedom to cross any 
American border and return. My cnly hope 
and wish is that every American would 
cherish these things more. If we only did 
that, then no thinking American would 
want to change any part of our system or 
our way of life. 

So again, my deepest gratitude to my 
Uncle Frank and my Uncle Sam for letting 
me be an American. I shall cherish it to my 
dying breath and trust that my children and 
my children's children will do likewise. 

FRANK J. HECHT. 
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~ RASPBERRY DEFINES 
QUOTA ISSUE 

HON. LOUIS STOKES 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 10, 1972 

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, columnist 
William Raspberry is currently involved 
in a very courageous and controversial 
project. On an almost daily basis, he is 
exploring different aspects of the debate 
on quotas in Federal programs. In so do
ing, he is pounding home to his readers 
exactly what the elimination of quotas 
means to black Americans. At the same 
time, he is challenging the underpinnings 
of hypocrisy, an unfortunate character
istic of the debate. 

His work is important for many rea
sons. The President eliminated quotas 
quietly-with an interoffice memoran
dum. But because of Mr. Raspberry's 
perseverance, black Americans are not 
going to have to stand quietly by while 
equal opportunity is abandoned by the 
Federal Government. By keeping the is
sue alive in the daily press, Mr. Raspber
ry gives life to the possibility of other in
dividuals speaking out. 

On October 6, 1972, in the Washing
ton Post, Mr. Raspberry reported on a 
Government official who disagrees with 
the President's action. The column, "A 
WASP Backs Quotas," explored the fact 
that the merit system, in a racist context, 
can be highly discriminatory. 

On October 9, he reported on" 'Good 
Guy' Semantics." This article contained 
an extremely necessary definition of 
terms. Mr. Raspberry compared the 
American Jewish Committee's adherence 
to affirmative action with its opposition 
to quotas. He found, as many other ob
servers have discovered, that affirmative 
action alone is not going to be enough. 

I call my colleagues' attention to both 
of these excellent articles and I urge 
them to continue to watch for Mr. Rasp
berry's column in the Post. 

The two articles follow: 
(From the Washington Post, Oct. 6, 1972] 

A wASP BACKS QUOTAS 
(By wnu.a.m Raspberry) 

Another look at quotas, this one from a 
person in the government who has to deal 
with the subject at first hand, a person whose 
name wnd title I know but, for obvious rea
sons, won't use. 

"Although your column on hiring •quotas' 
1n the federal government was very good, I 
feel compelled to write because even you 
did not get to the real horrors of that pres
idential statement ... 

"To place my rem.arks in the proper per
spective, let me describe myself. I am the 
perfect exa.mple of white, Anglo-Saxon Pro
testant success. I went to the very best 
schools. I served as wn officer in the Air 
Force. I have been president of clubs and 
capta.in o:r teams. I am over 30. I make over 
$22,000 a year. I work in the bureaucracy. 
I have the 'perfect' famlly .and live in the 
'best' neighborhood. 

"And I am frightened of the implications 
o:f the actions o:f a man who would, as Pres
ident, end the quota system in federal hiring. 

"First o.r all, it 1s obvious that in an idee.l 
world, quotas would be a racist and irrational 
mechanism for any institution, causing peo
ple to be reduced to percentages of thls and 
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that. In an ideal world, hiring, advance
ment, etc., on individual merit would be the 
only just method of decision-making . . • 

"Our society 1s not 'ideal' for several very 
specific reasons, all of which can be im
proved by a •quota' system that 1s sincerely 
designed a.nd effectively implemented. 

"Flaw No. 1 1s that we do hire, promote, 
etc., on •mertt'---but the opportunity to 
achieve that 'merit' is systematically denied 
to minority groups, and even the defl.nltion 
'merit' is biased to reward the el'Lt. 

"Let's look at how an individual achieves 
•merit' points in the civil servl~no matter 
whalt the nature of the job to be filled. 'Merit' 
1s determined by a combination of education, 
experience, test scores and the ability to 
make an SF-171 look attractive to a selec
tion panel. 

"Unless all people have an equal oppor
tunity 1n education and other hiring proce
dures; unless qualifying tests are not Cul
turally biased (which they are), and unless 
the selection panel consists of people from 
v&rious backgrounds (which they do not), 
there 1s no way 1n hell for members of racial 
and ethnic minorities of this country to 
arttain 'merit.' 

"The fundamental reason for these con
tributory elements of gaining merit being 
so biased is that they too, just like the federal 
government, do not have enough minority 
group representatives in their decision-mak
ing processes to eliminate the inherent rac
ism. This elitist racism pervades the system, 
and the implications within the context of 
the federal government are tragic. 

"Guess who makes decisions regarding the 
expenditure of federal funds for 'disadvan
taged' communities of blacks, Chicanos, In
dians and Puerto Ricans? Usually me, or 
people just like me, with all kinds of impec
cable 'merit' and not one whit of real under
standing or knowledge of what those people 
need, want or should have. 

"Guess who evaluates proposals from a 
Sioux tribe to improve its community educa
tional facilities, or from a young Puerto Rican 
group in New York City to combat the drug 
problem? Me again, because I have 'merit.' 

"These communities have been so totally 
screwed for so long by the system that most 
of their efforts are rejected because they have 
been unable to decipher the guidelines, regu
lations and format (designed by those with 
'merit') to be eligible for funds. 

"Of course we should attack all the insti
tutions which deny certain groups the oppor
tunity to achieve merit. Education, for ex
ample. But just consider the dynamic moral 
leadership shown by Mr. Nixon and friends 
on one of the key devices designed to do 
something about education-busing, which, 
like quotas, would be foolish in a perfect 
world. 

We need quotas. I need quotas so that 
I can work alongside blacks, Chicanos, Puerto 
Ricans, Indians, etc., and maybe learn some
thing about people and maybe even teach 
something. As long as I am isolated with 
the sterile environment of an institution 
full of people with 'merit,' I do not exist in 
a real world." 

[From the Washington Post, Oct. 9, 1972] 
"Goon GuY" SEMANTICS 
(By William Raspberry) 

One reason the whole quota-preference/ 
affirmative-action debate drags on is that the 
'good guys' keep insisting that the argument 
is essentially a semantic one. 
~fine terms, they insist, and most of the 

argument Will disappear. It won't. 
It may be useful, as its spokesmen have 

been trying to do, for the American Jewish 
Committee to make clear that its objections 
to "quotas" are not to be mistaken for antag
onism toward employment progress for 
blacks and other minorities. To them, 
"quotas" d,escribes slots held aside to be 
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filled only by minority members, thus .ma.k
lng membership in the appropriate minority 
an absolute requirement for employment or 
promotion. 

The AJC is aga.lnst that sort of thing. So 1s 
nearly everybody else, although there may 
occa.sionally have been an overzealous, under-
1ntell1gent bureaucrat who has misinter
preted his agency's affirmative action plan. 

But a good many people who are aga.1nst 
quotas as defined by the AJC are very much 
for "goals and timetables" for upgrading 
blacks in government employment. 

The d11ference 1s less one of semantics 
than of the degree of rigidity. The quota 
approach looks at an employment situation 
in terms of the available manpower and 
says: X per cent of the jobs and/or promo
tions must go to minority Y or be left vacant. 
The goals-and-timetables approach looks at 
the same situation and says: If the employ
ment of minority Y fails to approach X per 
cent by such and such date, there will have 
to be a convincing explanation. 

It won't be enough to say •we couldn't find 
any qualified applicants.' You'll have to say 
where and how you looked, and how you pro
pose to improve your technique. The em
phasis is not on good intentions but on 
results. 

But even that isn't the problem. If by 
opening up your recruitment practices you 
find you can staff your agency with the very 
best applicants and still have a staff that 
generally reflects the sexual, racial or ethnic 
make-up of the community, then fine. 

Suppose taking the cream of the crop gives 
you a work force that is 95 per cent white 
male. What then? 

That, really, 1s what is behind the whole 
debate. For Americans like the idea of a 
meritocracy, where every consideration except 
merit becomes extraneous, where every per
sonnel officer is color-blind. 

Now many people who consider themselves 
moderate-to-liberal will acknowledge that 
color-blindness 1s too slow a remedy in a so
ciety that was until recently consciously 
anti-black. 

If a tree has grown crooked because it has 
been deliberately pushed in one direction, it 
isn't enough just to stop pushing. You'll have 
to exert some pressure in the opposite direc
tion if you think it important to have a 
straight tree. 

A lot of people who will accept that analogy 
still will argue over the amount and the 
timing of the counter pressure. The argu
ment grows more furious the closer it ap
proaches the employment office. 

There is almost no argument against such 
preferential treatment as Head Start for mi
nority youngsters, and only a little against 
extra financing for disadvantaged public 
school pupils. In those cases, the disadvan
taged get more but the advantaged get no 
less. 

That starts to change when it comes to 
preferential college admissions, and· it 
changes absolutely when the question is 
preferential hiring or upgrading, by whatever 
name it is called. 

Not even the proponents of "affirmative 
action" want to take preference to such 
lengths as to require the hiring or promotion 
of idiots. What is advocated is preference 
among components, and that only as a stop
gap corrective. There are two primary justi
fications. 

First, ranking of qualified applicants 1s not 
nearly the exact science it is sometimes 
thought to be, and to the degree that intan
gibles (personality, motivation, character, 
etc.) become a part of the ranking process, 
they tend to work aganist minorities. 

Second, insistence on pure "merit" over
looks the social good that comes from hav
ing a society that is racially inclusive in fact 
as well as in theory. 

Or to put it negatively, denying social and 
economic mobllity to a large segment of the 
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population 1s llke planting a ttmebomb. And 
protestations of theoretical fairness and good
will to make it no less explosive. 

THE BANKRUPTCY FAD 

HON. JOHN R. RARICK 
OF LOUISIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 10, 1972 
Mr. RARICK. Mr. Speaker, much ora

tory and hot air has been expended in 
the House today discussing fiscal respon
sibility and who is or who is not respon
sible for excessive Government spend
ing-the President or the Congress. · 

The one thing that most of the Mem
bers seem to agree on is that Federal 
spending should be limited; but what 
confuses me is how this House can in 
one breath support a ceiling on Federal 
expenditures and then turn around and 
approve legislation which would, in ef
fect, give the President an additional 
$48 billion to play around with. 

The $250 billion spending limitation is 
$18 billion more than the total appro
priated by the Congress during the last 
fiscal year; then the debt ceiling increase 
authorizes him to borrow $15 billion 
more, and to that total could be added 
the $15 billion set aside in S. 3001, leg
islation which would create a Federal 
financing bank to handle the financing 
shortages for the executive depart
ments-without the need for congres
sional approval. The obligations of this 
new bank, like those of the Export-Im
port Bank, are to be exempt from con
sideration in determining the level of the 
national debt. 

It would seem, then, Mr. Speaker, that 
the President in conducting our fiscal 
matters must share in his charge of ir
responsibillty. But, then, if we are to be
lieve what we read in the papers, his con
duct is not unlike many Americans, who, 
in attempting to get out of debt, have 
found that "bankruptcy filing is simple, 
painless." It has become "an everyone's 
doing it" fad to escape responsibillty. It 
is doubtful, however, that the U.S. Gov
ernment will find filing for bankruptcy 
"simple, painless." After all, how does a 
country go bankrupt? 

I would comment, Mr. Speaker, that 
private bankruptcy proceedings may be 
simple and painless to the individual; but 
in reality, its effect on the public is pro
nounced. If a merchant suffers losses 
from bankruptcy, he can be expected to 
pass this cost on to his next customer
or, if the bankruptcy qualifies as a tax 
writeoff, the taxpayers are penalized by 
having to make up another loss. 

So, in reality, those who suffer from 
"simple, painless" bankruptcy proceed
ings are the producing Americans. 

Private bankruptcy is but another tax 
on the consumer; public bankruptcy by 
Government results not only in more 
taxes but causes more inflation-the 
cruelest tax of all on earnings and sav
ings. 

I insert a related news article in the 
RECORD at this point: 
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ONE WAY TO GET OuT OJ' DEBT; BANKRUPTCY 

FILING IS SIMPLE, PAINLESS 

(By Paul G. Edwards) 
Early in August, Carl Denham began to 

worry about his debts. 
One day, as he went aJbout his duties as a 

respiratory therapist at Alexandria Hospital, 
he started adding up the monthly payments 
he had to make. The total was more than 
$400. His take home pay was about $380. 

"It was very distressing to realize that I 
didn't make enough to cover my monthly 
payments," he said in a recent interview. "I 
didn't know what I was going to do. "Then 
a woman who works at the hospilta.l told me 
about :flling for bankruptcy. She said thwt 
she and her husband went through it and 
got rid of all their debts." 

"It sounded like the only way to me. The 
collection people were beginning to give me 
a hard t1m.e. I knew I had to move fast. If I 
didn't, I was afraid they would really hurt 
me, hit me with a ga.rnishee and hurt my 
employment record." 

Denham did move fast. Within a month he 
filed a petition with the U.S. Bankruptcy 
Court in Alexandria, declaring that his debts 
-about $4,000-were more than he could pay 
and asking the court to release him from 
making a.ny further payments. 

Barring an unlikely legal snag, Den·ham 
has a fresh start 1n the world of consumer 
credit. . 

F111ng for bankruptcy 1s a relatively pain
less way to clean the slate---almost as pain
less as going into debt in a society that pro
vides such easy access to credit buying. 

Divorce and 111nesses that run up huge 
medical bllls are principal paths to bank· 
ruptcy, says lawyers, and so is the prolifer
ating credit card. The bankruptcy court in 
Alexandria handles about 500 cases a year of 
peopl~ who find their debts have gotten out 
of hand. 

The process is simple. The person lists all 
h1s debts, income and assets in the petition. 
He is allowed to declare $2,000 of his personal 
property as exempt from Uquidation for re
payment of debts. The bankruptcy referee 
(to be called bankruptcy judge after Nov. 1) 
can order all other assets to be turned over 
to a court-appointed trustee for sale. The 
bankruptcy referee in Alexandria is Martin 
V. B. Bostetter, a private attorney who 
spends half his time hearing bankruptcy 
cases. 

The proceeds of the sale and one-fourth 
of any wages due the bankrupt when he 
filed his petition can be taken by the court 
and portioned out to creditors. 

The bankrupt is free to earn, spend and 
borrow again without fear of collection agen
cies, salary garnishments or court judg
ments. For six years, he is barred from avan
ing himself of the federal bankruptcy re11ef. 
But after seven years, should he fall behind 
again, he can repeat the process. 

Denham said that his lawyer warned him 
that bankruptcy could hurt his abllity to get 
credit in the future, but another recent 
bankrupt, Penny W. Pletz, of Reston, was 
optimistic. 

"Actually," she said, "I understand that 
people are anxious to give you credit again 
after you go through bankruptcy. Why 
shouldn't they be? They know you haven't 
got any debts and they know you can't de
clare bankruptcy again for another six years." 

Like many who file for bankruptcy, Mrs. 
Pletz's financial problems were tied in part 
to a divorce. She said her former husband 
wouldn't pay some debts that she consid
ered his. Then she started a small business, 
a gift shop in Reston, that failed. 

"When 1t rains it pours," she said. "Every 
day I would come home and find another 
summons." Finally, Mrs. Pletz decided to 
jettison her $5,000 in debts through bank
ruptcy, and now she's starting over with an 
$8,000 a year job at the National Letter Car
riers Association. 
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George L. Freeman, a lawyer who said he 

handles three or four bankruptcies a year in 
the Alexandria court, said in an interview 
that divorces and unusual medical b111s are 
frequently behind personal financial col
lapses. 

"People break up and then they find that 
two people can't Uve apart on one man's 
salary," he said. "Divorce and medical prob
lems are behind a lot of bankruptcies, but 
if I had to put my finger on one thing, I 
would say it's our credit society. 

"The stores have a mark-up that figures in 
credit losses. Consumer lending is pretty 
loose. People get in over their heads, not 
much, maybe $2,500 to $5,000 on the aver
age. Then they file for bankruptcy." 

Denham, the respiratory therapist, told 
how he got caught in the credit web. 

"I saved up a lot of money while I was 1n 
Vietnam. I applied for some credit cards to 
use when I got home, all of them oil com
pany cards-Humble, Texaco and Shell. 

"We were doing fine while I was in the 
Army. I was taking home $700 to $800 a 
month with my E-5 (equivalent to a buck 
sergeant) pay and part-time job at the hos
pital. 

"About April we began to fall a little be
hind. The credit card balances ran up to 
about $1,300. It was all for gas and car re
pairs and some motel b111s from trips we 
took. 

"Then on July 14, I got out of the Army 
and went to work full time at the hospital. 
I want a career in health services, but, well, 
you know we don't make much. I began to 
miss more payments. When you miss one, 
it's compounded. lit's such a massive amount, 
you just give up." 

In addition to his on company credit card 
b111s, Denham said he owed two loan com
panies-Household Finance and Beneficial
about $1,300. He was making payments of 
$91 a month on his car, a 1969 Pontiac Cata
lina, and paying $180 a month rent for an 
apartment at 8495 Madge La., Fairfax Coun
ty. 

Denham also makes a $76 payment month
ly to his former wife for child support, an 
obligation that bankruptcy does not wipe 
out. 

Once he decided to file for bankruptcy, 
Denham immediately stopped making all loan 
payments. He paid his lawyer a $200 fee and 
$58 for court costs out of two paychecks. After 
receiving the cash in advance, the lawyer 
filed the bankruptcy petition. 

"I told all my creditors I was filing,'' Den
ham said. "None of them said much, but 
the man at Benefic:ial urged me to try to work 
something out. He tempted me with more 
money, but I just couldn't see starting it all 
over again." 

KENTUCKY FFA MEMBER RECEIVES 
HIGHEST AWARD 

HON. TIM LEE CARTER 
OF KENTUCKY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 10, 1972 

Mr. CARTE.R. Mr. Speaker, the follow
ing article was sent to me by Mr. Jack 
M. Pedigo, who is a teacher of agricul
ture at Metcalfe County High School in 
Edmonton, Ky. The article is about the 
excellent · achievements of Mr. Joel 
Bowles, who has established an outstand
ing record as a member of the FFA. 

I am pleased to submit it for the 
RECORD: 
JOEL BOWLES OF SUMMER SHADE, KY., RECEIVES 

HIGHEST FFA AWARD 

Joel Bowles of Summer Shade, Kentucky, 
has been selected to receive the American 
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Farmer Degree, highest degree presented by 
the National FFA Organization. Joel was 
nominated for the degree by the Kentucky 
FFA Association and the nomination was ap
proved by the National FFA Board of Direc
tors in a recent meeting held in Washington, 
D.C. He was one of 471 FFA members nomi
nated to receive the American Farmer Degree 
which is presented at the National FFA Con
vention in Kansas City. The presentation wlll 
be made today, October 12, with the approval 
of 114 student delegates who represent FFA 
members in Convention business sessions. 

Joel is the son of Mr. and Mrs. Joe F. 
Bowles of Summer Shade and is currently 
farming for himself and with his father. 

He earned the American Farmer Degree on 
the basis of the outstanding Supervised Ag
ricultural Work Experience Programs car
ried out during his 4 years of Vocational Agri
culture at Metcalfe County High School, the 
many leadership; and cooperation develop
ment activities which h~ participated in as 
an FFA Member. 

Joel was chapter winner in Hay Production, 
Farm Mechanics and the FFA Chapter Con
test and went on to represent the Metcalfe 
County FFA Chapter in the South Central 
FFA Federation Contest 2 years in a row for 
the Farm Mechanics and FFA Chapter Con
test sponsored by The Courier Journal & Lou
isvllle Times. Joel served as Chairman of the 
Scholarship Committee 2 years, a member of 
a Superior rating Chapter Meeting and Par
liamentary Procedure Team and many other 
FFA Chapter and district activities too nu
merous to mention. 

Joel's own farming program this year con
sists of 7600 pound tobacco base, 25 acres of 
soybeans, 12 head of Registered Shorthead 
cattle, 21 head of Holstein heifers, 2 York
shire sows and litters, 7 acres corn, 10 acres 
hay and 20 acres of pasture. In addition to 
the above, he works with his father in carry
ing out an outstanding farming operation on 
approximately 50 acres of owned and rented 
land. 

Not only has Joel been an outstanding 
FFA member, he is also active in other 
school, church and community activities. He 
is a member of the Summer Shade Christian 
Church, American Softball Association, 
Young Adult Sunday School Class. He is very 
active in the Summer Shade Softball League. 

Joel's high school vocational agriculture 
instructors and FAA advisors are Mr. Jack M. 
Pedigo and Mr. Russell Fraser. To say the 
least, you can be sure they are very proud of 
Joel for this outstanding accomplishment as 
they have been the other two fine young men 
from Metcalf County to receive the American 
Farmer Degree. 

The American Farmer Degree is a highly 
coveted award because it is presented to only 
one tenth of one percent of the total of 
432,000 FFA members. It is presented only 
by the National FFA Organization of the 
FFA to members who have demonstrated ex
ceptional agricultural and leadership ability. 

Each American Farmer Degree recipient 
will be presented a gold key and a certificate 
by the National FFA Organization. Recip
ients who attend the convention will also be 
presented a check from the National FFA 
Foundation to help pay their travel expenses. 

To qualify for the American Farmer De
gree FFA members must have advanced 
through a system of degrees unique to the 
FFA organization. FFA members begin as 
Greenhands and after one vear of member
ship may be advanced by the local chapter 
to the degree of "Chapter Farmer." The third 
degree, that of "State Farmer", is presented 
by the State FFA Association and is pre
sented to two percent of the State's FFA 
membership in any one year. Only students 
who have earned the State Farmer Degree are 
eligible for the American Farmer Degree. 

The National FFA Convention is an annual 
event of the Future Farmers of America and 
is carried out in cooperation with the U.S. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
Office of Education, of the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare. This year 
over 12,000 FFA members, vocational agri
culture teachers, parents and guests are 
expected to take part in the 45th National 
FHA Convention. 

The convention is conducted entirely by 
student members all between the ages of 14 
and 21. Six National FFA Officers take charge 
of all business sessions and 114 official dele
gates represent the membership in voting on 
all issues of business. 

In addition to the American Farmer Degree 
many other FFA awards are presented during 
the convention. Contests are held in dairy, 
livestock, poultry, meats, dairy products 
judging, agricultural mechanics, as well as 
public speaking. Several guest speakers of 
national prominence address the convention 
audience and entertainment is interspersed 
with the business. The convention is the 
largest annual youth covention in the nation. 
It closes on Friday evening with the installa
tion of six new National FFA Officers. 

When you see Joel, congratulate him for 
receiving this high honor. He is living proof 
that all our young people have not turned to 
drugs and the hippie style of living. Joel is 
an example of the product the FFA tries to 
produce in every member with the coopera
tion of the parents, churches and schools. 

Although Joel will shortly hang up his 
Blue and Gold FFA Jacket which he has so 
proudly worn during the past 4 years, if there 
should be a call to the service of our country 
after the first of the year, Joel expects to put 
on the Olive Green Uniform of the U.S. Army. 
We know he will proudly wear this uniform 
also. 

MONTHLY CALENDAR OF THE 
SMITHSONIAN INSTITUTION 

HON. HENRY P. SMITH III 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 10, 1972 

Mr. SMITH of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
it is my privilege each month to insert in 
the RECORD the monthly calendar of the 
Smithsonian Institution. The October 
Calendar of Events follows: 

OcTOBER AT THE SMITHSONIAN 

Fll.MS AND LECTURES, TOURS, CLASSES 

Sponsored by the Smithsonian Associates; 
by subscription only-Call 381-5157. 

Classes and workshops 
Beginning the first week in October, Reg

istration still open in some subjects for 
both adults and young people. 

American filmmakers series 
Organized by the Whitney Museum of 

American Art. Offered a.s a series or individual 
showings. 10 weeks beginning October 10. 
Series tickets: $6 members, $10 non-members. 
Single tickets (available at the door one-half 
hour before showing): 75 cents members, 
$1.25 non-members. Student rates $8, $1. Spe
cial Bonus for Series Subscribers: Reception 
and private showing of the film Ruby on Od. 
9. Series is offered at three times: 7 to 9 p.m. 
Tueadays; 5:30p.m. Sundays. 

Women at work 
Luncheon/Lectures. Oct. 5, Women in 

Science--caryl Marsh; Oct. 26, Women in 
Literature-Abigail McCarthy; Nov. 15, 
Women in the Arts-Adelyn Breeskin, 12 
noon. $25 members, $30 nonmembers. 

Day tours (please call for cost). 
Along the Brandywine: Oct. 4 or 11. 
Winterthur-comprehensive tour. Oct. 14. 
Winterthur-furniture and silver. Nov. 4. 
John F. Kennedy Center for Performing 

Arts. Oct. 7. 
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National Arboretum/Botanical Gardens. 
Oct. 8 (deadline Oct. 2). 

Chesapeake Bay Center. Family camping 
and ecosystems study weekend. Oct. 2Q-22 
(deadline Oct. 12). 

Domestic study tours (Call Mrs. Kilkenny, 
381-5910). 

Arizona Astronomy Weekend: Oot. 6-9. 
Blockade-Runners' View of the Carolinas: 

Oct. 12-27. 
Sanibel Island, Florida: Nov. 5-10. 
Nature's Past (Florida's West Coast) : Nov. 

12-19. 
Sunday !-Exhibition: Countryside/Inner 

City. A contrast of rural and urban landscape 
and people shown through the photographs 
of Roland Freeman of George Washington 
University, Jeff Weiss of Goddard College, 
and their students. National Collection of 
Fine Arts, through November 13. 

Wednesday 4-Man and Cosmos: The 
Pl·anets. Lecturer: Carl Sagan, Cornell Uni
versity. Third in a series of lectures in astron
omy sponsored by the National Air and Space 
Museum and the Smithsonian Astrophysical 
Observatory for the Washington academ!c 
and professional community. The series pro
vides a comprehensive and current survey of 
man's past, present, and future concepts of 
the solar system, with particular emphasis 
on the results of space science research dur
ing the past decade. 7:30 p.m., History and 
Technology Building. Free admission; limited 
seating. The publi} is invited. Additional lec
tures: Oct. 12, 18 and 25, Nov. 1, 8 ann 15. 

Free film theatre: The Holy Ghost People
A look at a West Virginia Pentecostal con
gregation whose fundamentalist philosophy 
encourages a literal interpretation of the 
Bible including handling of live snakes and 
talking in tongues. Beginning of the fall 
season of films presented by the Smithsonian 
Women's Committee, and shown every 
Wednesday and Thursday at 12:30 p.m. in the 
Natural History Building auditorium. 

Design film: Glas-leerdam. A Dutch film on 
the design and manufacure of glass (11 
minutes). Continuous showings from 11 a.m.; 
last showing 2:30 p.m. The Renwick Gallery. 

Thursday 5-Free film theatre: The Holy 
Ghost People. Repeat. See Oct. 4 for details. 

Sunday 8-Jazz heritage concert: Lee Kan
itz, modern alto saxophonist, with his quintet 
and special guest trumpeter, :Joe Cheatham. 
First in a series of six monthly jazz concerts 
representing all styles and periods of jazz. 
8 p.m., Natural History Building auditorium. 
Associates $4, non-members $4.50, students 
$3. For ticket sales call 381-5395. 

Exhibition: Co Rentmeester's Indonesia. 
Details of daily life, as well as the wild life, 
pictorial beauty and the patterned richness 
of the land of Ball, Java and Sumatra, shown 
through a series of color photographs pro
duced by Co Rentmeester of Life :onagazine. 
Museum of Natural History, through Novem
ber 8. Under the patronage of His Excellency 
Sjarif Thajeb, Ambassador of the Indonesian 
Republic. 

Tuesday, 10-0riental art lecture: The 
Tomb of the "Living King" at Samarkand, 
by Dr. Lisa Galombek, Royal Ontario Mu
seum. Opening program in the 20th annual 
series of illustrated lectures sponsored by the 
Freer Gallery of Art. 8 : 30 p.m., Freer Gallery. 

Wednesday, 11-Free film theatre: The 
Real West. Narrated by Gary Cooper, the film 
explains many of the reasons and debunks 
many of the myths of why men risked phe
nomenal hardships for the lure of the golden 
West in the last half of the lOth century. 
12:30 p.m., Natural History Building audito
rium. 

Design film: Design and Man. A filmed look 
at industrial and commercial design and the 
design process. Continuous showings from 11 
a.m., last showing 2:30 p.m. The Renwick 
Gallery. 

Illustrated lecture: Central Italian Gun
makers in the 16th, 17th and 18th Centu
ries. Lecturer: Nolfo di Carpegna, Curator, 
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The National Odescalchi Collection, Rome, 
Italy. 7:30 p.m., History and Technology 
Building auditorium. 

Wednesday and Thursday, 11 and 12-
Music of South India: Two shows of music, 
song, and dance of India. Wednesday, India's 
greatest dancer, Balasaraswati, will perform 
Bharata natyam. Thursday, the musicians 
will present an evening of Indian music. 
Both programs began at 8:30 p.m. in the 
Natural History Building auditorium. Ad
mission per concert: Associates $4, non
members $5, students, $3. For ticket sales 
call 381-5395. 

Thursday, 12-Man and Cosmos: Planetary 
Atmosphere. Lecturer: I Rasool, National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration. 7:30 
p .m., History and Technology Building audi
torium. See Oct. 4 for series details. 

Creative screen: This Is Ben Shahn-the 
artist discusses his personal philosophy and 
explains the impulses and events that pro
moted some of his creations; A. Sculptor 
Speaks: Chaim Gross- the life work and 
ideas of this American contemporary artist; 
Calder's Circus-the mastery of craftsman
ship and fantasy of Alexander Calder's minia
ture circus. Complete program begins at 
11:15 a.m., 12:15, 1:15, 2 :15 p .m . National 
Collection of Fine Arts. 

Free film theatre : The Real West. Repeat. 
See Oct. 11 for details. 

Saturday, 14--Exhibition: American Pieced 
Quilts. Forty-five pieced quilts, most from 
the 19th century, showing the artistry and 
beauty of this again-popular folk craft. From 
the collection of Jonathan Holstein and Gail 
van der Hoof. The Renwick Gallery, through 
January 7. In connection with this exhibi
tion, quilting demonstrations will be given 
at the Renwick Gallery throughout the 
month (See Demonstrations). 

Lecture: Quilts and Quilt Collecting, by 
Jonathan Holstein, 3 p.m., The Renwick Gal
lery. Free admission. Tickets are required 
and are available from The Renwick Gallery 
information desk in person or by mail. Limit: 
two tickets per person. 

Concert: Country Guitar. Featuring the 
pride of Deep Gap, N.C. Doc Watson, and his 
son, Merle Watson, 8:30p.m., Natural History 
Building auditorium. First concert in the 
American Guitar Series. Admission $3. 

Creative screen: This Is Ben Shahn; A 
Sculptor Speaks: Chaim Gross,· Calder's 
Circus. Repeat program. See Oct. 12 for de
tails. 

Tuesday, 17-Lecture: The Preservation of 
England's Industrial Heritage at Ironbridge 
Gorge. Lecturer: Neil Cossons, Director of the 
Ironbridge Gorge Open Air Museum, Shrop
shire, England. The Ironbridge Gorge was 
one of the principal seats of the Industrial 
Revolution. Mr. Cossons will describe the 
preservation of the many remains of the 
industrial milestone. Sponsored by the Divi
sion of Mechanical and Civil Engineering, 
NMHT, the National Trust for Historic Pres
ervation, and the Latrobe Chapter, Society of 
Architectural Historians. 8 p.m., The Ren
wick Gallery. Free. 

Illustrated lecture: The Dutch as They 
Saw Themselves. Lecturer: Bas Kist, Acting 
Head of the Department of Dutch National 
History, The Rijksmuseum. Dutch material 
culture as seen by Dutch artists. 7:30 p.m., 
History and Technology Building auditorium. 

Wednesday, 18-Free film theatre: The 
West of Charles Russell. A view of the West 
portraying the cowboys and Indians in heroic 
and romantic terms, seen through the eyes 
of the 19th century artist. 12:30 p.m., Natural 
History Building auditorium. 

Man and Cosmos: The Moon. Lecturer: 
John Wood, Smithsonian Astrophysical Ob
servatory. 7:30p.m., History and Technology 
Building auditorium. See Oct. 4 for series 
details. 

Thursday, 19-Free film theatre: The West 
of Charles Russell. Repeat. See Oct. 18 for 
details. 
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Friday, 20-Exhibition: Solon Borglum 

(1868-1922). Eleven sculptures and sixteen 
drawings by this American sculptor who was 
principally noted by his sculptures of In
dians, cowboys and other Western figures. 
Drawings of the West and European scenes 
are part of a collection given to the NCFA 
by the artist's daughter, Mrs. A. Merwyn 
Davies. National Collection of Fine Arts, 
through December 3. 

Illustrated lecture: The Need for Coastal 
Wetlands, by Dr. John M. Teal, Woods Hole 
Oceanographic Institution. Cry of the Marsh, 
a film by ecologist filmmaker Robert Hart
kopf, will be shown. 8 p.m., Natural History 
Building auditorium. 

Saturday, 21--Goncert: Les Menestriers. A 
performance of earthy, warm and romantic 
music of the Middle Ages, by a young group 
that has recently won the French Grand 
Prize for recording. Sponsored by the Divi
sion of Musical Instruments and the Friends 
of Music at the Smithsonian. 8:30p.m., Hall 
of Musical Instruments, History and Tech
nology Building. Admission $3; student tick
ets $1 with presentation of student ID. 

Wednesday, 25-Man and Cosmos: The 
Outer Planets. Lecturer: John Lewis, Massa
chusetts Institute of Technology. 7:30 p.m., 
History and Technology Building auditorium. 
See Oct. 4 for series details. 

Free film threatre: Pumpkin-A contem
porary film, produced by noted anthropolo
gist John Marshall, about the relationship 
between the police and those they are trying 
to protect and/ or convict. A Legal Discus
sion about the Investigation of a Hit and 
Run-A Harvard Law School class discusses 
the salient legal points about the film 
Pumpkin, incluing the rights of witnesses 
an suspects. Complete program begins at 
12:30 p .m. , Natural History auditorium. 

Concert: Gustav Leonhardt, renowned 
Dutch harpsichordist, in a program of 17th 
an 18th century keyboard music, playing 18th 
century instruments from the Smithsonian's 
collections. Assisted by James Weaver, harp
sichordist, in works of Francois Couperin for 
two harpsichordists. 8:30p.m., Hall of Musi
cal Instruments, Museum of History and 
Technology. Seating is limited. For free tick
ets write Division of Musical Instruments, 
Smithsonian Institution. 

Thursday, 26-Free film theatre: Pumpkin; 
A Legal D iscussion about the Investigation 
of a Hit and Run. Repeat program. See Oct. 25 
for details. 

Design film: Preservati9n and Design. A 
two-hour program of films, titles to be an
noun ced. 11 a.m. , 1 p.m. and 3 p.m. The 
Renwick Gallery. Cosponsored by the Na
tional Trust for Historic Preservation. 

National Capital Shell Club: Informal dis
cussion, conducted by staff members of the 
Smithsonian's Division of Mollusks, 7:30p.m. 
Monthly meeting. 8:15p.m. Room 43, Natural 
History Building. Public is invited. 

Saturday, 28-Music from Marlboro: First 
in a series of three chamber music concerts 
presented by the Division of Performing Arts. 
Works by Brahms and Dvorak will be per
formed by Felix Galimir and Ronald Copes, 
violin; Nobuko Imai and Kim Kashkashian, 
viola; Miklos Perenyi, cello; and Richard 
Stotzman, clarinet. 5:30p.m., Natural History 
Building. Admission: $5 individual concerts, 
$3 students (available at the door only). 
Series subscription: $11 Associates; $12.50 
non-members. Remaining concerts will be 
held Februtl.ry 3 and April 7. For further 
information call 381-5395. 

Monday, 30-concert: Jeunesses Musicales, 
first in a series of performances by young 
international artists. Rudolph Werthen, vio
linist, from Belgium, appears in recital. 
Sponsored by the Division of Musical Instru
ments in cooperation with the Washington 
Performing Arts Society. 8:30 p.m., History 
and Technology Building auditorium. For 
ticket information call 393-4433. 

Exhibition: "Pop" Hart Prints. Not to 
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be confused with pop art, the works of th.i.s 
little-known turn-of-the-century graphics 
master, George Overbury (Pop) Hart have 
been likened to the caricatures of Daumier. 
Hart's prints portray the ordinary people he 
encountered in a restless life "on the road," 
from his birthplace in Cairo, Ill., to Tahiti. 
Museum of History and Technology, through 
Jan uary, 1973. 

Concert: Music of the Nineteenth Century, 
presenting The Camerata Chorus of Wash
ington in the atmospheric setting of the 
Grand Salon of The Renwick Gallery. Tick
ets $2.50. For reservations call 381-5395. 

Tuesday, 31-Informal concert: Judith 
N01·ell, harpsichordist, performing works of 
Couperin, Rameau, Gaspard le Roux, 3 p.m., 
Hall of Musical Instruments, Museum of 
History and Technology. Free, no tickets 
necessary. 

Dlal-A-Museum-737-8811 for daily an
nouncements on new exhibits and special 
events. 

Dial-A-Phenomenon-737-8855 for weekly 
announcements on stars, planets and world
wide occurrences of short-lived natural phe
nomena. 

HOURS 

Smithsonian museums are open seven days 
a week from 10 a.m.-5:30 p.m. Cafeteria, 
MHT, 11 a.m.-5 p.m. 

Nat ional Zoo buildings are open from 9 
a.m.-6 p .m. seven days a week. Beginn ing 
October 29,9 a.m.-4:30p.m. 

Anacostia Neighborhood Museum is open 
10 a.m.-6 p.m. weekdays, 1-6 p.m. week
ends. 

RADIO SMITHSONIAN 

Radio Smithsonian, a program of music 
and conversation growing out of the In
stitution's many activities, is broadcast every 
Sunday on WGMS-AM (570) and FM (103.5) 
from 9-9:30 p.m. The progr am schedule for 
September. 

1st--A Pair of Anniversaries. John Kin
ard, Director of Anacostia Neighborhood Mu
seum, talks about the Museum's first five 
years. And Roger Stevens, Chairman of the 
Board of the Kennedy Center, looks at the 
Center's past and future after its first year. 

8th Drilling for t h e Past. A look at the 
Deep Seat Drilling Project, which has led 
to some startling discoveries about changes 
in the earth's surface. 

15th-Songs of Stephen Foster. Some fa
miliar and unfamiliar songs by Foster, re
corded at the Smithsonian, capturing anal
most forgotten part of the American past. 

22nd-Reading Is FUNdamental. A look 
at a program designed to bring books to 
all people, with its founder, Mrs. Robert Mc
Namara, and its new president, Willliam 
Mullins. 

Counterfeiting in History-with Mrs. El
vira Clain-Stefanelli, Curator of Numismat
ics at the Smithsonian. 

20th-Recent Developments in Jazz-wtth 
Martin Williams, noted jazz critic and Di
rector of the Smithsonian's Jazz Program. 

FOREIGN STUDY TOURS 

For members of the National and Resi
dent Associa.tion. For further details on tours 
listed below, write Miss Schumann, Smith
sonian Institution, Washington, D.C. 20560. 

1972 

Antique Tour in London: Nov 2-10, $475. 
1973 

Peru: Archaeological sites. Feb. 8-March 5. 
Waiting list only. 

Morocco: March 6-27. 
Oave Paintings: April2-24. 
Middle East: April 21-May 16. 
Baroque Tour of Germany and Austria: 

May 13-June 4. 
Afrfcan Safari: July 17-Aug. 8. 
International Aerospace Tour: Sept. 10. 

2 wks. 
Site of Civilization: Oct. 6-28. Waiting llst 

only. 
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PUPPET THEATRE 

The Hullabaloo Election of Osbert or Jess. 
The story of Osbert Peabody Wright and 
Jessica Sweetwater as they campaign for the 
top prize in puppetland-Presldent of the 
Puppet Theatre. All the trappings and a real
world campaign abound-parades, rallies, 
rumors and image-making-and each show 
ends with children in the audience voting for 
the candidate of their choice. Performances 
are in the auditorium of the History and 
Technological Building, 10:30 and 11:30 
a.m., Wednesday through Friday, and 10:30 
a.m., 12:30 and 2:30 p.m. Saturday, Sunday 
and holidays through November 12. Chil
dren's admission is $1; adults, $1.25; groups 
of 20 or more, 75 cents (S.I. Employees and 
Resident Associates admission, 75 cents). 
Reservations are recommended. Call 381-
5395. The Puppet Theatre is presented by the 
Smithsonian's Division of Performing Arts. 

SPECIAL ATTRACTIONS 
A treat for the entire family-The Darwin 

Adventure. Premier showings November 4, 
1972, in the Baird Auditorium, National Mu
seum of Natural History, 10:30 a.m. and 1:30. 
The classic debate concerning the evolution 
of man is brought to the screen in a man
ner both sophisticated and humorous in this 
90 minute film. Tickets available after Oc
tober 15 through the Reception Center, SI 
Building, Smithson ian Inst itution, Wash
ington, D.C. 20560 or by calling 381-6264. Do
nations of $1 per person are requested to 
benefit the Darwin Foundation and the 
Smithsonian Visitors' Services. 

The Washington Art Scene-a new weekly 
radio program. Produced by Radio Smith
sonian and radio station WGMS. Benjamin 
Forgey, art critic for the Evening Star-Daily 
News, will host the show, comment on ex
hibits and other events in the Washington 
art community and give a schedule of open
ings at public and private galleries in the 
area. Wednesdays at 4:30 p.m. WGMS-AM 
{570); WGM&-FM (103.5). 

DEMONSTRATIONS 
Museum of History ana Technology 

Music Machines-American Style. Mechan
ical and electronic music machines. Monday 
through Friday, 1:00 p.m., 2nd fioor. 

Spinning ana Weaving-Wednesday and 
Thursday, 1-2 p.m. 

Machine Tools. Wednesday, Thursday, Fri
day, 1-2 p.m. 

Hand-Set Printing Presses. Monday, Tues
day, Thursday, Friday, 2-4 p.m., 3rd fioor. 

Musical Instruments. A selection of 18th 
and 19th century instruments, and American 
Folk instruments. Keyboard demonstration 
Monday and Friday, 1:30 p.m. Lutes, guitars 
and folk instruments, Wednesdays, 1: SO p.m. 
Hall of Musical Instruments, Srd fioor. 

The Renwick Gallery 
Quilting. In conjunction with the exhibi

tion American Pieced Quilts. October 14 and 
15, by Total Action Against Poverty in Roa
noke Valley. October 16-18, 23-25, 27-29, by 
the National Quilting Association. 

MUSEUM TOURS 
Walk-in tours are coducted in.the Museum 

of History and Technology beglnning October 
16 as follows: 

Highlights-weekdays,l0:30 and 11:30 a.m. 
( 1 p.m. by advance request); weekends, 10 :SO 
a.m., 12 noon, 1 :SO and S p .m. 

First Ladles Gowns-Monday through Fri
day, 10:SO and ll:SO a .m. 

THE WINNER CAN LOSE 

HON. JOHN D. DINGELL 
OF MICIDGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 10, 1972 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, pursuant 
to permission granted I insert into the 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD an excellent arti
cle appearing in the Washington, D.C., 
Evening Star of September 29, 1972, by 
Mr. Norton Mockridge regarding an un
fortunate event which transpired in New 
York City, the home of gun control: 

THE WINNER CAN LOSE 
(By Norton Mockrldge) 

NEw YoaK.-When a burglar invades your 
apartment at 3:45 a.m., and starts stealing 
your stuff, and stabs you repeatedly when you 
tell him he oughtn't to be doing it-don't 
shoot him! 

It ain't fair! It's illegal! And you could get 
yourself in serious trouble! 

That's what happened to a dancer with 
the Jaffrey Ballet. Dennis W. Wendlken, 27, 
who performs under the name of Dennis 
Wayne, was asleep in his Greenwich Village 
apartment when some jerk got in and began 
ransacking it. This disturbed Dennis (dancers 
need their rest, you know) , and it also dis
turbed a young lady, another dancer, who 
also was sleeping at the time. 

The intruder, later identified as Lancelot 
Holmes, 20, who said he couldn't seem to 
remember his address, got pretty nasty when 
Dennis woke up and said politely that he 
was annoyed by the whole thing. Lancelot, 
charged by police with having forced his 
way into the apartment with a nine-inch 
screwdriver, was equally annoyed at being 
disturbed in his prowling, and he attacked 
Dennis with the screwdriver. 

There was a bit of embrollment, and the 
loyal lady tried to aid Dennis. During the 
embroilment, Dennis got stabbed six times, 
and the lady once. 

Dennis then made his way into another 
room of the two-and-one-half room flat, got 
his .22-callber rille, and returned and let old 
Lancelot have a couple of slugs in his belly. 
Meanwhile, his friend phoned the police. 

Here's where we get to the point of the 
story. The fuzz saw to it that all three 
wounded participants got taken to St. Vin
cent's Hospital, and then they socked the 
charges to old Lancelot: attempted murder, 
felonious assault, reckless endangerment, 
burglary and possession of burglary tools. 

But-and you'd better brace yourself, kid
dies-they also charged dancer Dennis with 
second-degree assault and possession of a 
dangerous weapon! 

Now the least I can do is to advise you 
against falling into the same mess in which 
the stabbed and burglarized Dennis found 
himself. There are simple rules he should 
have followed. Here are some of them: 

1. Never shoot anybody who breaks into 
your apartment unless you get his permis
sion, it can be interpreted by the police as 
an unfriendly act. 

2. Never shoot him more than once. Dennis 
shot him twice, and that's very unfriendly. 

3. Never shoot any burglar, rapist, maniac, 
fire bomber or vampire with your own weap
on. (If someone should walk into your apart
ment at the time of the burglary, rape, etc., 
and hand you a weapon, you could argue later 
in the court that you fired at the invader, 
acting on the spur of the moment, under 
duress, without thinking and without realiz
ing that the weapon might injure the in
truder. In a case like that, you might get 
off with only one to three years in jail.) 

4. Never wrest a weapon away from the 
invader. This could be construed in the 
courts as felonious assault upon his person, 
indication of attempt to commit atrocious as
sault and, in cases where the weapon is 
worth less than $100, petty larceny. If the 
weapon is worth more than that--with an 
inlaid pearl handle, for instance-you could 
be charged with grand larceny and go to jail 
for 10-to-20. 

5. Never permit any one to assist you in 
resisting the invader-as dancer Dennis did
on the ground that you and the other person 
then would be charged with conspiring to de-
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prive the said intruder of his right to free
dom, health, happiness, choice of worship 
and voting privileges. 

6. Never stay in your own apartment at 
any time when you think it might be in
vaded by a burglar. THERE ARE TWO REA
SONS FOR THIS: The law might well take 
the position that you should not be present 
when an American wants to demonstrate his 
right of entry and, also, you might be an 
unstable person who gets excited and decides 
to take action against him. You could get 
yourself into a lot of trouble I 

POSTAL SERVICE WASTE PUT AT $8 
MILLION, FOR 20 USELESS ARCffi· 
TECT DESIGNS 

RON. ROBERT N. C. NIX 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 10, 1972 

Mr. NIX. Mr. Speaker, at this time I 
would like to insert in the RECORD at this 
point the second in a series of articles 
by Mr. Ed Zuckerman on waste by the 
Postal Service as uncovered by my sub
committee in our year long hearings on 
the postal construction program. 

This particular item covers the can
cellation of 20 postal projects from 
Atlanta, Ga., to Tacoma, Wash. A list of 
these projects appears in the article. 

This article appeared in the following 
newspapers; the New York Journal of 
Commerce, St. Paul Pioneer Press & Dis
patch, Duluth Herald & News Tribune, 
Long Beach Independent & Press Tele
gram, San Jose Mercury & News, Pasa
dena Star-News, Grand Forks <N.Dak.) 
Herald, Aberdeen <S. Dak.) American 
News, Garden Grove <Calif.), News, Gary 
<Ind.) Post Tribune, Boulder <Colo.) 
Daily-Camera and Niles (Mich.) Star, 
on or about September 11, 1972. 

We feel that we have just started our 
work. The troubled program that this 
particular waste springs from is a billion 
dollar program. My subcommittee will 
continue hearings on this bulk mail pro
gram during the next Congress and on 
the preferential mail program which is 
$4 billion program. 

The Zuckerman article follows: 
POSTAL SERVYCE WASTE PuT AT $8 MILLION 

(By Ed Zuckerman) 
WASHINGTON.-The U.S. Postal Service 

wasted more than $8 million when it decided 
in mid-1970 to scrap design projects for 20 
buildings, according to a recently completed 
government investigation. 

Whlle architects were planning the build
ings, postal officials ordered a study to deter
mine specifications for a nationwide system 
of highly mechanized mall processing cen
ters. The study, which brought the decision 
to abort the design projects, recommends 
major changes in mall handling techniques 
rather than the minor adjustments that 
postal authorities were hoping for. 

The study suggested that greB~ter economy 
and faster delivery could be accomplished 
by processing first class letters and bulk mall 
in separate buildings. The buildings on the 
drawing boards at the time would have put 
all types of mall into a single bullding. 

Total value of the 20 contracts for design 
and related services was $12.3 mllllon. The 
payment was reduced to slightly over $8 mil
lion, based on the amount of work com
pleted. In some cases, architects received ad-
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ditional fees for premature termination of 
their contraots. 

The investigation, completed in June by 
the General Accounting Office (GAO), was 
sent to Rep. Robert Nix, D-Pa., the chairman 
of a House post office and civil service sub
committee who requested it. Copies of the 
full GAO report haven't been made public. 
However, Nix inserted the GAO conclusions 
into the Congressional Record. 

Althc;mgh the government auditing agency 
confirmed the $8 mllllon value of the termi
nated contracts, some congressional observ
ers fear the loss is much higher than re
ported. 

That fear has two bases. First, there is 
reason to believe that the number of ter
minated contracts is more than 20. Secondly 
an earlier GAO probe of contracts awarded 
for the planning of a. postal facility in Pitts
burgh, Pa., uncovered more than $900,000 in 
wasted spending-significantly more than 
the $239,000 which GAO reported when it 
examined the same faclllty as part of its more 
recent investigation. 

The 20 locations confirmed by the GAO 
coincided exactly w1th a. list that was devel
oped by the House subcommittee which had 
relied on the assistance of a former postal 
service employe. A subcommittee aide later 
learned from the House Public Works Com
mittee about 19 more postal projects which 
were cancelled. None of the 19 which were 
to be built in cooperation with the General 
Services Administration (GSA), were dupli
cated on the subcommittee's 20-project list. 

"We gave 20 locations to the GAO and they 
confirmed every one of them . . . If there 
are others, as we suspect, the Postal Service 
isn't volunteering them." said Thomas Ken
nedy, the subcommittee aide. 

The earlier investigation of the Pittsburgh 
facility was completed in 1971 at the request 
of another subcommittee member, Rep. H.R. 
Gross, R-Iowa.. The recent probe, ltmlted only 
to architectural fees, reported the same $239,-
000 that was included in the 1971 investiga
tion. But the 1971 probe, which wasn't as 
limited, uncovered an additional $665,000 in 
waste-almost threefold-at the one loca
tion. In its most recent probe, GAO con
centrated on five of 20 supplied locations 
and concluded, on the basis of interviews 
with the architects, that "The Postal Service 
wlll receive little, if any, benefit from the 
work performed by the contractors." 

A spokesman for the firm that was hired 
to design a. facility at Atlanta., Ga., was quot
ed by the GAO as saying, "The only benefit 
that could be derived from the work his firm 
had performed . . . was the experience his 
firm had obtained in designing a. postal 
building and in learning about postal opera
tions." 

All of the design contracts were either sus
pended or terminated by May 1970-a. m.:>nth 
after postal officials received a. study from the 
IBM Corp. 

Some of the terminated design projects re
lated to buildings that will become part of 
a nationwide system of preferential man
handling centers. The 177-bullding system, 
to cost an estimated $4 billion and to be 
operational in 1978, is expected to save $1 
billion annually in postal costs. 

Several of the other terminated projects 
were designed for inclusion in a. national 
bulk mall processing system-to consist of 
21 major and 12 satellite installations, To 
cost an estimated $950 million and be opera
tional in 1975, the highly mechanized sys
tem is expected to trim $300 million annually 
in mall processing costs. 

The Pittsburgh fac111ty will be part of the 
bulk mall system. 

GAO's investigation of that project showed 
how the Postal Service went through a 
series of transa.ctions--.a.wa.rdlng contracts, 
initiating new studies, then rescinding con
tracts and awarding new ones and, a.fter re-

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
ceivtng a. second study, terminated the sec
ond contracts. 

Work on the Pittsburgh bulk mall facillty 
was started in January, 1969, when an archi
tectural contract worth $1,535,600 was 
awarded for the design of a building that 
would house facilities for both preferential 
and bulk mall. 

In July, while the design work was con
tinuing the Postal Service ordered a study to 
determine if work on the combined facility 
should continue. The study, completed in a 
month by Drake Sheahan Stewart Dougall, 
Inc., recommended the idea of separating 
preferential and bulk mall into separate 
buildings. The first architectural contract was 
suspended and Sheahan-Dougall was given 
a. second assignment, this time to prepare 
general specifications for a separate bulk 
mail building. 

While Sheahan-Dougall was working on its 
national study, the Postal Service executed a 
contract with ffiM to determine the size, in
terrelationship and general specifications to 
be utilized in the establishment of a. national 
bulk mail processing system. 

After receiving Sheahan-Dougall's version 
of a. national system, the Postal Service 
awarded a. $100,000 contract to Lester B. 
Knight and Associates, Inc., to begin equip
ment layout design work for the Pittsburgh 
facility. The Knight firm was to use the Shea
han-Dougall study as the basis for its design 
work. ' 

In May 1970, the original contract for the 
design of a. combined mall faclllty was for
mally terminated and the architects were 
paid $239,763. It was at this time that all the 
other post office design projects were either 
• • • suspended. 

In November 1970, the Knight firm was 
awarded $642,000 contract to complete its 
equipment layout design. Also, the architects 
who had been terminated were given their 
second contract, valued at $693,000, to be
gin designing the building on the basis of 
Knight's equipment layout Postal Service was 
forced to withdraw the architectural and 
equipment design contracts. mM, working on 
the national system, determined that the 
Pittsburgh faclllty wasn't large enough to 
cope with an anticipated increase in mall 
volume and to coincide with the plans under 
development for the entire network. Knight's 
equipment layout design was worthless, ffiM 
further pointed out, because the increased 
size of the Pittsburgh fa.cllity would require 
major changes. 

The Knight firm was paid $493,000 for the 
work it had performed. The architects, ter
minated for a second time, were paid $113,-
000. 

When the GAO completed its 1971investi
ga.tion, another company had been awarded 
a. Postal Service contract to prepare equip
ment layout designs for several of the bulk 
mall centers. 

The firm was utilizing the ffiM study as 
the basis for its work. 

As part of its investigation of the Pitts
burgh fac111ty, the GAO sought comments 
from H. F . Faught, assistant postmaster gen
eral in charge of the department of research 
and engineering. 

"(Faught) indicated that the Postal Serv
ice was aware that awarding these contracts, 
prior to receiving the results of the nation
wide bulk mail fac111ty study, carried with it 
some risk." the GAO said. 

The risk involved a trade-off between time 
and money. 

According to Faught, the Postal Service 
seems to have favored speed in an effort 
to put the new system into operation as 
quickly as possible to begin realizing the sav
ings it is supposed to bring. While the risk 
of losing money was great, postal officials 
were willing to gamble because the lost 
money wlll be recouped anyway. 
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POSTAL CONTRACTS 

Contract 
Facility location 1 amount 1 Payment 

Atlanta, Ga _______________________ $1,340,800 $560, 163 
Carbondale, IlL__________________ 128,974 95,728 
Chicago, Ill. (South Suburban)______ 389, 120 185,544 
Chicago, Ill. (North Suburban)______ 756, 015 593, 917 
Dallas, Tex_______________________ 1, 155, 000 858,805 
East St. Louis, IlL---------------- 314,000 237,382 
Ga~, lnd____ ____________________ 213,794 167,762 
lng ewood, Calif__________________ 334,758 252,152 
Jacksonville, Fla__________________ 397,358 238,943 
Madison, Wis __ ------------------ 410,000 329,025 
Morgan Station, New York City_____ 2, 538, 000 2, 043,346 
Murray Hill Station, New York City._ 504,000 a 551,382 
Pittsburgh, Pa____________________ 1, 535,600 239,763 
Rapid City. S. Oak__________ _____ _ 112,200 90,026 
Riverside, Calif_________________ __ 201,600 148,818 
Salem, Oreg_______ _______________ 270,929 169,681 
Salt Lake City, Utah______________ 404, 729 281,456 
San Antonio, Tex_________________ 456,488 358,892 
Syracuse, N.Y -------------------- 578,175 389,061 
Tacoma, Wash_-------------:---- 315,292 227,599 

----------------Total_ _____________________ 12, 356,832 8, 019,445 

1 Includes design fee, construction services and supervision 
fee. 

2 Includes design fee, subsoil investigation and suspension or 
termination costs. 

a Payments consist of $402,827 for design, $119,555 for subsoil 
tests and other expenses, and $29,000 in termination fee. 

VIETNAM, INSUBORDINATION, AND 
SELF-GOVERNMENT 

HON. JEROME R. WALDIE 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 10, 1972 

Mr. WALDIE. Mr. Speaker, at this time 
I include the following article in the CoN
GRESSIONAL RECORD. It was written by Mr. 
George Anastaplo, lecturer in the liberal 
arts, the University of Chicago: profes
sor of political science, Rosary College. I 
feel this article touches on several issues 
raised by the Vietnam war. 

This being an election year, makes the 
understanding of this issue all the more 
important. 

The article follows: 
[From the Chicago Tribune, June 25, 1972] 
VIETNAM, INSUBORDINATION AND SELF-GOVERN• 

lloiENT 

(By George Anastaplo) 
I 

What do Dr. Daniel Ellsburg and Gen. John 
Lavelle have in common besides their evi
dent willingness to engage in acts of insub
ordination, the former by disregarding secu
rity regulations with respect to certain classi
fied documents (known as the "Pentagon Pa
pers") , the latter by disregarding orders with 
respect to the deployment of bombers in 
Viet Na.m? 

Is it not prudent to assume that both men 
are patriotic Americans? 

How should these two kinds of patriotic in
subordination-leakage of classified docu
ments and disregard of bombing directives
be treated by us? The White House evidently 
takes one far more seriously than the other. 

That is, vigorous attempts were made in 
June, 1971, to keep the press from publish
ing the Pentagon Papers; attempts are now 
being made to imprison the men alleged to 
have distributed those papers to the press. 

On the other hand, the general who [upon 
exposure) admitted his deliberate and repeat
ed disregard of bombing directives has been 
permitted to escape court martial, (but not, 
it is salutary to believe, the enduring cen
sure of his fellow omcers) and to retire with 
a generous pension. 
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II 

Are not the "priorities" of the White House 
misplaced? We are accustomed to, and even 
depend upon, the unauthorized disclosure of 
classified documents in order to help the 
press make the government behave itself. 

But we cannot permit generals (and cer
tainly not in a nuclear age) to conduct war 
as they choose. 

Thus, we cannot know what we (as a 
sovereign people] are doing if vital informa
tion is systematically kept from us; nor can 
we control what is done in our name if our 
public servants [whether military officers or 
their civilian superiors] may act as they be
lieve best and thereafter attempt to conceal 
from public inspection and public discussion 
what they have done. 

There ara obviously circumstances in which 
information should be kept secret; there are 
also obviously circumstances in which ~ 
soldier should refuse to obey an order given to 
him. 

But should not the presumption be both 
in favor of full disclo: :rre of information and 
in favor of compliance with orders (especially 
when the orders are of a restraining charac
ter)? However that may be, we simply cannot 
allow mllitary men to determine how [or if] 
a war is to be fought ; nor can we allow the 
Executive Branch of the government to dic
tate what (if anything] will be revealed about 
its policies and its conduct. 

Both mllitary insubordination and govern
ment secrecy usually subvert efforts by Amer
icans to govern themselves. 

III 

American self-government depends not 
only on adequate information in the elec
torate and sufficient control by the electorate 
of what public servants do. It depends, as 
well, on the moral sobriety of our people. 
Indeed, no people which is impassioned or 
corrupted can truly govern itself, for it is so 
crippled morally that it cannot be said either 
to know or to choose what it is doi":g. (In 
such circumstances, chance rather than ra
tional public discourse determines events.) 

The most important revelation of the Pen
tagon Papers, therefore, may have been their 
confirmation of the moral obtuseness, if not 
even simple callousness, of the men who have 
tried to act on our behalf in Indochina. 

There is little to be found in the Pentagon 
Papers indicating any day-to-day awareness 
among our public servants of the S(>rious 
moral problems posed by our willingness 
(and, at times, even eagerness) to sacrifice 
to our supposed long-term security interests 
the lives and property of the Vietnamese. 

We were willing to infilct cons:<.:erable im
mediate damage upon a distant (and much 
weaker) people in order to spare ourselves 
some possible damage in the remote future. 
Let us hope that the American people went 
along with what was done there ln its name 
primarily because the threat to "us" was 
exaggerated and the damage to "them" was 
played down. 

It remains to be seen how critically we 
have damaged the American soul in the 
process. 

IV 

The physical damage we are visiting upon 
Viet Nam, North and South, has again been 
intensified in recent months. The North 
Vietnamese government can be said to have 
brought much of this damage on its people 
by launching its current brutal offensive. 
But such an observation, comforting as it 
might be to some, still leaves open the 
fundamental question of whether we should 
be in Indochina at all. 

The most troublesome aspect of what we 
are now doing in Indochina is that the 
American public bas again allowed itself 
to be lulled into acquiescence, partly be
cause of spiritual fatigue and disillusion
ment, partly because of its traditional re
luctance to question the judgment of its 
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President in his conduct of foreign affairs 
(at least not before election day) and partly 
because of the virtual elimination of Amer
ican casualties by the withdrawal from Viet 
Nam of almost all our combat ground 
troops. 

It is a pity that the North Vietnamese 
do not realize that it is in both their in
terest and ours that they release immedi
ately and unconditionally, into the custody 
of a neutral country, all their American 
prisoners of war. 

It would then be difficult for the basically 
good-natured American public to continue 
to believe that we are entitled to inflict upon 
Viet Nam the devastating aerial punishment 
we have unleashed. 

Even so, do we not already know enough, 
without waiting either for more revelations 
or for the parole of American prisoners, to 
be able to recognize our present conduct in 
Viet Nam as bordering on the barbaric, 
however "successful" it may eventually be 
in promoting what is likely to be no more 
than a temporary cease-fire in Indochina? 

v 
We cannot survive as a vital body politic 

without the integrity which comes from a 
public respect for old fashioned civility. 
It is that integrity which makes self-gov
ernment possible among us and which keeps 
public servants in their place even when we 
cannot watch ,them. We must take care, in 
any event, lest partisan success in one "con
frontation" encourage everyone to become 
reckless elsewhere (the theatrical Cuban 
missile crisis of 1962 comes to mind). We 
have the duty, that is, to study and super
vise what is happening and what is likely 
to happen in the conduct of our affairs 
abroad. 

Is it not the duty of the press and of Con
gress to examine what 1s being done in our 
name and to do what they can to shield from 
government persecution those who make con
scientious efforts to expose to public inspec
tion what the Executive Branch tries to 
keep concealed from the American people 
(especially when what is concealed from us, 
and even from Congress, is known to the 
enemy)? 

Is it not also the duty of Congress and 
of the press to insist that there be no com
promise with the constitutional principle of 
civilian, and ultimate public (and hence ra
tional?), control of our awesome military 
power? 

VI 

Self-government depends on both self-con
fidence and self-criticism. We should not for
get that a war has been prosecuted by us for 
a decade without the constitutionally-re
quired declaration of war. 

Such radical insubordination by the Pres
ident, in which Congress has improperly ac
quiesced, makes both the disclosure of classi
fied documents and the disregard of bombing 
directives seem rather modest by comparison. 

Indeed, the wonder ls that we have not, in 
our prosecution of this misconceived war, 
subverted even more than we have the politi
cal morale of the country. What we have sub
verted profoundly is the necessary confidence 
in the institutions of this country on the 
part of both our more articulate youth and 
our more conscientious military officers. 

That confidence must now be reestab
lished, beginning with our willingness and 
ability to face up to the facts of the past 
decade-including the attractive bwt danger
ous illusions of President Kennedy's Crusade. 

VII 

Need it be added that to question the mo
rality of what we have allowed to be done in 
our name in Indochina does not excuse what 
the North Vietnamese and their allies have 
been doing and may intend to do there and 
elsewhere? 

In fact, it is still another argument against 
what we have been doing In Indochina that 
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we have become, in the prosecution of this 
war, too much like the enemy we have con
jured up: devious, ruthless, and implicitly 
contemptuous of constitutional principles. 

EDUCATION: ADJUSTING OUR 
NEEDS TO MEET THE CHALLENGE 
OF THE SEVENTIES 

HON. MARVIN L. ESCH 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 10, 1972 

Mr. ESCH. Mr. Speaker, the Second 
Congressional District has a deep inter
est in education. It has more univer
sity students in it than any other district 
in the country. Its teacher training and 
educational research are rivaled by few 
places in the country. As a former uni
versity professor and a member of the 
Education and Labor Committee, I have 
shared this interest in education. I am 
taking the opportunity to communicate 
my views on the education problems 
which face our Nation. Four areas are 
in the forefront in Congress in the discus
sion of Federal aid to education. The7 
are: First, appropriations for education; 
second, the changing role of higher edu• 
cation; third, elementary and secondary 
education issues, including school finance 
and program revisions; and fourth, 
improving the quality of education for 
all schoolchildren. 

APPROPRIATIONS 

Federal support for education and 
training has increased by $6.2 billion
or 65 percent-since 1969. In Congress 
two serious attempts have been made to 
raise the level of spending over the re
quested levels. Both initiatives were spon
sored by Representative WILLIAM HATH
AWAY and a bipartisan coalition of Con
gressmen. In 1971 we attempted to add 
$728.6 million to the education appropri
ations measure. Although our efforts 
were unsuccessful on the House floor, a 
second attempt was made to instruct the 
conferees to accept the Senate provision 
which amounted to $816 million over the 
House figure. The final appropriation for 
education was $346 million over the orig
inal House bill. 

In 1972 a new attempt was made to 
increase education appropriations. After 
an intensive lobbying campaign our ef
forts were successful. We were able to 
add $363.8 million. In spite of the Labor
HEW veto, I am hopeful that we can 
retain those hard-fought-for increases 
when the final appropriations bill is 
passed. 

One area where we have fallen con
siderably short has been in funding the 
Environmental Education Act. I pro
posed the Environmental Education Act 
in the hope that it would encourage our 
schools to develop environmental curri
cula which were integrated into other 
subject areas. The act established school 
and community related projects. In the 
2 years since passage of the act it has 
been short of funds to implement even a. 
minimum number of projects. The level 
of interest nationally demonstrates that 
the program could yield significant re-
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suits if it were adequately funded. Our 
efforts to bring funding up to a reason
able level will continue. 

The long-range problems of education 
will not be solved with the single strat
egy of funding increases from the Fed
eral Government. Systematic reform of 
our educational system is also essential. 
Additional funds will allow our districts 
adequate funds to carry these reforms. 
New programs of Federal aid and revi
sions of older programs must recognize 
that local districts can best control their 
educational and spending decisions. 

HIGHER EDUCATION 

The Education Amendments of 1972-
Public Law 92-318-have been hailed by 
many as the most important education 
legislation passed by the Congress in the 
last decade. The $16 billion measure cre
ated new programs which will aid low 
and middle income students in being able 
to afford the cost of higher education. It 
establishes a new program of opportu
nity grants guaranteed to every student 
equal to $1,400 less the expected family 
contribution toward the cost of educa
tion. 

The bill also will increase the a vail
ability of loan funds for students. It cre
ates a secondary market mechanism 
which will increase the student loan li
quidity by allowing banks to resell stu
dent loans to a government corporation. 
A similar system is used in home mort
gage loans quite successfully. The Student 
Loan Marketing Association will assure 
that adequate levels of student loans will 
be available for those who must borrow 
to attend school. The impact of the aid 
and loan revisions in this bill will be the 
realization of the goal that "no student be 
denied access to higher education for fi
nancial reasons." 

In the past few years Members of Con
gress have become painfully aware of the 
desperate financial situation which faces 
many of our Nation's colleges and univer
sities. Many colleges have been forced to 
cut services and programs to survive. The 
Education Amendments of 1972 estab
lished a general aid program which will 
help put the schools on a firmer finan
cial foundation by providing direct aid 
to institutions on a formula basis with 
no strings attached. 

The bill also creates a new National 
Institute for Education based on the 
principle of the National Institutes of 
Health. The role of the Institute will be 
to conduct basic research on educational 
policy. 

Job opportunities in our economy are 
constantly changing. If our education 
systP.m is really going to perform its job 
it must provide training in new careers 
as the job market changes. The Depart
ment of Labor recently estimated that 
only one job in five will require a college 
education by 1980. The section of the 
education amendments which brought 
me the most personal satisfaction was a 
proposal I authored for occupational 
education. The $1 billion program will 
provide training in technical fields, for 
students who want to continue their edu
cation after high school, but may not be 
interested in academic training. 

The 150-page bill deals with many 
other problems in higher education. I 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

would be glad to provide you with a de
tailed discussion of the bill's other items. 
ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION ISSUES 

The authorization for the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act expires 
next year. Although there will be a 4-
percent drop in enrollment in our ele
mentary and secondary schools by 1980, 
the problems facing school districts 
across the Nation will not diminish. In 
the past 2 years court dockets have been 
:ftlled with cases of equity on school fi
nance. The role of the parochial school in 
our educational system remains an unre
solved problem. Many of our urban school 
districts are on the brink of financial 
collapse. For these reasons and many 
others several Members of Congress have 
started to review the broad range of Fed
eral aid to elementary and secondary 
education. 

In August of last year the California 
Supreme Court handed down a land
mark decision on school finance which 
will have nationwide impact. The Ser
rano decision simply stated that "Edu
cation should not be a function of 
wealth." Serrano found that different 
school systems in the State had wide var
iations in their property tax base, assess
ment rates, and number of students. 
This caused a wide disparity in the per 
pupil expenditure between districts with 
similar characteristics. The property tax, 
which finances 84 percent of local expen
ditures for schools, was thus causing 
problems for school districts in spite of a 
genuine effort by citizens to pay the nec
essary education costs. 

A second and related problem becomes 
obvious after a study of votes on millage 
increases in the past 10 years. In 1962 
school bond issues passed at a rate of 73 
percent. By late last year this rate had 
dropped to 41 percent. There was talk of 
a nationwide taxpayers' revolt. The prop
erty tax, which is the most inelastic of 
our taxing structures, had been stretched 
to the limit. This means that some addi
tional alternative must be presented to 
help lift the burden off the property tax
payer. Two types of suggestions have 
been made. First, to fit into the guidelines 
established by the Serrano decision some 
form of State equalization of expendi
tures either through an ''add on" to less 
wealthy districts or through the use of 
100 percent State funding should be de
vised. These alternatives are still being 
discussed and debated in the States. 

The second solution is to provide for 
an increasing percentage of educational 
expenditures to be funded from the Fed
eral level. Currently, the Federal Govern
ment supplies 6 to 7 percent of all ex
penditures for education. Local revenues 
supply 53 percent and States supply 41 
percent. Some of the proposals call for 
as much as 30 percent Federal assump
tion in the next 10 years. 

I think it is important that as we move 
toward greater Federal spending in ele
mentary and secondary education we at
tempt to decategorize that money which 
goes back to the States and local d~s
tricts. Federal legislation must recogniZe 
that Federal aid should not include the 
heavy hand of the Federal bureaucracy 
in determining what programs will con
tinue in local districts. 
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Flexibility and local control are the 
main rationales behind education reve
nue sharing which I cosponsored last 
year. The idea of this proposal is to elimi
nate 33 categorical programs in favor of 
five broad program goals, including edu
cation of the disadvantaged and the 
handicapped, vocational education, aid 
for schools in federally assisted areas 
and support for educational materials 
and services. If our education system is 
to do an adequate job we must decate
gorize. There are now 440 programs at 
the Federal level in 31 agencies and 53 
bureaus which deal with education. It is 
not surprising that school districts are 
confused by this hodgepodge. Decate
gorization will bring spending decisions 
back to the local level so that local 
schools can start to make education fit 
the needs of the student, rather than 
fitting the student to the program. 

In the beginnings of our school sys
tem standardization of curriculum and 
materials was adopted so that a mini
mum level of accomplishment could be 
expected. Education has become a right 
for all our citizens so the job has be
come more complex. Our society has 
grown more mobile and diverse. We have 
accepted the task of educating all our 
children. Standardization no longer 
serves the interests of providing relevant 
education for our citizens. 

My education revenue sharing pro
posal provides programs for groups in 
our educational system which need spe
cial consideration. The groups with spe
cial needs include the handicapped
ESEA Title VI-and the disadvantaged
ESEA Title I. The Federal commitment 
to these groups must continue but I 
think it is important that we period
ically review these programs to make 
sure that they are meeting the needs of 
those they are intended to help. 

Compensatory programs in education 
have had an uneven record. Where title 
I funds have been used well, substantial 
benefits have become apparent on a long
range basis. Achievement scores for cog
nitive development have shown steady 
increases. However, some of our title I 
programs have purchased equipment or 
services which did not meet the needs of 
their students. In our review of title I 
we should seek out those programs which 
have been successful and determine why 
they have been successful. This will make 
sure that our Federal dollars are targeted 
to those most in need. With scarce funds 
this seems essential. 

Several States have had suits brought 
against them for not providing adequate 
services and educational opportunities 
for handicapped students. I am sure that 
our discussions of title VI next year will 
center on the so-called handicapped bill 
of educational rights. The long-range 
goal of our educational system should 
be to insure that all students are edu
cated and challenged to the limits of 
their abilities. 

Our Nation's nonpublic schools now 
enroll 12 percent of our students. The 
cost of nonpublic education has risen at 
a slower rate than public education, how
ever, its cost will soon be prohibitive for 
many of the families that now enroll 
their children in nonpublic schools. If 
our nonpublic schools were forced to close 
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the public schools would ha.ve to find 
spaces for 5.5 million students. It should 
be recognized, however, that there is a 
basic question of separation of church 
and ctate, anC: that the Federal court has 
ruled present delivery systems of sup
port of nonpublic schools unconstitution
al. Our role should be children centered. 
We should make sure that those children 
who are attending nonpublic schools re
ceive the same services as those children 
who are attending public schools. That 
is an issue which Congress will be faced 
with in the coming year. 

IMPROVING THE QUALITY OF EDUCATION 
FOR ALL SCHOOLCHILDREN 

In the past year or so the intensity of 
feeling on the busing issue has somewhat 
overshadowed two problems in our educa
tional system which may be subject to 
mutual solution, that is, one may be 
solved by solving the other. 

The first problem concerns teacher 
load factors in many of our school dis
tricts with high concentrations of eco
nomically disadvantaged students. Many 
of these districts carry pupil-teacher 
ratios of 50 to 1. Although the research 
on the effects of changing pupil-teacher 

ratios is decidedly mixed when talking 
in general statistics it seems clear that 
additional skilled personnel concentrat
ing on children in these areas will en
courage significant gains in cognitive de
velopment. The experts do agree that 
children in these schools have substanti
ally lower achievement results than stu
dents from more advantaged areas. 

The second problem was brought to 
light in a recent study by the National 
Education Association. Their conclusion 
was that currently 250,000 recent grad
uates in education are either unem
ployed or not employed in the field they 
were trained for. This paradox seems 
strange in light of the needs for more 
teachers in so-called inner city schools. 
The solution to these two problems is 
proposed in the Teacher Utilization Act 
of 1972. 

My proposal calls for a federally 
funded program of $400 million to put 
up to 60,000 teachers in schools with 
high concentrations of economically dis
advantaged students. The teachers' po
sitions would be federally funded, but 
other details of organization and place
ment would remain with local school 

districts. The proposal also includes 
funds to help sensitize the new teachers 
to the type of student they will be deal
ing with. These in-service training pro
grams will assure that teachers hired 
under the act will be aware of the range 
of problems facing students in these 
schools. The Teacher Utilization Act 
could make a real contribution toward 
solving the complex educational prob
lems facing these students. 

The problems facing our educational 
system are many and complex. In many 
ways this system· has not been able to 
meet the needs of its diverse and mobtle 
clients. During the last school year many 
educators adopted the slogan of quality 
education. I cautioned then that I hoped 
that this slogan would not become an
other one of those annual educational 
shibboleths which we use for a time and 
then discard. The level of interest and 
thoughtful analysis in the problems 
facing our educational system and the 
depth and range of proposed solutions 
coming from all levels has been heart
ening. The rewards from this critical 
self -analysis will pay off for many years 
in the future. 

SENATE-Wednesday, October 11, 1972 
The Senate met at 8:30 a.m. and was 

called to order by Hon. RoBERT P. 
GRIFFIN, a Senator from the State of 
Michigan. 

PRAYER 
The Chaplain, the Reverend Edward 

L. R. Elson, D.D., offered the following 
prayer: 

0 God, our Father, we pause once more 
in this place of work and worship to tum 
from our striving, our contention. our 
industry, and to shut out the tumult of 
the world and the confusion of many 
voices that we may "be still and know 
that Thou art God." Grant us the still
ness not of inactivity or passiveness but 
the stillness of serenity and power. Pre
serve in our inmost souls a quiet area 
of peace which only Thou canst give and 
which no power on earth can take from 
us. With renewed strength, sharpened 
minds, and warm hearts send us to our 
tasks to serve nobly the welfare of the 
people. 

In the name of Him who went about 
doing good. Amen. 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING PRESI
DENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will please read a communication to the 
Senate from the President pro tempore 
(Mr. EASTLAND). 

The assistant legislative clerk read the 
following letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington, D.C., October 11, 1972. 
To the Senate: 

Being temporarily absent from the Senate 
on omcia.l duties, I appoint Hon. RoBERT P. 
GRIFFIN, a. Senator from the State of Michi
gan, to perform the duties of the Chair dur
ing my absence. 

JAMES 0. EASTLAND, 

President pro tempore. 

Mr. GRIFFIN thereupon took the chair 
as Acting President pro tempore. 

THE JOURNAL 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the reading of 
the Journal of the proceedings of Tues
day, October 10, 1972, be dispensed with. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

CONSIDERATION OF TWO MEAS
URES ON CALENDAR 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate tum 
to the consideration of Calendar Nos. 
1222 and 1224. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

LIBERALIZATION OF DISABILITY 
AND DEATH PENSION 

The Senate proceeded to· consider the 
bill (S. 4006) to amend title 38, United 
States Code, increasing income limita
tions relating to payment of disability 
and death pension, and dependency and 
indemnity compensation, which had been 
reported from the Committee on Veter
ans' Affairs with an amendment, to strike 
out all after the enacting clause and 
insert: 
That (a.) subsection (b) of section 521 of 
title 38, United States Code, is amended to 
read as follows: 

.. (b) If the veteran is unmarried (or mar
ried but not living with and not reasonably 
contributing to the support of his spouse) 
and has no child, pension shall be paid ac
cording to the following formula: If annual 
income is $300 or less, the monthly rate of 
pension shall be $140. For each $1 of annual 
income in excess of $300 up to and including 
$1,000, the monthly rate shall be reduced 
3 cents; for each $1 of annual income in 

excess of $1,000 up to and including $1,500, 
the monthly rate shall be reduced 4 cents; 
for each $1 of annual income in excess of 
$1,500 up to and including $1,800, the 
monthly rate shall be reduced 5 cents; for 
each $1 of annual income in excess of $1,800 
up to and including $2,200, the monthly 
rate shall be reduced 6 cents; and for each 
$1 of annual income in excess of $2,200 up to 
and including $2,900, the monthly rate sha.ll 
be reduced 7 cents; for the annual income of 
$2,900 up to and including $3,000, the rate 
shall be 10. No person sha.ll be paid 1f 
annual income exceeds $3,000." 

(b) Subsection (c) of such section 521 
is amended to read as follows: 

"(c) If the veteran 1s married and living 
with or reasonably contributing to the sup
port of his spouse, or has a child or children, 
pension shall be paid according to the follow
ing formula: If annual income 1s $500 or 
less, the monthly rate of pension shall be 
$150 for a veteran and one dependent, $155 
for a veteran and two dependents, and $160 
for three or more dependents. For each $1 
of annual income in excess of $500 up to 
and including $900, the particular monthly 
rate shall be reduced 2 cents; for each $1 of 
annual income in excess of $900 up to and 
including $3,200, the monthly rate shall be 
reduced 3 cents; and for each $1 of annual 
income in excess of $3,200 up to and includ
ing $4,200, the monthly rate shall be reduced 
5 cents. No pension shall be paid 1f annual 
income exceeds $4,200." 

(c) Subsection (b) of section 541 of title 
38, United States Code, 1s amended to read 
as follows: 

" (b) If there 1s no child, pension shall be 
paid according to the following formula: If 
annual income is $300 or less, the monthly 
rate of pension shall be $94. For each $1 of 
annual income in excess of $300 up to and 
including $600, the monthly rate shall be 
reduced 1 cent; for each $1 of annual income 
in excess of $600 up to and including $1,900, 
the monthly rate shall be reduced 3 cents; 
and for each $1 of annual income in excess 
of $1,900 up to and including $3,000, the 
monthly rate shall be reduced 4 cents. No 
pension shall be paid 1f annual income ex
ceeds $3,000." 

(d) Subsection (c) of such section 541 1s 
amended to read as follows: 
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